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How to use the textbook on politico-administrative relations as a tool 					for teaching
				         Olga Vidláková	

INTRODUCTION
	Let me start my presentation by quoting an old Latin phrase: “ Finis coronat opus”. I am sure that those of us who are teachers of the broad discipline of public administration or any of its specializations at universities or other higher education schools will agree that politico-administrative relations remain one of the most difficult issues in public administration development in our countries. The more valuable tool for teaching and lecturing a book on this topic is.
	I believe the idea of preparing such a textbook within NISPAcee was priceless and the creation of a working group was a good step forward. In March it four years have passed  since its establishment and today we can say we have not worked in vain; the textbook has become the output of our activitiy and - inasmuch as it will serve  well our teaching and lecturing well and be used by our learners - it will become the outcome as well.
	From the structural point of view the book consists of 17 chapters, a slightly half consists of the case studies of 9 countries, while the other half contains thematic studies of principal significance for the problem. They cover theory and methodology, a comparison of Western European and post-communist countries of Central and Eastern Europe and three chapters contain  the key issues on politico-administrative relations ( delivery of policy advise by civil servants, professionalism of civil servants and ethics of both civil servants and politicians); all that is placed between a short introduction and a thorough concluding comparative analysis.
	Since the end of World War II the CEEC and the CIS have lived more than four decades  behind the Iron Curtain, in isolation from the developing democratic world. When they awoke in the early 1990s, the public administration theory of the western world has been moving (at least incrementally) from the pure enthusiasm for the New Public Management wave of the 1970s and early 1980s to the  re-evaluation of such classic values of public administration and civil service as honesty, integrity, morals, ethics, accountability, while some authors expressed their concern for the possible threat to these values by one-sided emphasis on effectiveness, effectivity and management. Nonetheless, the issue of politico-administrative relations was present, albeit often concealed, in most academic discussions on public administration, even if the focus and orientation of these debates has changed during the time as Tony Verheijen reminds in his introduction.
	The transformation processes in post-communist CEEC and the CIS gave another impetus to the discussion of politico-administrative relations in these countries under new conditions of their political, economic, social and cultural development. However, there were more important issues of public administration in the “decade of turn” in the transforming countries of the region, e.g. decentralization of state administration, de-etatization and privatization, transformation of state administration employees into civil servants including the legal regulation of their status, in the centre of political interest rather than  the changing administrative theory in these countries. Little attention (if any) was afforded in academic research and publications to the development of politico-administrative relations, either.
	The challenge was taken by the initiators of the project of establishing a Working Group on Politico-Administrative Relations within NISPAcee who designed the research protocol as the basis for country studies and put together a team of theoreticians who provided theoretical and methodological framework of the whole study. The volume is mainly destinated for universities and training institutions and it is now my task to present my ideas on how to use the textbook as a tool for teaching.

I.PART: GENERAL CHAPTERS
        1.	The necessary start for preparing lectures on a new subject is to have a solid overview of specialized literature. In our textbook the readers will find such an overview in Chapter 2 written by Aleksandra Rabrenovic. Her bibliography numbers  ca 40 authors and approximately the same number of publications. It is a representative collection of principal theoretical works exploring relations between politicians and civil servants in the policy-making process, even if the author focuses mainly on British and American literature. She herself is an excellent guide through the complicated theory and helps especially the young teachers with finding an orientation in the politics-administration dichotomy and its development from  1920s through to the 1990 without getting lost in different interpretations.
	It is a long way from the famous frequently cited Max Weber to such other outstanding theoreticians as Svara or B.Guy Peters. Rabrenovic is correct when she points out different interpretations,  maybe even misinterpretations, of some authors. One should have this in mind to  understand better the intrinsic complications in the development of the politico-administrative relations under various political conditions, to find an answer to the question who wields  power over whom, whether it the politicians over civil servants or vice versa. That is exactly the crucial question which Rabrenovic raises at the beginning of her chapter: Who rules?  In  the end, she comes to the conclusion that we cannot get any answer to this question; nevertheless, having gone with her through her chapter, we have a better understanding of what and why.
	I would argue that a better understanding in this context makes us also  consider the difficulties of  semantics. When translating from English into Czech,  for instance, there are problems with the terms of  “politics” and “policy” - the sense may differ much  when the translation is not accurate enough; often the dictionnary will not help. I wonder if similar problems  exist in other languages as well.
	We have to be sensitive to well understand the typology of bureaucrats and politicians in western democracies. The types as developed by Peters and Putnams for instance are not so easily transferable to some CEEC and the CIS as a whole because their environment, experience and culture are greatly different. You may remember that in our last year´s Conference I had problems when using Prof.Peters´ models for the classification of politico-administrative relations in the Czech Republic reality; I could not use any of them in their pure form. I fully agree with Rabrenovic that Peters models are rather theoretical and represent a stylised illustration of interactive behaviour. “Administrative reality” as she says, “embraces different patterns of interaction between politicians and the civil service, often combining the features of distinct models”.
	In my view it is very important to understand well the theory to be able to use it for both the practical life and for the teaching.Such points as I have just mentioned have impact on how to use the textbook as a tool for teaching. We have to  explain well  the differences between various systems and environments, otherwise we would sow the seeds of  suspicion rather than of trust and conviction. In our faculty we have curricula for students within different forms of the study: present (daily) form, distant form, combined form; some of them are used for life-long learning which is now more supported. I believe that these different forms ask for different uses of texts and literature; we should have a discussion on this issue.
	In this context I find critical part 3 of Rabrenovic chapter, focusing on elements that influence politico-administrative relations, namely the legal framework and the interest groups. It seems to me that the Anglo-American concept may be too distant from our reality, experience and tradition. All in all, the chapter is very important for teaching both the administrative  science in general and politico-administrative relations as a special issue.

	2.    In its introduction D.Coombes´ Chapter 3) which is of comparative character  provides a short critical review of the historical development of state and administration in West European space (esp. France, Germany and Greta Britain) and tackles the dilemma of policy and administration from the historical perspective . For teaching needs I consider particularly interesting his assessment of nationalism in modern history from the angle that nationalism has simplified the relationship between politics and administration by “supplying national interest as the overriding and all-encompassing purpose of policy”, while the role of the civil service - and this is already the reality of the 20th century - “was enormously strengthened, as both assisting de-politicisation and representing the national identity”. 
	I have to add that the impact of nationalism on political and cultural development of societies has had, of course, different forms and strength not only in the Balkan region but also in the melting pot of Central Europe (R.Schnur´s Mitteleuropa).
	What matters is the  Coombes´description of bureaucracy and  its double effect on the relationship between politics and administration. The author argues that bureacracy tends to eliminitate patronage and the use of public power for personal advantage and thus, theoretically, contributes to the realibility and accountability of the administrative state. On the other hand and simultaneously it may greatly increase the power of the civil service “enabling it to use power with more self-reliance and self-justification”. Thus it may happen that bureaucrats as civil servants may hold more power than politicians.
	Both the establishment of nation-states in Europe and the growth of bureaucracy have made possible, in Coombes´ interpretation, the third modern development with impact on the relationship between politics and administration, namely representative democracy which has become the norm in Western Europe after the Second World War, that is at the time when post-communist CEEC were already excluded from that community. Coombes argues that exactly this phenomenon further complicated the politico-administration relationship. He concludes:”The ultimate result of representative democracy, in combination with national integration and bureaucracy, is thus to shift the classical view of the politics-administration dichotomy in a new, and even contrary, direction”. I am not sure if CEEC took this consideration into account when they started their public administration reforms in the early 1990s.
	The essence of Coombes´ statement is contained in the subsequent part of his chapter called:”The resurgence of politics and public administration reform”. In his understanding there were three main motives for the reform of public administration in West European countries after the Second World War:
1) to ensure adequate political control of the public administration
2) to make the public administration more representative socially
3) to restore public confidence in the public administration.
	Exactly the third motive is so close to the situation which developed in CEEC after the fall of their totalitarian communist regimes. It is the issue of purging the public service of known sympathizers or collaborators with the crimes of communist parties. It is my deep conviction that this was muffed in most if not all post-communist countries in Central and Eastern Europe and most probably also in the CIS. Is there an agreement among us on this issue  and so, are we aware what were the true reasons for such development? How then can we use the West European experience?
	It is in this context that I consider point 6 of the Coombes´ chapter, “The politics of public administration reform after communism” as eminently important for being used as a teaching tool. We have to concentrate on it. His analysis and assessment of the situation in post-communist countries and its development in the 1990s, sudden introduction of representative democracy, political interventions in the affairs of public administration including the classification of the political development of the region into three main types which he calls “authoritarian nationalism”, “centrifugal individualism” and “assimilation into western economic, legal and administrative structures” seem to be interesting even if we know well there are differences among individual countries within the region.
	In the conclusion of his chapter the author stresses the need of the existence of a  committed and skilled higher civil service in post-communist countries and he does not hesitate to say that such need cannot be filled without considerable political intervention. The question may arise how then the issue of politico-administrative relationship should be solved. He admits there is no available model of a satisfactory relationship between politics and administration based on past experience  in the west, either. This crucial question thus remains open, unanswered.
	We could discuss the four conditions proposed by D.Coombes as favourable to the cultivation of a genuine public service, not detached from politics, but not disposed  to undue political interference, either. He recommends a coalition government of  centrist character and producing a working consensus of conservatives, liberals and social democrats, a substantial reduction of state employees, the moderation of the amount of corruption and malpractice in government and a continuation of economic and social policies to guarantee high levels of  employment generally and adequate provision of public and social services. It sounds well but is not so easy to  implement in the both politically and economically fragile environment of the countries. On  top of it the recent experience of some countries indicates that even the recommended coalition governments   need not be such obvious supporters of a balanced politico-administrative relationship.

	3.     Chapter 4 on Methodological Frameworks for the Study of Politico-Administrative Relations and their Applicability in Post-Communist Settings (Jan-Hinrik Meyer-Sahling) may seem very promising  both for the further study of the topic and for teaching activities . The chapter is rather extensive and is based on a broad display of literature. The author considers the issue of politico-administrative relations central for the practice and quality of political democracy and therefore of utmost importance for the transforming CEEC and the CIS. However when the public administration reform started at the early 1990s in CEEC and later on in the CIS the crucial point was decentralisation and recreation of the territorial self-government which had been completely destroyed during the totalitarian era of the communist party rule in these countries. This is one of the reasons - and in my view the main one in post-communist central Europe - why the issue of politico-administrative relations  has not attracted the required attention in the overall transforming process. The findings of Ms.Nunberg that the reforms at the central level are far from completed is true. So are others  concerning high personnel turnover and resulting instability of administrative staff and higher seniors or the exclusion of administrative officials from the delivery of policy advice and their replacement mostly by foreign experts, even if the significance and dimensions as well as the development of these events may differ in individual countries.
	In his chapter the author offers three theoretical frameworks for the study of politics-administrative relations from western European countries for adapting to post-communist settings: a) Aberbach, Putnam and Rockman´s approach from the early 1980s,
	    b) Peters and Page´s approach from the late 1980s or the early 1990s respectively and
             c) “public-service bargains”;developed by Hood and published in March 1999 at a ECPR meeting in Mannheim.
	The first group´s empirical approach, based on the interviews of politicians from national parliaments and high-ranking public officials in six Western European countries and the United States, has led to the development of four possible images of politician-bureaucrat relations which cover both a distinction between these two groups and  their mix. I honestly admit my scepticism about these results and their use in  CEEC. The author of the chapter himself correctly criticizes that the research focuses on the given time and does not take into account possible changes over time. My objection  aimed at the use of the results of empirical research in post-communist countries may be even more serious. It seems to me quite difficult to asses in retrospect who actually has occupied which position during the whole decade taking into account the turbulences of governments in most of these countries and the high personnel turnover, not to speak of the lack of any exact records.I doubt there would be enough data available for  making the general statements and observations in these countries more concrete. 
	As concerns the use of all four images and notably image IV I share similar scepticism. The author himself thinks that the most likely finding is probably a large degree of hetegoreneity rather than differentiations between or within the two groups of subjects (politicians and officials-bureaucrats). The results of the interviews conducted in Hungary in 1999 are not sufficiently convincing; moreover Hungary is not typical of all CEEC and even  less of the CIS.
	In concluding my remarks on the methodological chapter I have to repeat my scepticism as regards the use of any model interpreted in it. It seems to me that some of my scepticism or hesitation is shared by the author himself, even if it might be due to other causes, for instance when he expresses his fear of the difficulty of transferring the structural approaches to post-communist settings (p.18). My hesitations apply also to the bargaining model. We must not forget that at all universities under the communist rule the professors and other teachers had to have trust of the party and  the study of law (and other societal disciplines) was strictly inspired by the Leninism - Stalinism and such “memorable” examples of Soviet law school as Vyšinskij and other founders of the “class law”. It is sad enough that some of these professors have been surviving at the universities in CEEC until today. It has had impact on several generations of graduates who are now considered qualified officials and politicians.
	I agree with Meyer-Sahling´s conclusion and his modest and  very true conviction that “both the conceptual suggestions as well as the hypotheses about the driving forces of Central and Eastern European reform paths are tentative and require further theoretical and conceptual thinking to develop a proper understanding of politico-administrative relations in a reform context such as the transformation in CEEC and the CIS”. I suggest to have an open and sincere discussion on the usefullness and limits of the theoretical and conceptual models available.

	4.     Chapter 14 on Organising the Delivery of Policy Advice (Lazareviciute and Verheijen) is interesting  and instructive for both the teaching and the administrative practice. I consider the chapter  complementary to both  the theoretical and  the methodological chapters. In a concise way the authors bring to our attention a display of ideas of contemporary prominent theoreticians in public administration and decision-making policy. We may see a shift from the older model of the politico-administrative dichotomy in  Svara´s politico-administrative complementarity model. The role of professionals  changes when they gain power and influence as experts who are not only technically but also politically useful to governments (Wielding). We have got  examples of the influence of civil servants on the substance of public policy in different western countries. Hojnacki sets out two categories of politico-administrative interface: the first is the classical type as defined by M.Weber, the second is the independent civil service; it is “a professional institution posessing the necessary power and tools to establish and implement a political agenda”.  This is very  interesting for our further theoretical and methodological concepts of politico-administrative relations for the CEEC.
	The authors conclude that regardless of the policy advice mechanisms in western countries, where nowadays civil servants play an important role, in many CEEC the policy development is carried out mostly outside the administration. Again we have to admit that diferences exist in CEEC. For instance in the Czech Republic the Office of the Government as the Centre of Government (COG) has not played any strategic policy role until very recently when, under the minority Social Democratic Government, the staff of the Office has more than doubled and includes now the secretariats for the four Vice-Prime Ministers who are chairing dozens on newly created advisory bodies to the government.
	The authors classify the situation in Russian civil service as different from other post-Soviet states covered by this study. I can assume that the Russian civil service (if any, because I understand it is rather the central state administration) is more autocratic than  these systems in other post-comunist states. On the other hand it is not only in Russia that many of former Communist party members remained in central state administration. The same applies to the Czech Republic and I am sure we are not an exceptional case.
	I fully agree that the development of horizontal and vertical co-ordination at central administrative level is a key problem in all CEEC. Trust (distrust) is another key phenomenon: the question is how to increase the trust in the government and within the government between politicians and civil servants. It is my deep conviction that nothing else can help than the return to the classic values of civil service: integrity, honesty, accountability, ethics and openess to mention at least the most important.
	I consider this chapter valuable for teaching activities and  propose to include in our further research the following two issues: 1) how to increase the quality and accountability of administrative staff, especially the seniors, and 2) how to improve the co-odination mechanisms.

	5.   Chapter 15) on Building Institutions for Public Sector Professionalism in Post-Communist States by A.Kovryga and S.Wyman is different both in size  and methodological instruments from the rest of general chapters. The authors collected an impressive  bibliography (5 pages single-spaced) and the gathered literature has become the basis of their text. The spectrum is very broad and covers public administration in general, institutions, professionalism, ethics in public administration, self-government, leadership in government, management, performance in public admnistration, etc.; many of these issues form  the content of other chapters as well.
	The main axioms have to be professonalism  and institution building and it is the authors´ belief that the success of transitional transformation and future development of democracy and prosperity of CEEC and the CIS depends on the improvement of knowledge of the nature of institutions and techniques for their deliberate construction and modification. I would argue that the ultimate success would be the morale of both the politicians and the civil servants (when  speaking of politico-administrative relations) and of all individuals and  communities in CEEC and the CIS which suffered most under the old regime and must be changed. We must not forget we had institutions and other instruments including law also in the totalitarian era, but the ideas of the political elite were faulty and undemocratic. The institutions can  hardly be democratic or  undemocratic in themselves and  will always serve  the wishes of those who have  power.
	I have problems with this chapter for its rather high fragmentatioand the joint interpretation of information from different periods.For instance the part on professionalism process is interpreted by using the ideas of the early 1960s and documented by the policy of Mrs.Thatcher´s government and British insolvency reform of 1986, ethical regulations and trust start with Emile Durkheim who is  followed immediately by the documents of the late 1990s, two types of credentialing of professionalised activity as developed in the USA, etc. The system of the chapter is rather mosaic and I am at a loss to say how to use it as a tool for teaching the  politico-administrative relations. The interpretation of American teaching institutions and the processes of standardisation and accreditation of such institutions by professional bodies may be of some interest, but even this seems to  be rather remote from the main topic of the textbook. Maybe the chapter is too sophisticated for my understanding and other readers will know how to use it for teaching; we should have a debate on it.

	6.    Professor B.Kudrycka´s Chapter 16 on Ethics and Politico-Administrative Relations is more understandable. The author illustrates perfectly well the situation in post-communist countries when saying “the point connecting politics with administration is a jungle of unclear and complicated behaviours (underlined by me), frequently with very negative connotations”. Resultantly many people do not distinguish between what is appropriate behaviour for politicians and what is appropriate behaviour for civil service. That is fundamentally the same statement as I have indicated in my chapter on the Czech Republic in the textbook. Kudrycka´s overview of the basic literature is well chosen and very instructive. 
	 For teaching needs I recommend her tables of universal values, means and standards as well as those on different value systems and the list of universal values and norms; all of them can be well used as teaching instrumentarium. She explains the sources of ethical determinants of the behaviour of public servants which she classifies into  law, organisational ethics, professional ethics, individual ethics and social ethics. All this forms the so-called ethical infrastructure which has to be created in the CEEC as a critical part of the democratic system of government.
	I agree with professor Kudrycka that society expects from both the elected politicians and the civil servants behaviour based on much higher standards than the simple respect for the law. This is a critical point in  politico-administrative relations. The author explains how the situation has been solved in Poland and mentions codes of ethics in different countries. She concludes the chapter with a concise list of weaknesses in ethical infrastructure in the sphere of politico-administrative relations in the CEEC and the CIS.
	I believe that the chapter is well suited for teaching and the list of particular weaknesses could be used for our common discussion on this important theme of politico-administrative relations.

	7)     Two leading personalities of the Working Group on Politico-Administrative Relations, Tony Verheijen and Aleksandra Rabrenovic are the authors of the concluding chapter 17 on main directions of the evolution of the politico-administrative relations in post-communist states. Their chapter is based on the nine country studies. The authors found it was not an easy task to come to an unifying and satisfactory sonslusion which is the evidence of the difficulty of both the subject itself and the not yet sufficiently  stabilized situation in most CEEC and the CIS.
	To find an answer to the two key questions: why do relations between politicians and civil servants continue to be characterised by a lack of confidence and whether the political and administrative merry-go-round is really problematic they started by choosing four approaches:  the historical development;  the legal framework; political culture and tradition;  the evolution of the policy process and the role of civil servants.
	Because of its synoptic character the chapter is well suited for teaching. However I presume that the teachers in individual countries might have some comments and not fully agree with the assessment concerning their own countries. I for instance have to comment on the opinion concerning the politicisation and corruption of the civil service systems in the CEEC in the 1930s. The authors are right when they say “in most of the countries”, i.e. not in all of them. But as Czechoslovakia was one of the few democratic states which remained democratic until the Nazi occupation in 1939 and the creation of Slovakia as independent state with the support of Germany, I feel it should be pointed out that such an isle of democracy in central Europe did exist at that time. The other reason why I believe it should be accentuated is that nevertheless it did not help the country and its civil service against the subsequent Soviet oppression and the high affiliation of the persons  selected by the Communist party as new state administration employees  to the ruling ideology. The behaviour of the state administration staff headed by strong communist seniors was authoritarian, devoted to the party and without any classic  civil service values.
	As concerns the transition period since the late 1980s and the general disgust with the introduction of managerialist principles in public administration I would say it may be understood: why, it is difficult to discard the forty years´ development in the western countries;  we also  must not  forget that we were given chance to return to the free world at the time when  the discussions have begun in those countries about the significance, forms and evaluation of management and  its hegemony over classic values of civil service.
	I agree  that law is an important instrument for creating conditions for an improvement of civil service, but it is not the only one and must be accompanied by economic tools as well as changed attitudes in behaviour and morale, the cultural change. Law can be often misused and misinterpreted and the totalitarian regime was a typical example of the misuse of  law in both directions (both in favour of and opposite the political regime). These ways have not been eradicated either among civil servants and politicians or in the population as a whole.
	The final part of the chapter is very true and it gives the evidence of the complications of the politico-administrative interface and its development. Nevertheless we have to find a solution. I believe that the solution will have different forms, structures and will make use of various instruments in individual CEEC and the CIS which will best suit their traditions, legal framework and culture. 
	I do hope we shall have a fruitful discussion on these topics for which the chapter of Verheijen and Rabrenovic provides an excellent basis.


PART II: COUNTRY CHAPTERS
	This part will be delivered in Riga before the meeting of the Working Group.



