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INTRODUCTION
It was about the time Homo sapiens separated themselves from the creatures and the beasts and ceased walking on their knuckles and knees.  Among those who stood erect there evolved two distinct groups.  One is Bureaucratis Erectus, a hearty group of honest, loyal, and professionally inclined workers now found among all races.  Bureaucratis Erectus seeks to do good and is ceaselessly on the public’s errand.  The other is Incumbantis Erectus, an equally hearty group particularly noted for their claims to authority.  In early years, and even today, that authority was often based on lineage and on the wearing of bright costumes and silly hats.  Kings and queens, for example, prefer large crowns with jewels.  Popes like really tall conical caps, preferably in pastel shades.  Judges prefer black robes and in Great Britain, really cute white wigs with lots of curls.  University presidents and chancellors, as well as preachers, also like robes, but they prefer bright colors and curious flat hats with little gold chains hanging down like lamp switches.  In modern representative government, Incumbantis Erecti prefer the transplantation of hair from the nether regions of their bodies to the tops of their heads, a procedure made famous by several United States Senators, and now almost universally practiced.  Modern Incumbantis Erecti also prefer to brightly color their newly transplanted hair, often in an attractive orange shade. And, of course, governors and mayors prefer ill-fitting toupees.  Mr. B. Clinton, once president of the United States of America, invented “mood hair,” which changes colors with the seasons and the circumstances of the affairs of state.  Mrs. M. Thatcher, once Prime Minister of Great Britain, wore “big hair,” which added at least six inches to her height, if not her stature.  Big hair, for Incumbantis Erecti of both genders, is now a standard statement of political power and authority.

Bureaucratis Erecti are always bare headed and often lack hair, so it is easy to distinguish them from stylishly and colorfully topped Incumbantis Erecti.

Incumbantis Erectus always has legitimacy, power, and authority.  Bureaucratis Erectus has no power or authority but does all of the work.  Scholars refer to Bureaucratis Erectus as "agents;" the "principals," or Incumbantis Erecti, speak and the agents obey.  Many scholars, however, worry that agents might not, in fact, obey: they might shirk instead.  Knute and Thor Bjunglesson, in the pages that follow, patiently explain why these scholars are not only wrong, they are all slack-jawed, mouth-breathing cretins.

The daily activities of Incumbantis Erectus are now ordinarily referred to as politics, which comes from the Greek, and means, “kissing up to Homer.”  Bureaucratis Erectus is the modern practice of public management or administration: it is taken from the Roman and means “pay no attention to Caesar; he had a bad night.”

It is my happy duty to report that the true relationship between politics and administration as well as the fundamental rules and principles of organizational and managerial achievement have been discovered.  This groundbreaking work of scholarship, conceptualization, and excruciating theoretical rigor has been accomplished by the brothers Bjunglesson, Knute and Thor, and various others of their extended Viking family.

Knute and Thor Bjunglesson are popularly known as the public administration twins.   Recall, if you will, that Knute, the long-time manager of Forest Hills, Illinois, is noted for his deliberate, careful, and rather dull administrative style, and the fact that he drives a 1973 Plymouth.  His brother, Thor, is the manager of Pismo Beach, California.  Esteemed for his innovative skills and his cutting-edge practice of contemporary public administration concepts, Thor is particularly recognizable because of his gold earring and the attractive yet discrete tattoo of a hierarchy on his left shoulder.  He also claims to be the only professional public administrator licensed to do body piercing.

I am, dear reader, merely your faithful scribe and, therefore, accept no responsibility (which is, incidentally, one of the principles of organizational success) for the veracity of their findings.

It is well known that the brothers Bjunglesson are reserved and dignified, not given to self-promotion or to the hyperbole so commonly found these days  among some journalists and consultants who write and lecture on matters of politics and bureaucracy.  For example, Knute or Thor would never, while in the midst of an assignation, make a telephone call to the White House in an awkward (one can only imagine) attempt to impress.  It is reliably reported that in the era of President B. Clinton, a Mr.  R.  Morris, consultant to the President, lacking the natural Scandinavian dignity of the brothers Bjunglesson, actually made such a call while in flagrante with a woman who was, as they say, in it for the money.  He evidently spoke or made other noises with a Mr. G. Stephanopoulos, then of the White House staff and now a "talking head."  The sensitive mind recoils at such a sight, particularly if the videotapes are poorly lit.  It has since been suggested that Mr. Morris and his client not only have keen political instincts in common, but that both also have alarmingly large libidos.  While moral superiority has never been one of the primary qualities of consultants and reporters, it is now, dear reader, sadly the case that moral depravity among the political classes is in fashion.  But not for the brothers Bjunglesson! 

The pioneering work of the brothers Bjunglesson has come into my possession indirectly and is being published here despite their protests to the effect that their findings are unimportant, a mere intellectual detour on their road to finding the answer to the question:  What in the world is a paradigm?  

Since I received these precious manuscripts and since my early contact with Knute and Thor they have chosen to continue to toil in the bureaucratic vineyards rather than to seek the public recognition, indeed adoration, they so obviously deserve.  It is necessary for me, therefore, to take up my literary license and interpret their intent and meaning.  And, of course, there is my lawsuit against them, a preemptive strike protecting me from crazed politicians, or from any organizational damage that might occur as a result of the application of these rules and principles.  All responsibility belongs to the brothers Bjunglesson because as a journalist I am simply doing my job (which is, incidentally, another principle of successful organizational management).  

At this fateful time and because of the importance of organizational relationships, rules, and principles, good bureaucrats could do no better than to commit Bjunglesson’s Up The Bureaucracy to memory.  To assist the processes of memorization (often a problem for bureaucrats), the principles of organizational success are presented in the form of stories, scenarios, narratives, cases, and even parables.  The parables follow the methodology of Jesus of Nazareth, who appears to have gotten it from Moses, although He was careless with footnotes and citations.

The informed reader will know in a moment that a certain Dr. H. Simon has argued that there are no principles or rules for organizational and managerial success.  Such rules and principles, he says, are in fact just parables without scientific warrant.  That may be so.  But Knute and Thor do not give a fig for what Simon says.  They are taking the parable approach because it worked well in the New Testament, especially with regard to loaves and fishes, an important matter given the special significance of lunch to Bureaucratis Erectus.

It is also argued by Dr. H.  Simon and Dr. D.  Waldo that there is little or no difference between politics and administration.  It is claimed that because they are essentially the same thing there is no need to formulate a theory to account for their relationships.  Knute and Thor do not care what Simon says or where Waldo is.  Based on their extensive field research they have not only discovered the difference between politics and administration, they have formulated the theory that explains the relationship between the two.

A word about the techniques of field research.  It is true that the earlier work of Knute and Thor has been criticized by Methodists and other sissies, based on claims that it was not methodologically elegant or statistically robust.  As their scribe I must leap to their defense and point out that the use of the words "elegant" and "robust" by the critics of Knute and Thor is a canard, a base attempt to distract the reader by using the metaphors of ladies’ style and fashion.  Knute and Thor are not deceived.  Nor are they amused.  A lady may be elegant and, if lucky, even robust.  But a methodology?  Never!

But "how were the data gathered?" I hear the methodologically obsessed and the statistically whipped ask.  It is well known that Knute and Thor are keen practitioners of the sophisticated methods of that branch of anthropology known as watching.  As members of the tribe Bureaucratis Erectus, Knute and Thor have painstakingly observed the folkways of the several branches or families of this tribe.  Indeed it has been rightly said that Knute and Thor are the Margaret Meads of the tribe Bureaucratis Erectus and are, compared with all others, best qualified to describe the microcosmographia (the “small universe” for mouth breathers or readers who did not major in the liberal arts) of the bureaucratic tribe.  To comprehend their standing, one need only recall the widespread acclaim for Knute Bjunglesson’s earlier Theory of Non-Decision-Making based on a longitudinal study (ten years) of water cooler clustering behavior among senior civil servants in the United States Department of Labor. 

Or remember, if you will, Thor’s Theory of Pure Bureaucratic Contempt, which determined that the probability of criticism of bureaucrats or bureaucracies by elected officials is exactly 2.7 times the political usefulness of silence and 8.2 times the political usefulness of praise for bureaucrats.  Thor’s formula is now the standard by which all expressions of political contempt for bureaucracy are measured.

There is little doubt that Knute and perhaps even Thor will someday join Messrs. H.  Simon, K. Arrow, and W. Buchanan as recipients of the Nobel Prize for Economics.  Even today it is common practice to place the brothers Bjunglesson in the same bracket as the late Mr. M. Weber, the eccentric German sociologist who initially described bureaucracy and who also developed a recipe for a nice little brie he called “charisma.”  Knute and Thor do wish, however, to deny the rumor that the late Mr. M. Weber visited Norway while a young man to learn cross-country skiing and to cultivate a taste for lutefisk.  While there, according to the rumor, a maiden reverted to an ancient Viking custom and had her way with him.  She later bore twins, whom she named Knute and Thor.  She later married Olaf Bjunglesson who adopted the precocious boys.  It is true that the uncivilized practice of Viking maidens taking liberties with foreigners was common at about the time that Mr.  L.  Erickson discovered America, but it is seldom practiced today, to the considerable disappointment of foreign men; now they just get visas.  (It should be noted that a Mr. C. Columbus, a charming but boastful Italian fellow, famous for chasing his toupee through the streets of Genoa, discovered a small island in the Caribbean, and in a shocking display of public relations excess, claimed to have discovered America.  Even today some believe his claim.  But I digress.)
The brothers Bjunglesson are especially tooled-up, as Thor so often says, in the techniques of unobtrusive measures, which is to say they count things that can be counted without disturbing bureaucratic processes.  And they are equally adept in the methods of thick description (especially Knute, who weighs more than two hundred pounds) and deep mapping.  By the use of these methods, Knute and Thor fully describe the folkways of the bureaucratic tribe and, based on their descriptions, present here a true and faithful guide to success in their tribe.

One key point is clear.  All of the praiseworthy work of Bureaucratis Erecti is done in the context of their betters, Incumbantis Erecti.  It is, therefore, always certain that praise and appreciation for the good works of Bureaucratis Erectus will be directed toward Incumbantis Erectus.  And should there be errors, mistakes, or even blunders, Bureaucratis Erectus will always stoutly take responsibility.  The splendid symmetry of this relationship keeps the ship of state afloat and is the secret key to the reelection of incumbents. 

Most readers will have had some experience with Bureaucratic Erectus as students in school bureaucracies, for example, or as interns, or even as junior members of the tribe.  But until one is admitted to the higher councils of bureaucracy and has directly experienced its vicissitudes, it is not likely that one will be adequately equipped to deal with the problems with which one will someday be encumbered.  

All readers will also have some rudimentary exposure to politics such as having seen television campaign commercials so inane that even schoolchildren disbelieve.  It is everywhere evident that candidates for office compete with each other, especially on trivial matters.  Real blood political competition is, however, directed toward bureaucrats, especially handy opponents inasmuch as they are not standing for office.  How can a bureaucrat be prepared for the high cunning and low purpose of Incumbantis Erectus?  Knute and Thor can help.

It was Coleridge who remarked that experience is a good schoolmaster, but that the fees are high.  This small book is a scholarship you may apply toward the expenses of the tuition of experience.  Spend it well.

The Testament of Incumbantis Erectus
Book One
THE PURE THEORY OF POLITICAL CONTEMPT
Eureka, or as we say in American, Allriiiiight!
Edison brought us electric light.  Darwin explained evolution.  Einstein discovered relativity.  Thor has just discovered how Incumbantis Erectus really works.  Modestly, Thor’s discovery is called The Pure Theory of Political Contempt and is an entirely accurate description of contemporary political beliefs.  

There are three principles in The Pure Theory of Political Contempt.

First is the Principle of Variable Contempt.  In the past, and certainly in the present, it is assumed that popular contempt for politicians is absolute, constant, and fixed.  Not so!  In fact, contempt for politicians varies all the way from no contempt (which is the political equivalent of love) to absolute contempt (which is referred to as the Nixon Condition).

This wide variation in contempt for politicians is based on proximity.  The nearer a group of citizens is to a particular or specific politician, the lower the contempt.  The farther away and less specific the politician, as in “those damn politicians,” the greater the contempt.  Politicians, at a distance, in the abstract, and as a group are despised.  However, most of us, most of the time, like our own member of Congress, our own state senator, our own member of the city council or the school board.  We sometimes toss many of them out, but generally we like our incumbents.

The Principle of Variable Contempt also holds for Bureaucratis Erectus.  In the abstract we loathe bureaucrats and bureaucracy.  But most of us like our own postal person, our kid’s teachers, and almost all fire fighters.  Thor even likes Sven “Old Sand and Gravel” Johnson, the director of the county highway department, who lives down the block.

The Principle of Variable Contempt also explains our contempt for public institutions.  The schools are, of course, a mess, but the school Thor’s kids attend is rather good.

The Principle of Variable Contempt is, as the social scientists say, counterintuitive.  Or as the physicians say, contraindicated.  Or as Grandmother Brunhilde says, “familiarity breeds contempt.”  Not so!  Grandmother was wrong.  Thor has determined, through The Pure Theory of Political Contempt, that it is the absence of familiarity, that breed’s contempt, contempt for politicians, bureaucrats, and public institutions.

Second is the Principle of Diminishing Significance.  It has long been assumed that a million dollars is more significant than fifty thousand dollars.  This is true in our personal finances, with the exception of Mr. D. Trump.  But in politics the reverse is true.  The evidence is clear that big dollar items such as social security, Medicare, and weapons systems are seldom discussed, and when they are discussed it is merely to indicate that they are so important that they should not be discussed in detail.  Small items, such as public radio and television, foreign aid, and school lunches are debated at length and in exquisite detail.

Third is the Principle of Managerial Envy, which was discovered by Plato.  Incidentally, some call it the Principle of Policy Envy.  This principle holds that it is both easier and smarter to dwell on the management of public affairs than on the substance of public policy.  Getting a bunch of politicians to agree on an issue of public policy is really hard.  Should we have invaded Iraq?  Should the schools teach values?  Are economic growth and jobs more important than environmental quality?  These are tough questions.

Politicians tend to agree, however, that the schools are poorly managed, the Environmental Protection Agency is a bureaucratic swamp (oops, wetland), and the UN should have figured out a way to solve that problem in Iraq.  If politicians were managing the schools, the EPA, and the UN, these pesky problems would be solved in a month, tops.

There you have it.  The Principles of Variable Contempt, Diminishing Significance, and Managerial Envy are the building blocks of the Pure Theory of Political Contempt. Thor is waiting for a telephone call from the Nobel Prize Selection Committee.

Book Two   

THOR STAMPS OUT SELF-BOWLING AND SAVES

 DEMOCRATIC SELF-GOVERNMENT

     You can just imagine Thor’s surprise when he learned that the reason democratic government is going to hell is because so many people are bowling alone.  Of course.  Why didn't he think of that.  Lately he has noticed a lot of people bowling by themselves.  

     It takes really smart people to see the connection between democracy and self-bowling.  Incidentally, the scholars call it autobowling, as in autoerotic--which is what your parents and gym teachers warned you about when you were eleven.  

     Anyway, this thing was discovered by a social scientist, a Mr. R. Putnam, who evidently spends a lot of time bowling.  He noticed a decline in league and team bowling and an increase in self-bowling.  He verified his findings with the most powerful social science method--he counted.  Then, like all great scholars, he connected his bowling findings to the BIG PICTURE.  He discovered the absolute correlation between the decline in team bowling and the inability of people to form communities for the purpose of making democracy work better.

     Well, when Mr. G. Will heard about that, he told everyone.  And now we know why democracy isn't working.  According to Mr. Will this discovery is to democracy what penicillin is to bacteria.

     At last we know what is wrong with democratic government and how to fix it.

     Thor has already begun to do his part.

     First, he called the mayor and his friends on the city council.  After he explained this new discovery they agreed to pass a city ordinance against self-bowling.

     Second, he visited every bowling alley in town.  The owners were delighted to see him.  It turns out that they make more money on league and team bowling than on self-bowling.  So, they will not only support the new ordinance, they are going to enforce it.  This will be a wonderful new version of community policing.

     Third, the bowling alley owners agreed to provide each bowling team with an outline of issues facing the city council.  Each team will be required to discuss these issues while bowling.

     Fourth, a spare can be converted to a strike if the team can mount a particularly spirited defense of the principle of eminent domain.

     Fifth, city zoning laws will be changed so bowling alleys can be located next to city hall, the county court house, and the school district headquarters.  Right after bowling, teams can walk to city hall and participate in policy making.

     Finally, in the long run it would be desirable to privatize the city and contract it out to a bowling alley.  The winning team would govern the city for two years, with the team captain serving as mayor.

     As we all know, this is just a beginning.  If we are to fix democratic government we must not only support team bowling, we must find and root out the self-golfers, the self-fishing persons, and the self-movie-goers.  Thor urges all patriots and lovers of democracy to join him and Mr. G. Will in their crusade to crush self-bowlers and their fellow travelers.

Book Three

WHEN POLITICS BECOMES ADMINISTRATION


Both Knute and Thor are long-time city managers and astute observers of political behavior.  They have noticed that elected officials at all levels of American government have evidently decided that they are more interested in practicing administration than in making law and policy.  This preference is particularly noticeable among elected executives--mayors, governors, and presidents.  In recent years virtually all candidates for executive offices have campaigned on a “reinventing government” platform, essentially a promise to manage the city, the state, or the nation better.  These political campaigns argue that governments are not well managed and that an elected executive with management ideas can do a better job than the professionals and experts in the bureaucracy.

For several reasons this has proved to be particularly good politics.  First, promising to manage better is uncontroversial; no one favors bad management.  Second, taking positions on policy issues is dangerous and can result in a short incumbency.  Third, establishing policy and passing laws requires political skills beyond the capability of getting elected, the skills of coalition building and effective legislative relations, skills sadly lacking among modern incumbantis erectus.  This kind of political leadership is more difficult than, say, implementing a hiring freeze or contracting-out a service.  Finally, this form of politics is compatible with the modern mood of limited government and tax reduction.  Policy ideas can be expensive, and new laws often require direct enforcement costs or impose mandates on other governments.

Presidents B. Clinton and G. W. Bush learned that it was politically easier to downsize the federal government and reform administration than to reform health care.  Indianapolis mayors have used the market model to reform city administration and employed a well-oiled public relations program to advertise it.  Never mind the fact that Indianapolis still has a creaky and ineffective public transportation system.

Elected legislators have also discovered that doing administration is good politics.  At the local level, city council members now often represent electoral districts, are increasingly full-time, and have administrative offices and staff services in city hall.  Much of their day is taken up with the details of political case work, a kind of case-by-case intervention in the administrative process on behalf of particular constituents and their complaints of preferences.  Much the same is found in the political practices of state legislators.

But it is the national Congress that has refined and developed the practice of politics as administration.  Legislative staff spend as much time on administering casework as they spend on policy evaluation, the preparation of testimony or debate, or the development of law.  Legislators present themselves to their constituents as the starting point for citizen contact with their government, subtly suggesting that the citizen will achieve more favorable treatment by using the legislator’s good offices than by directly contacting civil servants.  It is the conventional wisdom in Washington that reelection depends as much on casework as on policy leadership, especially for junior members.

At the 25th anniversary of the American Society for Public Administration, Mr. C. Hawly and Ms. T. Weintraub edited a collection of the best articles in the first 25 years of PAR.  They used the title Administrative Questions and Political Answers, a phrase that summed-up the era from 1940 to 1965.  We now live in an era of role reversal.  Today that title would be reversed:  Political Questions and Administrative Answers.   Knute and Thor are of the opinion that the republic would be better served if our elected leaders returned to the challenging issues of policy and lawmaking, leaving to professional public administrators the practices of day-to-day government management.
Book Five

THE SEPARATION OF COMMERCE AND STATE

I recently asked Knute what he thought about the influence of business on government.  Well, the soft-spoken city manager really filled my ear.  Here is his sermon.

Many now worship at the Church of Dow Jones.  For their daily sacrament, church fundamentalists read the Dow Jones Industrial Average and check their portfolio on the Motley Fool.   Protestants and passive believers just check their mutual funds.  We all dream of a retirement afterlife secure in our annuities and saved by generous legacies to our children.  The followers of Mr. W. Buffet are as many, as passionate, and as faithful as the followers of Mr. P. Roberts or Mr. J. Dobson, and a lot richer.  There are as many Americans actively in the market as there are regular churchgoers, and those actively in the market take it at least as seriously as active churchgoers take religion.

When the Founders fashioned the Constitution and the Bill of Rights they established the separation of church and state:  "The Congress shall make no law respecting the establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof.”  From that day to this the courts have interpreted these words to mean that government shall not intrude in matters of religion and that churches cannot intrude in governmental affairs.  But how could the Founders have known that the market and business would become our Church?  Because commerce is the true native religion of the American, it is time to update and modernize the matter of the separation of church and state.

The courts have not allowed prayer at the beginning of each school day in the public schools, a practice much favored by traditional religion.  Instead, millions of young children start each day in their schoolrooms with a few minutes of sanitized television news followed by commercials.  How did Baptists  become more threatening to our children than Proctor and Gamble?  The fact is that Proctor and Gamble commercials are no more appropriate in the public schools than is prayer.

Churches do not pay local property taxes.  Now, in thousands of cities across the land, businesses are not paying property taxes either–just like the churches.  Cities are giving businesses a property tax “kings x” not in the name of the separation of church and state but in the holy name of competitiveness and jobs.  In the same way that ordinary homeowners must pay higher taxes because of taxes forgone by churches, they now also pay for the taxes forgone by many businesses.

We believe in the doctrine that business can always do things better than government can and we follow this doctrine with a faith that is the envy of all self-respecting evangelists.  In this faith we imagine that there is no danger to the commonwealth if we privatize and contract-out much of what was heretofore thought to be governmental.  Fifty years ago President D.  Eisenhower warned us about the military-industrial complex and particularly the political power of defense contractors.  Now we have more complexes than we can count: the county mental health and drug rehabilitation contractor complex; the Medicare-HMO complex: the cabinet department-beltway bandit complex, the big city-professional sports team looking for a new stadium complex, and on it goes.  Despite the arguments of contracting-out advocates, there is only scant evidence of competition between bidders or of a real market in these contract relationships.

 In our membership in the Church of Commerce we imagine that there is no danger in the cozy connection between government and big business.  After all, the economy is robust, unemployment is down, and life is good.  Why then, do the polls indicate that trust in American government is very low, that the people distrust the media, and that we are disconnected from and feel unable to influence our institutions, jobs, cities, states, and nation?  One reason may be that we instinctively know that the purposes of government are protection, justice, and fairness.  And we know that the purpose of business is profit and increased value for stockholders.  Because of their cozy connections with business, we know that governments are not doing a very good job of protection, of justice, or of fairness.  Business is doing well, in part because in so many places and in so many ways it has its hooks into government.

On the matter of the separation of church and state, Mr. A. Rooney once said: “I am against prayer in school for the same reason I am against church arithmetic.”  Well, I am against government telling me what to buy for the same reason I am against business attempting to administer the law.

It is time to think seriously about the need to separate commerce and government, in the same way the Founders thought seriously about the separation of church and state.  To this end I propose the twenty-eighth Amendment to the Constitution of the United States of America: “Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of business, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof.”  And I call upon the courts to interpret this Amendment to mean that there should be a strict separation between commerce and state.  Besides, governments everywhere are reducing their influence on business in the name of deregulation.  It is time that we tidy things up and get big business out of government too.  In the long run the commonwealth will be better for it.   

Book Five

THEAMERICANPEOPLE

According to Thor, if you wish to seriously participate in modern political discourse, one word is essential.  That word is "THEAMERICANPEOPLE."  Some purists and sissies claim that THEAMERICANPEOPLE is not actually a word.  East Coast word-snobs, particularly around Boston, probably do not regard it as a word.  It is true that in early or primitive political English there were three words--the American people.  That primitive period is known by the scholars as BN–before Nixon.  In the modern political era, which is AN, or After Nixon, the original three words are always used together, with no pause between them, perfectly fused as a single word conveying a single and powerful idea.

What, you might ask, is the single and powerful idea conveyed by the modern word THEAMERICANPEOPLE?  When THEAMERICANPEOPLE is used at the beginning of a sentence or paragraph it means that the speaker has divined the public will, condensed that will, and is about to bless our ears with it.  When used at the end of a sentence or paragraph, THEAMERICANPEOPLE has the same meaning, but has been added at the end, in case you might have forgotten that the speaker represents us all.

When used anyplace (note the clever use of a word that was once two words) in a sentence or paragraph, the user also clearly indicates that anyone (ah ha!) who disagrees with his or her point of view is not actually one of THEAMERICANPEOPLE.  If, on the odd chance, someone who is in fact an American, disagrees with the user's statement, it only indicates that such a person is a slack-jawed, mouth-breathing dung beetle who should never be taken seriously in political discourse. 

In a dazzling display of political prowess, a member of Congress used the word THEAMERICANPEOPLE twenty-six times in a spirited ten minute defense of some pork barrel project for his district.  When he was finished, the floor of the House was littered with the bodies of the politically dead and dying.  THEAMERICANPEOPLE is the hydrogen bomb of Incumbantis Erectus.

Thor has noted that the few opponents who have survived this bomb have begun to retaliate with their own widespread use of THEAMERICANPEOPLE.  The original THEAMERICANPEOPLE bomber lost THEAMERICANPEOPLE superiority.  We have now achieved a kind of THEAMERICANPEOPLE deterrence.  Thor suggests that we have reached a state of THEAMERICANPEOPLE mutual deterrence, a kind of balance in political rhetoric.

When we achieve this state of mutual deterrence, Thor suggests that we ask our political leaders to engage in mutual disarmament.  Any elected official detected using THEAMERICANPEOPLE would be denied future exposure on C-SPAN.  If that does not sharply reduce the use of THEAMERICANPEOPLE, any politician caught using the word would be required to have dinner with the Comptroller General of the United States.
Book Six

THE THEORY OF POLITICAL TIME

Dr. A. Einstein's special theory of relativity determined that there is no universal, cosmic time, only local time.  Now is only now to those who agree to describe a particular point of time as now.  Motion is also relative to the position or frame of reference of the observer.  The direction and velocity of motion depend not only on the mass of what is being moved and the energy required to move it, but also on where one stands.  In all of this the only constant, the only fixed and certain thing, is the speed of light, at 186,300 miles per second (in a vacuum).  From this stunningly brilliant observation Einstein formulated the relationship of mass to energy as E=mc2, with energy being the sum of mass times the speed of light multiplied by itself.  It is evident, based on this formula, that a tiny amount of mass is capable of releasing a huge amount of energy, as in a hydrogen bomb explosion or a nuclear electric power generator.  Life on earth would not exist without the sun's energy, which is also explained by this formula.

What, you might ask, does this have to do with politics, government, and administration?  Well, dear reader, this is what:

The pattern of relationships between political energy, policy mass, and political time can be expressed thus:


PM =   PE  
 PT2
Policy mass is the sum of political energy divided by political time multiplied by itself.  As in the case of Einstein's relativity, the only fixed or certain part of the formula is political time.  Political time, as we all know, is 2.5 times the length of the average incumbent’s term or 10 years (4 x 2.5 = 10), a universal or cosmic number found in all electoral systems.  Political time is the fixed time between making policy and the date of the implementation of policy, which is always 10 years.  Political time is to government what the speed of light is to physics:  a fixed point of reference against which the entire universe of politics and policy is measured.

Consider this example:

Health policy is the policy mass.  To move health policy even slightly, a huge expenditure of political energy is required.  But the level of political energy required to move health policy is sharply reduced by the dynamics of political time.  Say the objective is to move health policy 10 percent.  The political energy to move health policy is x divided by political time multiplied by itself, or 100.  Assume x to be one million units of political energy.  Because of the dynamics of political time the units of political energy required to move health policy are not one million but only ten thousand!

Eureka!  Thor has found it!

It appears that the reasons for this extraordinary phenomenon have to do with the peculiar properties of political time.  In political time the movement of policy mass is easier (requires less political energy) if the effects of the movement of policy mass on incumbent office holders as well as on citizens are significantly delayed.  In Thor’s empirical research he has determined that the formula

PM = PE

      



          PT2

is universal, being true for all fields of policy mass, for all incumbents, and for all citizens.  In the academic literature this formula is known as Bjunglesson’s Arrow.  All movement, not only in health policy but in welfare policy, transportation policy, defense policy, social security policy, and especially budget deficit policy, is explained by Bjunglesson’s Arrow.

All serious students of physics and politics know that there are two forms of energy, positive and negative.  This brings us to the Paradox of the Direction of Political Energy.  Thor’s initial observations and logic led him to the opinion that the direction of political energy may alter the results of Bjunglesson's Arrow.  Policy mass was easier to move, he assumed, with positive political energy, thus requiring less political time.  But, alas, the evidence proves otherwise.  All political energy, positive or negative, behaves in exactly the same relationship to policy mass and political time.

There are, of course, specious claims that some artificial forms of political energy, particularly rhetoric, have moved policy mass.  There is no evidence to support such claims.  It appears that rhetoric is the cold fusion of politics.  Real movement of policy mass always requires the expenditure of actual political energy, and that energy is always significantly moderated by the effects of political time.

It has been suggested in other quarters that the market model can better explain the movement of public policy and that Bjunglesson’s Arrow is merely physics envy.  On the contrary, brave reader.  The market model lacks the simple yet powerful elegance of Bjunglesson's Arrow, not to mention the market models' attempt to justify greed.

It is regrettable that it was been almost 100 years between Einstein's relativity and the development of Bjunglesson's Arrow.  But it was only a matter of time.

Book Seven

TOTAL QUALITY POLITICS

The principles and concepts of total quality management (TQM) are widely practiced in business, industry, and more recently in government.  Developed by Mr. E. Demming, TQM is a combination of a customer-centered approach to the market or the government service and an employee-centered approach to management.  In business, government, and the nonprofit sector the processes of management, administration, and organization always need improvement.  TQM is a very useful approach to management.  However, business and government are not the same.  If government management is to be held to total quality standards, it would also be appropriate to hold elected officials to total quality standards.

The brothers Bjunglesson here present, for the first time, the newly developed Theory of Total Quality Politics or TQP.  In addition, Knute and Thor are going about the country presenting the principles of TQP with an evangelical fervor reminiscent of earlier tours by Professor H. Hill and the Reverend B. Graham.

The Principles of Total Quality Politics are as follows:

Principle One: Avoid the Wrong-Problems Problem

In government the wrong-problems problem is to face a difficult policy or political issue and to redefine it as a management issue.  Crime reduction and better education are good examples.  Significant reductions in crime will require the investment of either new or reallocated resources, the development of new technologies, the widespread involvement of citizens, and considerable political will.  Significantly better education will require extending the school day, increasing the number of school days, and improving the training of teachers, all of which are expensive.  It is tempting for Incumbantis Erectus to avoid the pain of making hard choices.  This avoidance is accomplished by redefining crime reduction and better education as issues of management and efficiency.  When this is done it is not uncommon to make a scapegoat of Bureaucratis Erectus and to promise better policy results without making hard choices.  When better results are not forthcoming the reasons can be attributed to poor management and the bureaucratic paradigm.

In Total Quality Politics elected leaders will not use wrong-problems techniques.  There is no question that better management helps improve government, but real progress on difficult policy issues will require Incumbantis Erectus to practice TQP.

Principle Two: Practice Citizen-Centered Government 

In TQM, customer-centered business makes sense.  In TQP there must be citizen-centered government.  Citizens are not the customers of government, they are the owners.  In TQP it is understood that the citizen-owners elect leaders both to represent their interests and to direct the affairs of government honestly and for the greater good.

In TQP it is assumed that citizens have a right to participate in the affairs of government through the ballot box and beyond the ballot box.  The complexities of modern life make it impossible to govern by town meeting.  But we see everywhere the emergence of community forums, focus groups, neighborhood groups, and other groups of citizens seeking involvement in the affairs of government.  The Total Quality Politician will nurture these developments and further any possible means by which the citizen-owners can engage in the affairs of government.  Finally, those who practice TQP will recognize that some citizens are unable to organize to pursue their collective interests.  They too are deserving of all the rights of citizenship and Total Quality Politicians will vouchsafe those rights.

Principle Three: Engage in Transformational Politics

In TQP Incumbantis Erectus is expected to practice transformational politics.  Instead, elected officials often practice transactional politics.  In transactional politics the elected official stands in an exchange relationship with the citizen:   In exchange for electing me I will support your cause, in exchange for your financial support you will receive access to me.  In the best possible light, transactional politics means good citizens electing good and honest leaders who look after their interests.  This changes politics to economics.  It assumes that when good citizens interact with good politicians the result will be good government.  In the worst light, transactional politics reduces noble citizens and trusted leaders to buyers and sellers in the marketplace of political advantage.

Transformational politics assumes that citizens hold opinions or feelings about their cities, schools, state, or nation that go beyond mere exchange.  In TQP, transformational politics assumes that there is a greater good that is more than the sum of exchanges between citizens and politicians.  The Total Quality Politician will articulate a vision of that greater good.

In TQP it will be understood that citizens believe deeply in their democratic governments and want to see them in the most legitimate possible light.  The Total Quality Politician will never engage in practices, such as graft or corruption, which bring into question the legitimacy of democratic government and will always seek to enhance the legitimacy of government in the eyes of the citizens.

Principle Four: Be Candid and Courageous Regarding Costs

Those who practice Total Quality Politics will always be honest and forthcoming about costs and especially about the distribution of costs and benefits among the citizens.  In TQP there will always be incremental and decremental changes in program support and changes in the incidence of costs and benefits among the citizens.  This is the Total Quality Politician’s job.  Not being honest and forthcoming about these “details” is unacceptable.

In TQP governmental programs will be either adequately funded or dropped.  It is understood that there are seldom enough dollars to operate programs perfectly.  But in TQP it is unacceptable to develop programs without funding them adequately or to retain programs without the resources needed to operate them effectively.

In TQP higher levels of government will not assign or mandate programs to lower levels of government without providing the resources needed to operate them effectively.

Principle Five: Be Fair and Equitable

Citizens want effective and well-managed government, but they are even more concerned with governmental fairness and equity.

In Total Quality Politics every citizen, regardless of education, race, gender, wealth, or talent, should be equal to every other citizen.  That is approximately true at the ballot box (although some argue that registration laws are unfair) and should be true across the full range of citizen access to and control of government.

In TQP fairness is often defined as due process.  Citizens can and usually do accept governmental decisions that may be counter to their preferences, if they have had a full opportunity to be heard.  But without due process, all difficult decisions will be regarded as unfair.

Due process only provides the structure within which matters of fairness and equity are considered.  In TQP there must also be the substance of fairness and equity.  Citizens, it has been found, have a rather sophisticated sense of fairness and equity in matters of local government service delivery.  They understand, for example, that the slow learner will need extra schooling just to be approximately equal to the average or fast learner.  They know that crime-ridden neighborhoods should receive far more law enforcement so as to be more equal to safe neighborhoods.  But citizens seldom know that sales taxes favor the wealthy and are disproportionately borne by middle and low economic classes.  Citizens seldom understand that state sponsored lotteries are essentially special taxes on those with lower incomes.  In TQP elected officials have an educational responsibility to all their constituents in such matters of fairness.

One of the most tempting patterns of political inequality is intergenerational.  In order to keep taxes down, this generation may support relatively low-cost landfills.  The next generation will pay the costs.  In TQP, all possible forms of intergenerational cost transfers will be openly and honestly discussed and acted upon.  This will require those who practice TQP to lengthen their political time horizons.

The Total Quality Politician will understand how deeply citizens feel about fairness and equity and will make every effort to engage the processes and practice the substance of fairness.

Principle Six: Respect the Public Service

In TQP it is understood that the merit-based civil service is a full and entirely legitimate partner in the operation of government.  It is assumed that the civil servant will be technically competent and politically neutral.  But it is also assumed that civil servants will be advocates for their tasks.  Who would want a schoolteacher who was neutral about teaching and learning or a chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff who was indifferent about defending the country?  With training and competence comes commitment, and the TQP practitioner should value that commitment in civil servants.  This is not to suggest that those who practice TQP should, for example, hold back on matters of policy regarding the schools or the military.  The elected official can advocate downsizing defense programs without denigrating the competence or commitment of the military.  And it is to be expected that the military will recommend against downsizing.

In TQP, the civil service will be given both the resources and the latitude to accomplish the tasks expected of it.  The TQP practitioner will not engage in micromanagement.

It sometimes happens that elected officials will not or cannot make difficult decisions.  When these difficult decisions are passed on to the civil service, those who practice TQP will not second-guess the bureaucracy.

In Total Quality Politics there will not be invidious comparisons of the public service with business or industrial employees, inasmuch as there is no appreciable evidence that workers in one sector are more competent or harder working than workers in the other.

Principle Seven: Cautiously Sustain the Free Enterprise System

In Total Quality Politics it is increasingly clear that the private, public, and nonprofit sectors merge and overlap.  Other countries have aggressively blended business and government to further their competitive edge.  Most cities and states have elaborate systems whereby the citizens broadly underwrite business development and expansion.  The economy is understood to be sustained by business-government partnerships of many types.  This has been helpful to the economy generally, but more helpful to the economy in the suburbs than in the inner city and more helpful to corporate agriculture than to the rural poor.

Big business appears to require strong government to balance the needs of a capitalist economy on the one hand with a modicum of fairness, equity, and consumer protection on the other.  Those who practice TQP will always search for that balance.

Knute and Thor call on those elected to represent the citizens, to embrace the principles of Total Quality Politics, and to put them into practice.  If the bureaucracy practices TQM and our political leaders practice TQP, both citizens and government will be the better for it.

Book Eight

THE PARABLE OF KNUTE AS A CITIZEN AND AS A CUSTOMER

When the shoe salesman said to Knute that he could buy better shoes at a lower price, he was skeptical.  Years of experience had taught Knute that it is occasionally possible to get better shoes at a lower price, but as a general rule when it comes to shoes you get about what you pay for.  Besides, as a matter of principle, Knute was opposed to purchasing shoes that are less expensive because they are made in Mexico by workers earning five dollars a day.

While watching television that evening, Knute heard a candidate for governor promise to reinvent state government and in the process provide better government for less money.  The candidate sounded a lot like the shoe salesman.  Once again Knute was skeptical.  The last four governors had made the same promise, yet there had been a steady increase in state taxes.  This candidate, however, recommended entrepreneurial government as the way to overcome the bankruptcy of bureaucracy and as the way to get more for less.  According to the candidate and the candidate’s advisors and consultants, the principles of entrepreneurial government are competition; privatization; a market orientation; empowering customers and meeting their needs; decentralization; charging fees; reducing regulations; and being creative.  Although this candidate’s words were somewhat different, it seemed to Knute that most of these ideas were already being tried in the state administration. 

Several things about the candidate’s pitch bothered Knute:

First, most of the public employees with whom Knute had interacted were competent and courteous.  In fact some of Knute’s best friends are bureaucrats.  Could it be that the good bureaucrats are nearby and that the candidate is referring to those faraway bureaucrats who are bad?  Knute reasoned that good and bad bureaucrats are not so neatly arranged geographically.  Besides, why blame the problems of state government on those who work for government or on “the bureaucratic system”?  Isn’t that system, after all, set up by politicians and established in the law?  The old political rhetoric was that the enemy was bureaucratic fraud, waste, and abuse.  Now the rhetorical enemy is the bureaucratic system.  Knute suspected that the problem is not so much the civil servants who work for government as it is the power of the special interests, the electoral process, and the politicians.  It is, after all, elected officials who decide what state government is going to do, how much it will cost, and what tax rates will be for different economic classes of citizens.

Second, it seemed to Knute that the ideas of competition and the market may be suited for business but make little sense for government.  Why should the highway patrol compete with the county sheriff or the city police?  Why should state universities all offer the same curriculum and compete for the same students?  Why is it that the market is an ideal or a model for state government?  Hostile takeovers by outsiders, short time horizons, junk bonds, asset sell offs, golden parachutes, astronomical salaries for top executives, and bankruptcy are all practices that would seem to indicate that the market is a poor model for government.  Wouldn’t it be better to hire competent public employees, give them some latitude to do their work, practice good public management, insist that agencies stay within specified budgets, and ask agencies to provide as much service as they can with the dollars available?  To Knute it made more sense for the state to function like a well-managed government than like a business or a market.

Third, at the shoe store Knute expected to be treated as a customer.  In the state, however, he expected to be both regarded and treated as a citizen.  Knute resented the candidate’s notion that he is a customer of the state.  I am an owner of the state!  The governor works for me.  I am not the governor’s customer.

Fourth, it surprised Knute that the candidate emphasized the details of the operating side of government rather than the big policy issues facing the state.  Some of the candidate’s ideas about operating government were probably good, but how is the state going to solve big policy problems like education, transportation, health care, and environmental issues?  Does this candidate expect the state to manage or operate its way toward the solution of these problems?

Well, in November the candidate was elected governor primarily because of the promise to provide better government for less money.  Initially, under his leadership there were several impressive innovations in state government operations.  Meeting all the needs of the state, however, proved to be expensive.  Eventually taxes had to be raised.  The governor discovered that rather than the bureaucratic system being the problem, politically entrenched interests were intractable.  The governor’s popularity plummeted.  The governor’s advisors and consultants told him that the concepts of entrepreneurial government were not the problem; it was the manner in which the governor had attempted to put them into effect.  By the time the governor realized that the ideas of entrepreneurial government were naive and simplistic he was in serious political trouble.  He lost the next election.

In observing all of this, Knute understood what had happened to the governor, because he knew the difference between shoes and government.

Book Nine


THE SEVEN HABITS OF HIGHLY EFFECTIVE POLITICIANS


Knute and Thor, the public administration twins, observe that one of the mots a courant in contemporary public affairs is to describe the patterns of behavior of public officials as "habits."  It is essential, Knute and Thor remind us, that any description of habits must assume that there is a particular of finite number of them, such as The Six Nocturnal Habits of Adolescent Boys or the Eight Habits of Particularly Splendid People.  They also observe that it is assumed on the part of those describing these habits that the habits are actually good, so good in fact that it is important to recommend that others cultivate them.


Not wishing to be left behind, Knute and Thor here describe the habits of those public officials they know best--incumbantis erecti--the politician.  As their scribe I remind you that Knute and Thor each have been a city manager for twenty years, ample time to observe the patterns of behavior of mayors and city council members.  Based on these close observations of elected officials and in the interest of an empirically based social science, here are Knute and Thor’s Seven Habits of Highly Effective Politicians.


Habit Number One:  Doing Good


As they go about their work, politicians will almost always be observed doing good.  While this good may sometimes be for the whole people, it is more often good done for their constituents, their supporting interest groups, or their cousins.  Nevertheless, it is widely believed among incumbantis erect that small bits of good done for particular interests accumulate, totaled-up to a grand sum of good for everyone.


It is a paradox that among politicians it is usually preventing bad things from happening, such as an IRS audit of a cousin or a tax on a friendly constituency, that constitutes doing good.  


It is widely known that there is an almost inexhaustible supply of political good.  Therefore, good done for one elected official’s best supporters seldom results in bad things happening to the supporters of other politicians.  Knute and Thor wish to remind readers that in theory of public administration this is known as a non-zero-sum game, or as Thor simply puts it, “some game.”

Habit Number Two: Helping The People

To highly effective elected officials nothing is more fundamental than the instinct to help the people.  There are many examples of this habit, such as helping the people drive seventy miles an hour, or helping the people buy guns, or helping the people spend money in state operated lotteries.


It is, of course, an extraordinary help to the people to know that once they have chosen their political leaders their responsibilities are over.  The highly effective politician will take over from there.  This is a comfort to the people inasmuch as they are busy watching television, certainly too busy to fuss over the details of government.

Habit Number Three: Helping the Bureaucrats


Highly effective politicians will always be found helping bureaucrats.  They do this by giving regular advice as to how to manage government agencies.  Some really effective politicians actually participate directly in the management of agencies by helping bureaucrats select persons for top positions or by helping to choose the firms and organizations that receive government grants and contracts.


To help bureaucrats, many politicians practice casework.  They do this by suggesting to their constituents that if they have issues or questions regarding government it is best to call the politician.  The politician can in turn call a bureaucrat who will take care of everything.  


Politicians often hold hearings to help bureaucrats.  In the presence of the media they compliment bureaucrats on their dedicated public service, ask reasonable questions about the functioning of public agencies, and make modest suggestions for improvement.


Bureaucrats often say they do not know what they would do without the politician’s help.  Habit Number Four: Simplify the Issues


Highly effective political leaders will always simplify the issues.  It is well known that some political issues are complicated, such as the income tax code, social security, sewage treatment, and star wars.  Who among us has the time, let alone the intellect, to understand such issues?  The superior politician will look after these complicated matters for us and simply advise us as to when we need, for example, more taxes or less taxes or more or less star wars.  Whatever.


It is especially helpful in the electoral season for political leaders to distill their positions on the issues by telling us, for example, that they favor lower taxes.  It is also useful when they inform us about the positions of their opponents by saying, for example, “My opponent favors higher taxes and is a degenerate libertine and a practicing voluptuary.”

Habit Number Five: Flattering The People


The effective politician will flatter the people.  Such flattery always involves rhetorically responding to the preferences, indeed the whims and passions, of the people.  In these fast-paced times the truly superb political leader will respond as quickly as possible to the people’s passions.  The idea that each individual constituent is actually a customer and that the customer is always right has helped make politics what it is today.  


In cases in which the people appear to have competing preferences, such as lower taxes and greater services, effective politicians will use their high offices to achieve both!

Habit Number Six: Aerobic or Zen Listening

Knute and Thor have observed a little-known characteristic of highly effective politicians, which can only be described as aerobic or Zen listening.  In the aerobic listening state the politician is so singularly focused, so intently fixed on the constituent’s words that the heart beat accelerates, breathing deepens, the skin glows, and all the political senses quicken.  This is a form of political Zen in which the politicians and constituents mutually achieve a form of coupled levitation, rising together to look down on the issue under consideration with a transcendent clarity.  The very best elected leaders have even been known to feel the people’s pain!

Habit Number Seven:  Be Out Among the People

Nothing so distinguishes the effective modern politician as the habit of being out among the people.  The big office, the impressive lobby, and the walnut desk no longer convey either authority or majesty and should be the domain of the politician’s staff.  Really good politicians will go to the people, to the shopping malls, to the parks, to the churches, to the coffee shops, and bars.  Let the politicians find authority and respect in the cellular telephone, the beeper, the personal digital assistant, and the laptop.  As we have entered the era of electronic music, so too we have entered the era of the electronic politician.


It is out among the people that the other six habits of the highly effective politician can be most fruitfully practiced.


If politicians and aspiring politicians will cultivate and practice these seven habits, Knute and Thor will guarantee them a secure incumbency and the continuing gratitude of the people.

Book Ten

A PRAYER TO OLAF

Incumbantis Erecti  in Congress seems to be fraying the last threads of credibility.  In a sincere effort to understand why our elected leaders are making such a mess of a perfectly good system of democratic government, Thor decided to go to a higher authority.  He prayed.  He is a descendent of Vikings.   Unlike more advanced theologies, in primitive Viking religion there are many prayer choices, depending on the problem at hand.  In view of what is going on in Congress, Thor decided to pray to Olaf, the god of ambivalence.  (Do not confuse Olaf, the god of ambivalence, with the Speaker of the House, though both are deities.)  In the interest of saving American government, here are the answers to Thor’s prayers. 

Olaf in Valhalla, god of ambivalence, help me understand the evil of regulations.

Thor, unworthy vessel, it is simple.  Regulations are evil because they cause things to happen, which angers the people.  The people are happy when environmental and safety laws are passed, but they are angry when they are carried out, especially in their neighborhoods.  All members of Congress understand that passing laws will result in reelection and that carrying out laws in their districts will result in someone else getting elected.

Olaf, is it good to have a balanced budget amendment?

Thor, child of first cousins, you are not paying attention.  Of course it is good to have a balanced budget amendment.  It is, however, bad to have a balanced budget.  A balanced budget means raising taxes and raiding social security, which angers the people.

Olaf, should there be term limits?

Thor, of course.  It is preferable to pass laws or amend constitutions now to bring about term limits on future members of Congress.  The second alternative would be to limit the terms of all members of the other party or all members with hair transplants, whichever group is larger.  Short of that, the "twelve years in, two years out, twelve years back in" model is acceptable, preferably if the member's spouse serves the middle two years.

Olaf, why are bureaucrats evil?

Thor, for the same reason regulations are evil.  Bureaucrats actually carry out laws, and that angers the people.  There are good bureaucrats, however.  They are the ones who appear to carry out the law, but mostly go to conventions.

Olaf, how can we have lower taxes and less government yet still receive all of the benefits to which we are entitled?

Thor, mouth-breathing dolt, listen carefully.  The key to modern politics is to understand the manipulation of ambivalence.  The last thing the people want is some member of Congress telling them they cannot have it both ways.  The best legislators will despise taxes and big government, yet promise the full range of benefits and get reelected every time.      

Olaf, may I be your servant and spread the Words of Olaf to all incumbantis erecti?

Yes, my servant.  Here are the Words of Olaf, god of ambivalence:

1.  Words speak louder than actions, and are less dangerous.

2.  Style is exciting and easily understood.  Substance is complicated, boring, and dangerous.

3.  If there are two or more sides to an issue, embrace them.

4.  Oppose big government except in your district.

5.  The media is essential to political power and is always wrong.

6.  Majorities are more important than minorities.

7.  We live in a dangerous world, therefore defense spending should always be increased.

8.  Business can always do things better than government.

9.  The death penalty is good, except for drunk drivers who kill.

These are the Words of Olaf, god of ambivalence.

Thank you Olaf.  I shall spread your Words.  But I have a question.

What is your question, my servant?

Olaf in Valhalla, don't the members of Congress already know your Words and follow them?  

Yes, my servant, the members of Congress know my Words and when they follow them they are politically successful.

But, Olaf in Valhalla, are your words not wrong?

Yes, my servant, technically my Words are all wrong.  But right and wrong are abstract concepts that seldom work politically.  Remember the parable of Ethelred the Unready.  When asked if the Vikings should invade the Saxons, Ethelred wisely replied:  "Some of my friends say we should invade the Saxons.  Some of my friends say we should not invade the Saxons.  I stand firmly with my friends."

The Testament of Bureaucratis Erectus
Book One

RULES FOR NEW PUBLIC MANAGERS

The happy occasion of your appointment as a public manager causes me to turn to a valuable manuscript left in my possession by Knute Bjunglesson.  I refer, of course, to “Rules for New Public Managers,” long an influential, but difficult to acquire, guide for selected senior civil servants, city managers, police chiefs, university presidents, bureau chiefs, prison wardens, and sewer operators.  Commit these rules to memory, dear reader, practice them in work, and you shall master bureaucracy.

1.  Upon taking office a new public manager is immediately despised by all other senior bureaucrats, especially if one has come from the bureaucratic ranks.  One can never turn this hatred around entirely, but it can be neutralized if one appears to despise oneself as much as one is despised.  This is done by despising one’s new role and by being ashamed.  Do it by avoiding any form of official luxury or comfort such as locating one’s office near a bathroom, flying business class, or using a beeper or a cellular telephone.  Drive only a Ford.  Walk stoop-shouldered.  Affect cynicism and despair as to the prospects for improvement absent a huge increase in budgetary allocations.  Speak often of the impossibility of your tasks, the ambiguity of your agency’s missions, and the lack of adequate resources.  Because senior bureaucrats despise you, your only hope is sympathy and guilt.  Given your demeanor, no other bureaucrat will covet your job.  When desperate, one can feign madness.  This will make other senior bureaucrats curious, and the madness will remind them of their origins.

2.  Upon taking office the new public manager is immediately despised by all elected politicians including the president, governor, or mayor who appointed you and the legislators who agree you were a bad choice.  You will never entirely win over elected officials but you can mollify their opposition if you appear robust and at all times optimistic.  Dress conservatively and well.  Speak contemptuously of the bureaucracy.  Play golf, memorize several golf stories, and tell only golf jokes.  Shout buoyantly when addressing elected officials.  Memorize the Better Administration Phrasemaker and use it often.  In formal settings liberally use titles such as chairman (every politician is chairman of something) or your honor.  In informal settings you should holler nicknames, preferably Ivy League or Seven Sister names such as Biff, Skip, Skeeter, Tipper, or Buffy.

3.  Upon taking office a new public manager is immediately despised by the media.  One must, therefore, coopt newspaper editors, television reporters, and anchor persons, and all talk show hosts.  Such cooption is no great trick, but it requires planning.  Under no circumstances should you share confidences or privileged information with the media.  Even the editors of the Washington Post and the Los Angeles Times can see through that ploy.  Instead, cultivate an idiosyncrasy such as waving your arms about while speaking or stomping your foot while making a point.  The media will focus on the idiosyncrasy, which will be interpreted as a sign of competence.  Appear to harbor a tragic secret (having just recovered from Tourettes Syndrome is good), which you share only with individuals from the media.  Collectively they will misunderstand, but they will be sympathetic nevertheless.  If all of this fails, mention often your close personal friendships with the president of CBS or the publisher of the New York Times.

4.  Upon taking office, the new public manager will be immediately despised by the organization’s clients or, as it is now fashionable to say, customers.  One can never entirely reverse this hatred but it is subject to some amelioration.  Systematic and relentless cooptation of the leaders and spokespersons of clients is essential.  There can never be too many citizen advisory committees, visiting committees, or blue ribbon task forces.  No client leaders should be unappointed (tirelessly seek their advice and welcome their reports).  To hold the rank and file of the organization’s clients at bay, always be out of sympathy with present organizational practices.  Never be defensive.  Always present a moving target.  Reorganize.  Reinvent.  Reengineer.

5.  Upon taking office a new public manager will be immediately despised by all junior bureaucrats.  There is no particular reason for this, but it is so nevertheless.  In fact, the junior bureaucrats despise the senior bureaucrats even more than they hate you, and they associate you with the senior bureaucracy from which you sprang. Two things can be done, but must be done within 20 minutes of taking office.  First, the new manager must announce plans to revamp the entire organization.  This will please the junior bureaucrats who will interpret it as criticism of their elders; yet it will not displease the senior bureaucrats who will interpret it in the opposite way.  The new public manager must name no fewer than 12 committees with different titles but overlapping purposes, at least six of which must be chaired by junior bureaucrats.  While the new manager is to select the committee chairs, the committee members are to be chosen by the rank and file using a system of proportional representation.  This should take at least a year.

6.  After taking office a new public manager will be deeply despised by his or her family.  It was, of course, embarrassing enough to them when you were simply a bureaucrat, but now you are a leader among them, and visible at that.  Vacations under an assumed name can help.  Allowing the children to claim that they are adopted and have no genetic connection to Bureaucratis Erectus can also help.  Denying them any access to television news or the newspapers may be a drastic but necessary step.  One’s spouse is a problem.  Your only consolation is that if your spouse stays with you it is a sure example of true love.  There is also, I regret to suggest, the possibility that your spouse is dimwitted and simply cannot fathom the depths to which you have sunk.

7.  Shortly after taking office a new public manager will be subconsciously despised by every group that he or she addresses.  The key is to say nothing memorable: To use and reuse words such as “quality,” “excellence,” “performance,” “outcomes,” "metrics," and especially “truth.” Develop and tend your own Better Administration Phrasemaker, such as the BAP illustrated in Book Eleven. Remember no one is conservative or liberal, although there may be traditional and progressive values that must be balanced.  It is essential to repeat often that all people are good but that their institutions are a mess and that you are doing what you can to make the people’s institutions worthy of the people.  The new public official who makes this point often will win the hearts of his or her enemies, for there are some conceits we all share and some lies with which all people agree.

Book Two

KNUTE AND THE CITY COUNCIL 

WITH THE WRONG-PROBLEMS PROBLEM

Knute is the senior city manager in Illinois.  He had served in Forest Hills, a city of 120,000, for fifteen years and had been the city manager in two smaller cities before that.  He has an MPA degree from the University of Southern California and has been working on and off toward a doctorate in the field.  He is a former vice president of the Midwest Region of the International City/County Management Association.  Just last year he was elected a Fellow of the National Academy of Public Administration, one of only sixteen city managers to have received such an honor.

But Knute is in big trouble in Forest Hills.  For several years the city has faced three serious problems.  First, the economy is weak and neither state nor local revenues are growing.  Second, the city is getting older, with deteriorating roads, sewer and water systems badly in need of updating, a landfill that is full, a fleet of worn-out vehicles, and an old and inadequate computing and telecommunications system.  Third, Forest Hills is experiencing a sharp increase in crime, including drugs, gangs, and even drive-by shootings.

To deal with these problems Forest Hills has reduced the size of the city staff, contracted out some services, and put off maintenance and purchases.  In addition, through Knute’s subtle leadership, the city has been innovative and entrepreneurial.  Still, the problems get worse, especially the crime problems.  The citizens as well as the media clearly understand that the quality of city services has declined as has the quality of life in Forest Hills.  This is particularly reflected in the politics of the city.  Most of the recently elected members of the city council ran on platforms that promised change and problem solving.

The question is, what are the problems to be solved?

At recent meetings of the National League of Cities and other professional organizations the city council learned that the problems with local government are bureaucracy and bureaucratic thinking.  These problems can be overcome, they were told, by reinventing government through privatizing, steering rather than rowing, inducing competition, regarding the citizens of Forest Hills as customers, being innovative, charging fees, and decentralizing.

As crime and lawlessness increased, pressure on the city to deal with this problem increased.  On three occasions the city council asked Knute and the police chief to recommend policies, programs, and activities designed to address the crime problem.  Walnut Grove was already practicing community policing.  In their first response to the city council request for recommended policies, Knute and the police chief recommended a 10 percent increase in police staff and a pattern of deployment that would put more police in high crime areas at peak crime periods.  The city council turned the recommendation down and directed Knute and the police chief to exercise greater managerial creativity.  At the time Knute indicated that the police department was already smaller than it was five years ago and much smaller than it was ten years ago.  Nevertheless, Knute and the chief carried out city council policy by essentially eliminating middle management in the police force.  All members of the police department were on the street, most of them deployed in high crime areas at peak crime periods.  While off-duty, the chief and many police officers dedicated their time and energy to strengthening the community policing program.  Every neighborhood had an active neighborhood watch and an informal patrolling program.

The crime problems got worse.  The second time they discussed this problem with the city council, Knute and the police chief were very direct.  With presently available resources, they said, the police department in Walnut Grove could not reduce the crime rate.  This, they said, was the policy issue.  After a heated debate the city council decided that the Walnut Grove crime problem could be solved through better management.  The crime problem, they said, was not so much a policy problem as a management problem.  After the meeting, behind the scenes, Knute was pressured by individual members of the city council to fire the police chief.  Because the police chief was very good and because he knew firing the chief would just postpone dealing with the issue, Knute refused.  Instead he started informally borrowing staff from the parks and recreation department, the fire department, and the public works department and assigning them to communication, clerical, and other office-related law enforcement tasks.  Because of their respect for Knute and the chief, staff from other departments willingly pitched in.  Knute received informal approval from all members of the city council, behind the scenes, to do this.  Because of these informal staff transfers the quality of services in the other departments started to decline.

The crime problems in Forest Hills got even worse.  After two young boys were killed in drive-by shootings, the media and the citizens demanded action.

At the next meeting two members of the city council noted the increase in crime and again indicated that the problem was law enforcement management.  This time Knute was blunt.  The problem, he said, was not management, or bureaucracy, or a lack of creativity.  The problem was a lack of staff, resources, and facilities.  Because the city had failed to deal with this real problem for so long, Knute indicated that a minimum 25 percent increase in resources would be necessary just to keep the crime rate from rising further.

The city council knew that Knute was right.  And they sensed that the citizens understood that the real problem could no longer be ignored.  They approved a 30 percent increase in police department staff and directed the department to acquire new vehicles, computers, and communication equipment.  As part of this decision they had to raise property taxes.

A year later the crime rate was going down.  Two city council members chose not to run again.  The one incumbent who ran again was reelected.  The police chief was hired by another city.

When asked by a trusted friend about the issues of a year earlier Knute said, “We had a good city council, but they had the wrong-problem problem.” 

Book Three

TAKING VISALIA PRIVATE

Knute tells this story.

Last night my brother Thor called from California to tell me he had taken the City of Pismo Beach private. I did not quite understand what Thor was saying, but at the moment of his announcement I clearly recalled Grandma Brunhilde saying that someday Thor would do for government what Mr. K. Ley did for corporate leadership and Mr. K. Rove did for political advising.

I immediately asked Thor how he could take a city of 75,000 people private.

"It was easy," he told me. "Visalia has always been a leader. In the 1980s Pismo Beach was the first city to reinvent government by making it more businesslike. We are just going the next step beyond being businesslike and making Pismo Beach an actual business." It is a new century, he reminded me.

"Is this some kind of voucher thing," I asked.

"One word, Knute," he said, "HISTORY. Vouchers are history.

"Here is how it works.

"Based on extensive cost-benefit analysis we have determined that every family of customers in Visalia is entitled to one thousand benefits annually. They can exercise their benefits however or wherever they want.

"Right now, Pinkerton is letting police protection go for 16 benefits a month. Brinks has put together a 15-benefit package that is competitive but does not include the due process of law. A new police protection group from New Jersey has come to town--Amalgamated Vigilante.  They sell the 'offer you cannot refuse' package for ten benefits"

"What happened to the Visalia Police Department?" I asked. 

"History, Knute, get over it!"

"What about schools?" I asked.

"Twenty one and one-half benefits a month, per kid, is the going rate. Education Alternatives, Inc., is offering a hot package that includes football, cheerleaders, pom pom, and marching band for twenty-five. University Prep, Inc., offers a library, math, foreign language, and logic package, but they are struggling. Its a customer thing." 

"What if a family has several kids?" I asked.

"A family with two kids can make it easy. But three kids--no way. Two words, Knute, POPULATION EXPLOSION.  We are doing our part. Families with three kids usually move to Turlock anyway."

"How do the teachers and the police get paid?" I asked.

"Well, the going rate of exchange is fourteen dollars per benefit. So the school owners have to accumulate lots of benefits, translate them to dollars, and then pay the teachers, janitors, coaches, and so forth. As you can tell, this is business. Competition is tough. A teacher has to hustle to bring in those benefits to the company."

"But how good is the service?" I asked.

"Excellent," he said. "Finally Pismo Beach is providing what the customers really want, absolute freedom of choice." 

"How do you deal with common property matters such as street maintenance?"  I asked.

"We made it kind of a volunteer, community service thing.  Each family is assigned two potholes to take care of.  Generally is it working well, although the Kalikak family has been marketing one of their potholes as a sanitary landfill for two benefits a truckload.  Somehow we will have to get after that."

“How about the library,” I asked.

“Gone,” said Thor. Every family gets one benefit for books and stuff, which they can spend at Barnes and Noble or B. Dalton.

"One word, Knute," he said. "UTILITY. Think utility. Pismo Beach is now essentially the same as the phone company or the cable company.  Everybody has to pay.  Once you pay you get to exercise your choices."

"But isn't a utility a monopoly?" I asked.

"Now you understand," Thor said. "We are a business monopoly. It is the best possible kind of business.  Is Visalia a great city or what?"

"How do you fit in Thor?" I asked. "How do you make money?"

"Well, because the city does not have a staff, I am called the customer representative. But I am not paid by the city--no one is. I distribute the benefits and take a 3 percent cut, for administration. But that is a lot less than what the former city manager and his staff cost the customers." 

"How do you deal with taxes? Who does the collecting." 

"Well, based on market competition we hired a firm from L.A.--Nothing But Revenues, Inc. The city council and the school board set the tax rates and Nothing But Revenues brings it in. Believe me, in Pismo Beach you don't cheat on your taxes. Nothing But Revenues also gets 3 percent. They are doing great. Incidentally, I hear they are going public. I also hear that the Bonano Family holds 10 percent of the stock.  I would advise you to buy some shares.  Their stock will probably be listed on NASDAQ soon."

"Where is this thing going to go, Thor," I asked.

"Well, I have partnered with the customer representative of Fresno and together we are going to raid San Jose. It will be a leveraged buyout.  The Bank of Hong Kong is lending the money and holding the paper. Do you want in?"

Book Four

THE NEW INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE

Thor asks if you have you noticed that a great calm has settled across the republic.
The citizens no longer suffer from the anxiety once associated with sending in their tax returns.

It seems that the commissioner of the Internal Revenue Service brought about this miracle by writing a personal letter to him.  That letter is at the front of the previously despised form 1040A.

The commissioner writes: “I want you to know that the S in IRS represents a commitment to serve you.” That alone should draw attention away from more threatening words such as “internal” and “revenue,” and thereby induce some level of national tranquility.  Of course there will always be those who worry that the emphasis on “service” in Internal Revenue Service may refer to the use of that word thatis common among large animal veterinarians and those who own race horses.

Thor is also informed that “the Internal Revenue Service is a leader among government agencies in customer service.” It is true that designating the IRS a leader in customer service is not as good as a middle-class tax cut or a reduction in the deficit.  Still, it is a comfort.

Happy taxpayers also learn that the IRS has adopted customer service standards such as making prerecorded tax information available by telephone 24 hours a day, seven days a week.  You may scoff, but I always find such recordings a harmless diversion on sleepless nights.

If you prefer speaking with an actual IRS person you must call the Problem Resolution Office, during business hours.  Calling the Problem Resolution Office sounds bureaucratic and foreboding and may not convey the new warm and friendly IRS image.  But you will be speaking to an actual IRS “caseworker.” By the way, after your call you shall be known to the IRS as a “case.”

Most important of all, we are informed that refunds will be issued in 40 days.  This is, of course, a delicate expression of the religious values of the IRS.  You will recall that Moses went to the mountaintop to plead with the Lord for 40 days and nights and Noah floated around in the ark for about the same period of time.  But I digress.

Thor submitted his 1040A on March 1st.  When his expected tax return did not reach him within 40 days and nights, he called his caseworker.  In courteous words and friendly tones his caseworker Tammy Fay--he didn’t ask--pointed out that the 40 day commitment only applies “if you file a complete and accurate tax return.” Who determines if my return is complete and accurate?  Thor asked.  The IRS does, she replied.  This is known as Catch Number 4 in the Customer Service Standards, she added.

What could be the problem with my tax forms?  Thor asked.

Tammy Fay said, “Well, sir, we did notice that you claimed the Dallas Cowboy Cheerleaders as you dependents.  We also noticed that you listed Norway as a business expense.”

“Oh, yes, that is true,” Thor said.  “But, in the letter to me, the IRS Commissioner said, ‘We intend to meet your needs and expectations as taxpayers and customers.’  It just seems to me that the Cheerleaders and Norway are well within the range of my needs and expectations.”
Tammy Fay then said, “We are ever so sorry, sir, but the IRS is unable to approve these two items.  But everything else in your 1040A is in order, and your check is in the mail.”  That was wonderful news.

Having been so favorably serviced, that night Thor slept the deep and peaceful sleep of the unaudited.

Book Five

THE DUKE OF ORANGE COUNTY

Lessons and innovations often come from California.  It seems that the Orange County treasurer, a Mr.  R. Citron, borrowed a lot of money and now he can't pay it back.  So Orange County has declared bankruptcy.

California is a leader and on the cutting edge, so naturally Knute jumped on the next airplane to Anaheim.

He arrived on a sunny day and called Mr. Citron to arrange an interview.  They met at the Casa de Funct, which, incidentally Knute recommends for its fine list of waters and many varieties of sprouts.

In the tradition of honest journalism, Knute recounts here his conversation with Mr. Citron.

“What is a derivative?”  he asked.

“A derivative is a financial instrument,” Mr. Citron said.

“Can you be a bit more specific?” Knute said.

“Only a little,” Mr. Citron said.  “A derivative is an investment of a lot of money that produces real high returns.”

“How does it do that?”  Knute asked

“Well,” Citron said, “it has something to do with a prediction that interest rates will go down, and when they do you receive high returns.”

“Oh,” Knute said.  “Then a derivative is like a bet that interest rates will go down.  Is that right?”

“My broker never described derivatives like that,” Citron said.

“So,” Knute said, “you put Orange County money on this bet, right?”

“Yes,” Mr. Citron answered.

“And you even borrowed money to put on this bet, right?”

“Yes,” Mr. Citron said, “isn't that fantastic?”

“Well, what happened?” Knute asked.

“Interest rates went up,” Citron said.

“So, Orange County lost the bet,” Knute suggested.

At that point Mr. Citron seemed a bit annoyed and said, “I want to remind you that it was not a bet; it was a financial instrument.”

“Right,” Knute said.  “But, how do you feel about the loss of billions of dollars of taxpayers money?”

“Que Pasa?  Nada.” Citron said.  “In the short run, interest rates are up.  Sooner or later they will come down.  Besides, this is a rich county.”

“Tell me, Mr. Citron, how did you arrive at this innovative approach to local government finance?”

“Well,” he said, “it's rough out there.  Government has to do more with less.  These days good government officials must have the entrepreneurial spirit and take risks.  Let me tell you, government has to compete in the market.  Besides, competition is good for government.  On these principles I came up with this innovative approach to local finance.  I feel very empowered by this innovation.  In fact, I have applied for the Harvard Innovations Award.”

“Do you think this idea will spread,” Knute asked.

“Like kudzu,” he said.  “I don't wish to appear smug, but I have invented a whole new way to increase taxes.  This is hot.  In the future it will be known as the Citron Tax.  I am already consulting with many county treasurers, showing them how to do it.”

Then I changed the subject.  “I noticed that the airport here in Orange County is called the John Wayne Airport,” I said.

“Yes,” he said.  “The Duke is my idol.  He was a risk taker and an entrepreneur.  Listen tight, Pilgrim, the Duke is a ROLE MODEL for the modern county treasurer.”

“I understand,” Knute said.  “But, there have been allegations that what you did is not ethical.”

“I have heard those allegations,” Citron said.   “As soon as I find out who the alligators are, I am going to sue their tails off.”

“Wow,” Knute said.

Book Six

KNUTE REPORTS FROM THE MINORS

At the time it was uttered, the effect was jarring.  Said so casually, as if it were ordinary and even banal, Knute could only imagine that the speaker assumed that such a phrase was acceptable.  But he was stunned.  The speaker, a reporter based in Washington working for a leading news organization, was referring to other reporters and media types not working in Washington, D.C.  He referred to them as “in the minors,” an obvious comparison to professional baseball.  As in baseball, the speaker assumed that all self-respecting reporters would aspire to the major leagues, to be in Washington, D.C.  He also assumed that serious reporters, important reporters, reporters with status, must be in Washington and must be reporting on the national government.

The phrase, “in the minors” is also sometimes used, Knute has learned, by congressional staffers to refer to the government officials of states, cities, school boards, and counties.

Saying “in the minors” does put into honest words an accurate description of the attitudes and behavior of many working in media and government in Washington.  Part of Washington attitudes and behavior can be easily dismissed as little more than status games in which some seek to make themselves important by attempting to make others unimportant.  But much of Washington behavior toward the minors is profoundly troubling for these reasons: First, it displays a woeful ignorance of the centrality of the states and the cities in democratic self-government.  To most citizens, most of the time, it is the services and protections of state and local government, which are central to their lives and well being.  Even the most rudimentary understanding of American federalism indicates that education; public safety; transportation; sanitation; recreation; economic development; the regulation of gas, electricity, and water; and many other functions are primarily paid for and carried out in the minors.  Second, in a comparative sense, the minors are better managed, more solvent, and much more innovative than the national government.  Third, the Washington media—the chattering classes—are increasingly understood to be as much a form of entertainment as a forum for news or the serious consideration of issues.  Fourth, the assumption that Washington is the majors and the states and cities are the minors may be exactly backwards.  The Roper polls indicate that there is a paradox of distance in which local schools, neighborhoods, cities, and locally elected leaders are held in much higher esteem than are large scale or distant institutions such as the media or the national government.  This is very likely because democratic self-government in the minors is understood by the citizens to be uniquely responsive to their direct needs and interests.

Not only do Washington-based public officials and media conveniently confuse the whole of American government with the workings of the national government, the same is true for many who study, write the textbooks, and teach American government.  Among many political scientists and economists, not to mention public administrationists, it is simply assumed that serious scholars study the national government or, better yet, the governments of other countries. Ordinarily, American government textbooks devote only one chapter to the whole of state and local government, leaving all the rest for the study of the national government.  However interesting, important, and innovative the city of Indianapolis may be to its residents, or the state of Indiana may be to Hoosiers, those who think and write about Indianapolis or Indiana have little cachet among their colleagues who study national and international affairs and who, thereby, imagine themselves playing in the majors.  In the arcane world of academics, status and prestige are very often confused with quality and importance.

Much of what is best about American government is found in the daily interactions of citizens with the jurisdictions nearest to them.  These are the teams of American government.  The national government is the league that glues the teams together.  It is an error to assume that somehow the league and its officials and commentators are the majors and the teams in the league are the minors.  In American government the real major leaguers are usually found playing in the sticks.

Book Seven

JAMES AND THE CASE OF THE CITY MANAGER 

WHO COULD STEER BUT COULD NOT ROW


Recall, if you will, that Knute is the city manager of Forest Hills.  One of his friends is James who happens to work as director of operations in the public works department of Midland City, a city near Forest Hills. Knute tells this story about James.  He had been on the city staff for 20 years.  He loved his work and every year received one of the highest evaluations on the city staff.

Midland’s recently retired city manager had served for 10 years.  He was popular among city employees and in the community.  Although he was an especially competent administrator and very fair he was not thought to be particularly innovative.

James was enthusiastic about the arrival of the new city manager.  According to the newspapers, the new manager promised to reinvent city government.  Reinventing city government, according to this city manager, meant putting an emphasis on “steering rather than rowing.”  It also meant using an entrepreneurial approach.  By steering rather than rowing and by using an entrepreneurial approach, the new city manager said the city could get better government for less money.  James was not exactly sure what the new manager meant by steering rather than rowing and by being entrepreneurial, but whatever it meant he was sure the city was going to experience change.

In the first few months of his administration, the city manager worked closely with members of the city council and community business leaders.  They developed innovative projects such as a business park, which was set up as a special district with an appointed board and a line of credit backed by the city.  The board was exempt from some of the city’s standard 

purchasing and auditing requirements so it could avoid red tape and function more like a business.  The board hired a local businessman with close connections to two members of the city council to direct the business park.  The city manager said that the new park would attract business, stimulate employment, and broaden the tax base.

It gradually became clear to James that these innovations exemplified the city manager’s definition of steering and of being entrepreneurial.  The city council had approved each innovation.  Some council members were directly involved, but others were involved only marginally.

The city had practiced total quality management for several years.  The new manager strongly endorsed TQM, but he also indicated that it would be wise for the city to contract-out or privatize as many city services as possible.  In fact, the manager indicated that the concept of service was traditional and that the city should focus on results or outcomes and not on processes.  This, the manager indicated, was rowing.

Some neighboring cities had recently increased their contracting-out.  As a result of this the quality of city services stayed about the same, but workers for private firms that now provided services were less well paid than their predecessors who had worked for the city.  In addition they had no health care plan.  It was clear, however, that these firms were profitable for their stockholders.  Although there were no immediate tax savings in those cities, it was probably safe to assume that by privatizing, some future higher taxes would be avoided.

Because of the experiences in neighboring cities that had done more privatization, the employees of Midland, although not unionized and far from militant, were very concerned about their jobs.  The city manager indicated that although every effort would be made to protect city employees it was his duty to search for less expensive ways to provide city services.

City employees were proud of their hard work and dedication to the city, and they were especially proud of their productivity.  The city staff had also earned a reputation for honesty.  Citizens of Midland knew they could count on city employees to be there in times of crisis.

As the months went by it became evident to James that the staff of the public works department felt threatened and had lost much of its morale.  James also sensed that the same thing was happening in the other city departments.  It was increasingly clear that the city manager was not especially interested in either the day-to-day work of the city or in those who did the work.  They were merely rowing.

In the middle of the city manager’s second year, the local newspaper uncovered a fraudulent contract between the new business park district and an out-of-town firm.  In addition, the paper found that the district’s director had spent thousands of dollars on dubious travel, a car phone that appeared to have been used mostly for personal purposes, and expensive office decorations.  Although the city council was not technically responsible because the district was a separate jurisdiction, it was nevertheless politically embarrassing.

Near the end of the city manager’s second year the city experienced a budget crisis.  It appeared that virtually all the businesses that had recently been attracted to the city had received tax breaks that did not increase the city’s tax base.  While there were some new jobs they were mostly at the lower end of the wage scale and did not provide health benefits.  In addition, aid from both the state and the national government was decreasing.  It was clear that the city either would have to raise taxes or cut services, which meant firing city employees.

The worst ice storm in the history of Midland City occurred on the night of January 17.  The city manager was in Chicago at the time, working out a deal.  The acting city manager and several members of the city council called on all members of the city staff and all willing citizens to work around the clock to get the city back on its feet.  Two days later the newspapers, television, and radio all editorialized that the city leaders, the city staff, and the citizens were heroic in meeting this emergency.  It took the neighboring cities that had contracted-out snow removal and emergency services about twice as long to get back to normal.

A newspaper reporter had contacted the city manager in Chicago; he indicated that the weather had stranded him there.

At the next meeting of the city council the city manager was informed that he would be replaced.  When a reporter asked why the city manager was fired, the senior member of the city council said: “We do the steering around here.  And we are proud of all of those Midland employees who are always rowing.  Together we rowed our way out of this crisis.”

James reflected on these events and came to two conclusions.  First, the city manager had assumed that policy making was steering and that rowing was the details of administration.  James remembered from an introductory course he took in public administration years ago that policy and administration are difficult to separate.  Policymaking will only work if there is effective administration.  And the details of administration are filled with policy implications.  Good public administration requires a command of both policy and administration and a belief that they are equally important.  Evidently the city manager had forgotten this elementary lesson.

Second, James was an experienced boatman.  He knew that the boat is often steered by rowing.  It seemed to him that frequently it is the day-to-day administration affairs of the city, the rowing, that determine the effectiveness of the city government.  In the end, James concluded the city manager understood few of the details of city government.  Furthermore, James was certain the city manager knew nothing about boating.

Book Eight

KNUTE SAYS, “WATCH OUT FOR BEST PRACTICES”


Who can doubt the importance of best practices? When a jurisdiction, an agency or a bureau has a really good idea, puts it into practice, and wins the Harvard Innovation Award, we call that a best practice. As other institutions adopt this best practice, there is a general diffusion of innovation, a kind of widespread organizational learning from the initial experience of others.


Knute has been thinking about the current popularity of the logic of best practices in public administration.  Here are his thoughts.

In public administration we prize creativity and innovation, and we should.  We admire the “learning organization” that is both innovative and able to change.  We cherish cities and states that practice reform.  It is popular to believe that the idea of best practices is the key to organizational and community innovation and creativity.  At the risk of offending virtually all consultants, Knute suggest that the logic of best practices is the antithesis of creativity and innovation.

Here is why.  No two organizations are alike.  Innovative practices in one organization rarely fit the needs of another organization.  In the truly innovative organization or community, those who developed a new approach were the creators, the sources of the ideas.  They have invested in this approach.  They own it.  Imported ideas or practices may be interesting and might help, but those who borrow them know they don’t quite fit.  They also know that there is little personal investment in or commitment to the best practices of others.  Borrowed best practices are easy, a lazy shortcut, a quick-fix.  

It is also fashionable for governments and foundations to invest in whole banks or inventories of best practices.  This is evidently based on the assumption that there are innovative menus on the one hand and organizations or communities needing innovations on the other, and that we need to get best practice menus into the hands of these hungry for innovation.  With foundation and government money, innovations menus are printed in pretty colors and sent around in the optimistic hope that the results will be epiphanies of innovation all across the land.

The best practices idea diminishes the noble concept of professional practice, reducing it to the application of techniques.  Those in the advanced practice of public administration should, of course, know how to carefully build the networks and coalitions that can collectively innovate in an agreed-upon direction, and thus reposition institutions with genuine and lasting change.  Stories of the best practices of others might help actual professional practice a bit, but just a bit.

At the community level those who are genuinely innovating use the phrase “imitation is limitation,” and they are right.  They also say “in college, to copy is called cheating.”  Rather than importing the innovations of others, the objective is to push things back to the community, to further the deliberation by which the community can define itself, to interpret its problems, to devise the processes and procedures by which these problems will be addressed, and to find its collective voice.  The same thing could be said for organizations.  This is real and genuine community and organizational creativity and learning.  This kind of organizational learning will last only if the participants don’t cheat.

There is a diffusion of innovations from one organization to another, and astute professionals are often the carriers of organizational innovation and ideas.  Our professional literature and association meetings are excellent sources of innovation ideas.  But genuine innovation in the organization or the community is very much more than importing the latest hot fad.  Real organizational change is an organic process by which all stakeholders together have an idea — which may or may not have been borrowed — experiment with it, keep the parts that make sense, and discard the rest.  Rather than a best practice, this is a best process.

Just as we learn from best practices, there is much we can learn from worst practices. For young people entering public life, it really helps to know a lot about worst practices so as to avoid them. Many are gathering best practices, publishing them, and putting them on the Web, but no one has come along to describe worst practices. To fill this vacuum, I have, over the past several months, collected a few actual cases of worst practices. While such cases are embarrassing to all professionals, it is, nevertheless, just as important, as the Ten Commandments tell us, to know what “thou shalt not do” as to know what “thou shalt do.” Worst practices come in two forms: individual errors and mistakes and agency errors and mistakes. Here are some unfortunate examples of individual errors and mistakes.

The Committee on Professional Conduct (CPC) of the International City/County Management Association (ICMA) reports the following: “Another member was privately censured for striking a citizen in city hall. The member admitted the error of judgment and loss of temper, and he resigned immediately as city manager. The CPC found that his physical altercation with a citizen was unacceptable behavior for a professional, while noting that his immediate resignation was helpful to the community. He was censured for Tenets 2, 3 and 9 of the ICMA Code of Ethics. When asked how a city manager could have struck a citizen, he replied, “Well, nobody is perfect.” In public administration striking a citizen is definitely a worst practice.

The sheriff of Morris County, Kansas, and his wife used a video camera to record themselves in  flagrante. The video tape somehow fell into the hands of a local citizen who put it on the Internet, which resulted in calls for his resignation. He refused and appeared on a radio talk show instead. Over time calls for his resignation died down, until it was determined that he had also embezzled from the county. He then resigned. We have here an example of compounded or paired worst practices.

A former inspector general in the Department of Transportation was helping a local television station prepare a story about poor airport security. To demonstrate that airport security was ineffective this former official checked a bag containing a tape recorder, a can of shaving cream, a racquet ball can, some modeling clay and stereo wire–taken together, a group of things that looked very much like a bomb. Alert baggage screeners at America West x-rayed the bag and, thinking it was a bomb, shut down the airport. Although this qualifies as a worst practice, the former Transportation official was not charged.

We turn now to organizational worst practices. Under pressure from Congress to press customer service, the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) has sharply reduced the number of annual audits of income tax returns. All by itself this is not a worst practice.  However, we now learn that the share of corporate returns and the returns of the wealthiest 5 percent of Americans are audited at about half the rate of the poorest Americans, particularly those qualifying for the Earned Income Tax Credit. This is happening at the same time that virtually all students of the federal tax system agree that tax cheating by the wealthy is on the rise, helped along by clever accountants and attorneys. The IRS estimates that as much as $1 in $5 in business partnership income, almost all of it involving persons making more than $200,000 annually, is simply not reported. Just in the general category of business partnership income, which is not matched with income reported on individual tax returns, IRS officials estimate annual tax losses to be at least $10 billion and probably very much more. Who knows how much is being lost by the use of phony off-shore business addresses. Finally, the staff of the IRS, like those of most federal agencies, has been sharply cut, in the face of an increasing number of tax returns and an annual average of 500 changes to the tax code. Call me crabby, but this looks like a worst practice to me.

In the great tradition of learning from the mistakes of others, an inventory of worst practices might just be as helpful as an inventory of best practices.  I wonder if folks at the Ford Foundation are thinking about funding a worst practice award competition?  Such an award would help students and young professionals not only to get good ideas from best practices but also to learn from worst practices what not to do.

Book Nine

THOR TRANSFORMS THE CITY

In our last report from the West Coast, Thor had reinvented Pismo Beach, California, contracting the city out to several vendors, including Amalgamated Vigilante Law Enforcement.  Based on his success, Thor does nothing but steer.  He recently complained in a phone call to Knute that some members of the Pismo Beach City Council kept trying to steer and it was really getting on his nerves. 

It is painful to report from the Forest Hills that Knute’s city administration has failed to  improve.  After more than two years of measurable continual improvement, years in which they almost achieved total quality, Knute administration has hit the continual improvement wall.  Small clusters of city employees have not banished bureaucracy and have been observed both making and following regulations.  Persons receiving speeding tickets who have proclaimed their rights as customers complain that some police officers have actually said that the customer is not always right.  The director of public works, a noble and faithful civil servant, has tried valiantly to provide greater service with fewer staff.  Yesterday he came to Knute and said that the kit bag of innovations was empty and, in a moment of retrograde bureaucratic barbarism, he actually asked for more staff.  Knute, of course, was stunned.

In the face of mounting evidence of the absence of continuous improvement, Knute telephoned Thor to get some advice.  
After Knute described the situation, Thor said: “A query, my man.  Does your city still have departments?”  
“Yes,” Knute replied.  
“Whoa, I knew it.  No wonder, guy, get on the planet.  It’s amazing to me that you have any career at all.  At Pismo Beach we eliminated departments months ago.  Departments are history.”  

“What do you have?” asked Knute.  
“Investment groups, you gotta have investment groups.  In Pismo Beach we have the Physical Infrastructure and Beautification Investment Group; the Everybody’s Safe in Pismo Beach Investment Group; the Leisure Time, Exercise, Human Improvement, and Self-Actualization Investment Group; and, of course, the Customer Service Investment Group.”  
“What on earth is the Leisure Time, Exercise, Human Improvement, and Self-Actualization Investment Group?” Knute asked.  
“It’s a California thing.  Includes much of what the dinosaurs called parks and rec.”

“Aren’t these investment groups something like departments?” Knute asked.  
“No way, Jose; the customers don’t want departments.  They have invested in the city and they deserve investment groups.  Think of the city as kinda like a family of mutual funds that the customers buy with their investments.”  
“Do you mean taxes?”  Knute asked.  
“Don’t ever say that word in California.  I know lots of former city managers who said that word.  And be really careful with words like revenues and levies.  Get it straight; the customers are making investments, like they make investments in their condos and BMWs.”

“Well, then,” Knute asked, “how do you deal with the matter of money?”  
“No prob.” Thor replied.  “Each investment group is a profit center.  Each profit center team gets a specific percentage of the customers’ overall investment and they make available to the customers whatever they would like in return for their investments, usually at a fee.”

“But haven’t the customers already made an investment?” Knute asked, 
“Duhh,” Thor replied.  “Without the fee there would be no profit.  Gotta have profit, man.”

“But, Thor, reinventing worked so well for you in Pismo Beach, why aren’t you still using it?”  
“One word, Knute, pay attention.  Are you copying?  TRANSFORMATION.  In Pismo Beach we are into the transformation paradigm.”

“What is the transformation paradigm?”  Knute asked.  

“It is the investment group, profit center, fees-for-service thing I have been telling you about.  It is taken from the business world where it is hot tacos.  The brainiacs at Berkeley and all the consultants on the West Coast are doing transformation.  I would be willing to come to the East and do a consult on transformation.”

“You think it would work in my city?”  Knute asked.

“Let me tell you, Knute, you do transformation in your city and you will get two years of continuous improvement, minimum.”

“Are you available on February 29th for a consulting job?”  Knute asked.

“A deal.  I’ll be there.  It’ll be like old times.  Together we can transform your city and save your so-called career.  Later, bro.”  Thor hung up.

Knute smiled and, for obvious reasons, did not mark his calendar.

Book Ten

HIDING THE BUREAUCRACY

It is my duty, dear reader, to report a recent telephone conversation between Knute and Thor, the public administration twins.  

“Hey Knute, howzit in Illinois?”  Thor asked.  

“Steady, Thor, always steady,” Knute answered.  “What’s new in sunny California?”

“Well,” Thor said, “This is not a time for modesty.  I have found the key to really outstanding public administration.  With this key I will be the manager of Pismo Beach forever.”

“You have never drawn a modest breath, Thor.  I can understand why you would want to manage Pismo Beach forever, the two of you being so nicely matched and all.  Anyway, what is this key to really outstanding public administration?” Knute asked.

“This is it,” Thor said.  “This is beyond gold, this is platinum, no this is titanium.  This is really big.  Are you copying Knute?”

“Yes,” Knute said.

“The key to better public administration is to hide the bureaucracy,” Thor announced.

“That’s cute, Thor, but you can’t hide the bureaucracy,” Knute replied.

“Yes you can,” Thor said.  “I just did it in Pismo Beach.  I’m the David Copperfield of public administration.  Good managers are doing it all over California and its very big cheeseburgers in Washington.”

“How did you hide the Pismo Beach bureaucracy?” Knute asked.

“I know this is a bit swift for you Knute, but try to track.  Work with me here.  With some effort you can learn to hide your bureaucracy,” Thor said.  

“First, everyone despises bureaucracy, right?” Thor said.

“Right,” Knute answered.

“Second, because everyone despises bureaucracy, our political leaders want us to downsize, rightsize, loadshed, shrink, and disappear the bureaucracy.

“Third, we know that the citizens count on us to deliver services.  And we know that our political leaders, for all of their posturing, know that we cannot eliminate bureaucracy because it is the bureaucracy that delivers services and they know that it is services citizens want.

“So the only way to save the bureaucracy is to hide it.  By hiding the bureaucracy the citizens still get the services they demand, and politicians get to claim that they have all but eliminated the bureaucracy.”

“Okay,” Knute said.  “I am tracking.  But I still don’t understand how you hide the bureaucracy.  Where does it go?”

“Try to focus, Knute.  Let me describe what we learned from the federal government so you will understand where the bureaucracy is hidden.  On the books there are now only 1.7 million federal civilian bureaucrats, down from over 3 million in 1992.  So, we have downsized, and the era of big government is over.  Right?  Wrong.  The most recent estimates are that there are an additional 17 million workers who can trace their paychecks directly to the federal government.  This is the hidden bureaucracy.  So, for every one person directly employed by the federal government there are more than seven others who are hidden.  This explains how the federal workforce can shrink, enabling our political leaders to claim that the era of big government is over, while at the same time the budget is growing and services are being provided.  This is better than smoke and mirrors with Sinatra in the background.”

“Well, Thor, I enjoyed your little lecture, but what does this have to do with Pismo Beach,” Knute asked.

“Everything.  Pay attention.  Are you taking your meds, man?” Thor said impatiently.  “When I arrived, the Pismo Beach bureaucracy was at 1,200.  I simply applied the federal government ratio of one directly employed bureaucrat for every seven hidden bureaucrats.  So, we now have only 150 directly employed bureaucrats and 1,050 hidden bureaucrats.  Most police work is now contracted-out.  We just contracted for much of public works, hiding that bureaucracy.  The good news is that most of the hidden bureaucrats were formerly on the direct city payroll.  The bad news is that the hidden bureaucrats have fewer job benefits and less job security.  But it’s great for the city.”

“Tell me, Thor, will there be further downsizing?”

“Oh, bet your last money on it.  And we will have this downsizing at the same time we have program growth.  That is the beauty of the hidden bureaucracy.  We are going to significantly expand the Pismo Beach airport, which will require at least 40 more staff.  None of them will be on the city payroll.  We will, of course, have to pay them through contracts.”

“But Thor, the knocks on downsizing by contracting out are that it causes an erosion of accountability, a loss of loyalty to the city, and a loss of institutional memory.  How are you going to overcome those problems?” Knute asked.

“I don’t deny that we may have those problems over the long run.  But in the short run, the only way we could save the bureaucracy was to hide it.  Remember, city council members seldom take the long view,” Thor said.

“That’s true,” Knute replied, “But I thought that taking the longer view of city interests was our job.”

“Come on, Knute, we both know lots of former city managers who took the long view.  If you are worried about the long view get your council to do one of those ‘vision’ things.  That always takes care of the long range stuff.  Then the council can get back to downsizing, which is what they really like.”

“Well, Thor, tell me this.  Does Pismo Beach now have more government or less government,” Knute asked.

“Both,” Thor replied.  “That’s the beauty of it.  Don’t you remember the motto I have on my desk?  GIVE ME AMBIGUITY, OR GIVE ME SOMETHING?  Pismo Beach has less government because it has fewer bureaucrats.  Pismo Beach has more government because the budget is growing and more services are being provided.  Can you get your head around that?”

“Is this that governance thing?” Knute asked.


“Exactly, Knute.  Now you’re tracking.  This is governance.  This is shadow government.  This is third party government.  This not only hides the bureaucracy it almost hides the government.  Wow.  It sends little chills up my spine just telling you about it.”

Then Knute asked: “Isn’t the Pismo Beach Clam Festival in November?  I would like to come out and go digging for clams.  Am I invited?”

“Of course, brother,” Thor said, “but these days clams are harder to find than bureaucrats.”  
             

Book Eleven

EUREKA!  THE BUREAUCRAT GENE HAS BEEN FOUND

Knute and Thor have often wondered why they are such effective public administrator.  Is it nurture or nature?  The news today seems to indicate that, at least in the case of the public administrative twins, it may be nature.

At Cold Harbor, Massachusetts, the headquarters of the Human Genome Project, it was announced this morning that scientists have finally found the bureaucrat gene.  The gene has been  named WEBER2005DESPISE.  It is estimated that the gene is generally found in one out of every one-thousand persons.  However, among those of northern European heritage, the bureaucrat gene appears in a shockingly high one out of every four persons.  This would indicate that if one has blue eyes, brown or blond hair, almost no skin pigmentation, a weak libido, and thick ankles, that person will very likely carry the bureaucrat gene.

The scientists also found that the bureaucrat gene has a highly unusual characteristic.  Only one in five of those with the bureaucrat gene actually have the true bureaucrat gene.  The other four carry in their DNA the shadow bureaucrat gene, a latent form of the gene, which inclines the carrier to an aversion to job security and fringe benefits, almost always displayed in organizations that contract with government.

It is, of course, well known that a person’s DNA is coded shortly after conception and that DNA coding cannot, at this point, be changed.  Scientists are working hard to discover how to alter DNA to overcome the disabling codes, which result in baldness, obesity, bureaucratic behavior, and other anomalies.

Scientists do not advise that persons be tested to determine if they have the bureaucrat gene.  Instead, they suggest if a person exhibits five or more of the following behavioral traits, they almost certainly have the gene:

1.  An almost overwhelming desire to go to meetings.

2.  While on the telephone, builds small hierarchies (organizations) or little chains (networks) with paper clips.

3.  As a child, organized play at recess.

4.  Refers to his or her monthly income as revenue.

5.  Claims to be neutral.

6.  While in college sent memoranda to parents.

7.  Tends to put the prefix “re” in front of any noun.

8.  Does not understand this joke:


In the French Revolution a mayor, a city attorney, and a city manager are taken to the guillotine.  They can choose the face-down or the face-up position.  The mayor chooses face-up.  For some reason the guillotine malfunctions and he is spared.  So the city attorney also chooses the face-up position and again the guillotine malfunctions and he is saved.  So the city manager also chooses the face-up position.  While looking up at the guillotine he says, “Oh, I see what is causing the problem up there.”

9.  Believes that what most politicians want is attention.

10.  Reads all of each issue of the Public Administration Review.

11.  Carries a photograph of Dwight Waldo at all times.

12.  Refers to the cost of a six-pack as an expenditure.

13.  Can explain the politics-administration dichotomy.

14.  Always refers to his or her latest idea as a paradigm.

Scientists warn that if a male carrying the true bureaucrat gene mates with a female with the same gene, their child will become the Director of the United States Office of Management and Budget.  If a male carrying the shadow bureaucrat gene mates with a female with the same gene their child will be a beltway bandit.

Scientists believe they are near a breakthrough in discovering the leadership gene.  So far the only thing they have isolated is that leaders always have big hair.  No doubt by next month they shall have completed their research on the leadership gene and I shall report the full details.

Book Twelve

THE DISCOVERY OF BURAGRA


The problems of bureaucracy are well known—goal displacement, organizational thickening, inertia, resistance to change, impersonality.  Together these problems have been described as bureaupathology.  Thousands of consultants and journalists have made a fortune peddling theories, which purport to cure bureaupathology.  But like theories about dieting, theories about fixing bureaucracy may work briefly, but they seldom work for more than a few weeks.  Serious students of both bureaucracy and medical science have been of the opinion that the long-term cure for bureaupathology would be found in the laboratory.  It now appears that they were right.  Knute and Thor have received word from Pfizer Pharmaceuticals in Groton, Connecticut, that the cure for bureaupathology has been found.  It is a prescription drug, which will be marketed under the trade name Buragra.  For those who do not carry the bureaucrat gene, Buragra is the answer.


Buragra has been extensively field tested with astonishing results.  Twenty officials in the National Forest Service Buragra test group developed a national parks entrance fee rate that will produce enough money to pay off the national debt by 2048.  The Buragra test Group in the Colorado State Prison System is now operating the acclaimed Rent a Con Program that has made Colorado the only state with a self-supporting penal system.  Prison officials in Arizona also received Buragra, and shortly thereafter they removed their prisoners from their tents and had them build dugouts to live in.  As part of the double blind field-testing procedure for Buragra, prison officials in Maryland were given a placebo and the only idea they could come up with was to add tater tots to the dinner menu.g

A lawyer in the Environmental Protection Agency Buragra test group has taken to wearing a cape and has started signing his memoranda SUPERFUNDMAN.


At the local level of government, Pfizer used city managers for the Buragra tests.  Virtually all the city managers in the test groups describe as their roles as policymakers and goal setters and now commonly refer to subordinate city employees as “worker bees.”  Buragra-using city managers almost always refer to departments as “investment centers” and describe city goals as “performance packages.”


Bureaucrats in the test groups were asked how Buragra made them feel.  One official in the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services said: “Buragra freed me of any nagging sense of neutrality and objectivity.”  A city manager’s remark was typical:  “I used to be a passive follower, but after a month on Buragra I had an overpowering need to lead.”  A long-time senior executive in the California State Government said: “I was a policy wimp.  This medicine has empowered me to know the public interest.”


The scientific reports indicate that responses to Buragra do not vary by gender.  Indeed, a female county executive in the test group said: Forget this ‘I am woman’ stuff.  I am leader.”  


As might be expected, there is a black market in Buragra.  Bruce “Take No Risks” McPrissy  studied under Dwight Waldo at Berkley in 1952, served for thirty years in the old Bureau of the Budget, retired in 1983, and is now 96 years old.  McPrissy got a year’s supply of Buragra over the Internet, took it for a month, then wrote a memo to the President.  The President was so impressed that he asked McPrissy to return to the bureaucracy to take over the Office of Management and Budget.  With the approval of the President, McPrissy is organizing a group of retired feds, all over age eighty, and putting them on Buragra in preparation for taking over the Internal Revenue Service.


Some side effects of Buragra have been observed.  One long-time civil servant on Buragra was overheard telling the chairman of the Senate Committee on Agriculture to “bite it.”  A senior diplomat in the State Department got in an argument with a Senator and in a loud voice called him a “micromanaging gas bag.”


Most serious are the cases of civil servants so empowered by Buragra that they attempt to join the U.S. Marines.  When asked about this urge, one said:  “Hey, Osama, you want a piece of me? Better hide good baby, ‘cause I’m comin’.”


Knowledge of Buragra has reached the halls of the legislature.  Several older senators have placed special funding in an upcoming omnibus bill to support research on a Buragra variation designed specifically for elected officials.  Never mind that many journalists and academics are of the opinion that it is elected officials who need it least.


What to call this version of Buragra for politicians has not yet been determined.  In hopes of finding a really good name for this medicine, Knute and Thor are offering a years supply of Buragra to the person who can come up with the best name for such a drug.  

Book Thirteen

THE BOOK OF NON-ADMINISTRATION

We are in the middle of a revolution.  Informed persons associated with government and the affairs of state are casting off their bureaucratic ways, overcoming primitive instincts to lead, conquering inclinations to organize, and rejecting the silly idea that they can make a difference.

Knute and Thor have discovered the most important new development in public affairs since the invention of tax withholding:  non-administration.

Today, non-administration is the most rapidly growing specialization in public affairs.  The Bureau of Passive Implementation estimates that two of every three persons associated with government and public affairs now describe themselves as non-administrators.  What kind of officials are these non-administrators?  Who are these pathfinders bold enough to abandon management?  Are they weirdos?  Are they buffoons?  Are they craven toadies?

Not at all.

They are very much like you and me.  They are from every applied field of public policy and from every level of government--national defense, agriculture, education, law enforcement, sewer maintenance.  They are all ages, races, and all three sexes.

For some, non-administration is appealing because it saves the taxpayers money.  When the law enforces itself, when programs carry themselves out, the economics of non-administration are enormous.  The Bureau of Passive Implementation estimate that non-administration saves over five billion dollars annually.

But it is not just savings that motivate non-administrators.  They are bound together in a spiritual and moral kinship.  For them, non-administration is life itself.  The simple but profound phrases taken from their spiritual leaders, Cptn. J.T. Kirk to “beam me up, Scotty,” and Mr. J-L. Picard, to “make it so” sum up their zeitgeist.  When they are in groups, non-administrators recognize one another.  Sometimes non-administrators will even invite another non-administrators home for dinner.  But non-administrators will never invite another non-administrators to stay over, which explains why non-administrators are not born every day.

Non-administration is easy.  In his rightfully famous book The Zeitgeist of Non-Administration: The Totality of the Whole, Dr. M. Potent describes the beauty, simplicity, and freedom of an existence without the intrusion of goals, structures, and, above all, schedules.  Such techniques have been tried time and time again and have always failed, leaving bureaucrats disappointed and even depressed.  Non-administrators avoid such perils by abandoning linear thought, competitive behavior, and the false promise of continuous improvement.

The advanced practice of non-administration enables one to transcend temporal affairs and be at one with the natural organization.  This is the Zen of non-administration; or to some it is simply The Way.  In The Way one controls one’s own life.  To non-administer is to know.  To know is to non-administer.  To non-administer is to be at one with all other non-administrators and with the cosmic organization.  The ultimate achievement of the Zen of Non-Administration was by The Venerable H. Kong, who is not merely practicing non-administration he has become non-administration.  In this euphoric state he non-administers the Department of Fisheries in what is now the People’s Republic of China.  He took his position in the era of the Nationalists and has retained the position through the Communist Revolution, the Cultural Revolution, and now the Capitalist Revolution.  Now in his nineties, it is said that the Venerable Kong never in his entire career uttered a word or in any other way gave an instruction, yet the Department of Fisheries flourishes.

It is true that to some the Zen of non-administration may be difficult to understand.  For those unfortunate readers it is necessary to provide simple examples and references.

First, what are the greatest non-administration movies?

Being There.  Chance Gardner is the long-time gardener for a deceased man in Washington, DC.  He is a reserved, dignified, quiet, and contemplative man--traits virtually unknown in Washington, DC.  Through a series of circumstances his wisdom and steady non-administration come to the attention of national leaders.  In the end he becomes an advisor to the president of the United States.

Dave.  Dave, an ordinary person, looks exactly like the president of the United States.  When the president is incapacitated, Dave, without the knowledge of the people, is put in the president’s place.  In the beginning Dave cleverly practices non-administration and then loses his bearings and begins to lead, ending in tragedy.

The Caine Mutiny.  The crew of the Caine mutiny when their captain, a Mr. C. Queeg, fails to practice non-administration. 

What are the best graduate degrees to take if one is preparing for a career of non-administration? 

Law.  America’s law schools have long been the primary source of top non-administrators.  In the study of law it is assumed that laws can change things and that laws carry themselves out.  The training in combative argumentation is a powerful tool in the capable hands of the attorney determined to see things not happen.  Lawyers receive no training whatsoever in how to make things happen–a perfect education for the non-administrator.  Lawyers are, of course, especially happy when they are elected to legislative office where they can pass laws and then prevent things from happening.

Public Policy.  A master’s or doctoral degree in public policy is also good training for non-administration.  This field of study specializes in the detailed analysis of policy alternatives using statistics and econometrics and the assumptions of the private marketplace.  This field of study has a sub-field known as “policy implementation,” in which it has been conclusively demonstrated that policy is heavily influenced by political, social, and economic factors and is really hard to carry out.  Only Ivy League and other prestigious universities are allowed to give such powerful degrees.  In policy study this is the guiding precept:  policy matters and those who make it are queen bees.  Policy implementation seldom matters and is best left to worker bees, especially those who graduated from public (ugh) universities.

Planning.  Planning is an excellent field of study and profession for non-administration.  In planning, it is understood that until the plan is fully developed it should not be carried out.

What is the worst field of graduate study for non-administrators?

Public Administration..  Both the field of study and the profession of public administration continue to follow the hopelessly out-of-date notion that laws, plans, and policies should be carried out.  This dangerous idea still has a few adherents, who tend to specialize in arcane subfields such as budgeting and human resources administration.  They are to be despised and ridiculed and, when possible, kept from the company of honorable people.  If that is not possible, each administrator should be given a vigorous wedgie daily by some elected official.

There are several honorable fields of graduate study such as education, social work, 

public works engineering, criminal justice, international relations, and library and information sciences, which prepare one for the day-to-day work of public schools, government agencies, and non-profit organizations.  Those who study in these fields should, however, avoid any association with administration because it is everywhere evident that such organizations are at their best when non-administered.

Who are the most distinguished non-administrators in history?

Mr. Ford.  President of the United States at a time of double-digit inflation, Mr.  G.  Ford suggested that all Americans should wear a little campaign button saying W-I-N for “Whip Inflation Now.”

Dr. P. Bismol  wrote the now famous book Overcoming Diarrhea Through Willpower.

All Folk Singers.  Folk singers are especially gifted observers of social problems and with catchy tunes about hammering out danger, they keep us amused and entertained.

Cicero.  Cicero is the non-administrator most associated with the philosophy of the stoics.  He taught that one could lose one’s self-respect if one attempts to do something really hard and fails.  It is better to be a monk and to live on a mountaintop.

Bebe Rebozo.  Mr. B. Rebozo was a close friend and advisor of Mr. R. Nixon, former president of the United States of America.  He counseled his friend to ignore the media on that Watergate thing.

Book Fourteen
THE BETTER ADMINISTRATION PHRASEMAKER
Success in the bureaucratic world is usually determined by one’s words.  The first rule for the aspiring administrator is to use words as seldom as possible.  If one must speak or write, the second rule is to use only the lingua franca of the bureaucratic tribe, to speak Bureaucrat.  Unlike Latin, Bureaucrat is alive and dynamic.   One’s success in the great hierarchy of life will depend, dear reader, on the continual improvement, indeed perfection, of one’s use of Bureaucrat.  Nothing will so clearly signal a downward career trajectory as the repeated use of last years’ most common management phrase.  To speak Bureaucrat effectively, one must be up-to-date and know all contemporary words and phrases.  The best among us will, of course actually invent the phrases which enrich policy and management deliberations. 

None are better at the advanced use of Bureaucrat than Knute and Thor, the public administration twins.  To help young speakers of Bureaucrat, they have licensed me to present in these pages some of the secrets to their mastery of bureau-speak.

Knute and Thor recommend the use of the Better Administration Phrasemaker (BAP).  The BAP (rhymes with sap) acknowledges that all powerful Bureaucrat phrases are comprised of three words, such as “total quality management.”  Some of the two-word Bureaucrat phrases , such as “reinventing government” have power but would be even more powerful with the addition of a third word, such as “totally reinvented government.”  The BAP is arranged in three columns.  Any word from column one is matched with any words from columns two and three to make particularly current and powerful Bureaucrat phrases.  Here is Knute and Thor’s current BAP.

	A
	B
	C

	       1.    total
	            quality
	            management

	       2.    overall
	            organizational
	            metrics

	       3.    advanced
	            reciprocal
	            performance

	       4.    functional 
	            third-generation
	            benchmarks

	       5.    responsive
	            value-added
	            outcomes

	       6.    balanced
	            policy
	            leadership

	       7.    optimal 
	            monitored
	            principles

	       8.    precise
	            calibrated
	            projection

	       9.    synchronized
	            incremental
	            capability

	       10.   continuous 
	            visionary
	            innovation


Skilled speakers of Bureaucrat can combine these words in phrases, which deftly summarize entire management and policy approaches.  The best, like Knute and Thor, keep a personal, private, and current BAP and carefully tend it like a garden.  First, they rotate the crops; no word stays in the BAP for more than three years.  Second, after a five year hiatus, a word may be returned to one’s BAP.  Third, skilled speaking requires regular BAP practice and review.

Knute and Thor will soon establish the Institute for Bureaucrat as a Second Language (BSL) at the Graduate School of Public Policy at the University of California at Berkeley.  They have applied to the California State Superintendent of Public Instruction to have Bureaucrat approved as one of the alternative languages, like Spanish and Urdu, in multi-lingual education.  Finally, they are preparing The Bureaucratic Dictionary which will be presented to the Modern Language Association for their approval.  Knute and Thor are a splendid example to young bureaucrats of optimal policy leadership (7A6B6C in the BAP).         

Book Fifteen

SPEAKING BUREAUCRAT

It is amazing to Knute and Thor that when they speak Bureaucrat their words are not always clearly understood by those who presume to practice the administrative arts.  This lack of understanding is particularly evident among the younger and more junior habituae of the hierarchy.  To help them I shall translate the true and accurate meaning of several common Bureaucrat phrases.

BUREAUCRAT:
That’s very interesting.

MEANING:
I disagree.

BUREAUCRAT:
I don’t disagree.

MEANING:

I disagree.

BUREAUCRAT:

I don’t totally disagree with you.

MEANING:

You may be right but I don’t care.

BUREAUCRAT:

You have to show some flexibility.

MEANING:
You have to do it whether you want to or not.

BUREAUCRAT:

We have an opportunity.

MEANING:
You have a problem.

BUREAUCRAT:

Help me to understand.

MEANING:

I don’t know what you’re talking about, and I don’t think you do either.

BUREAUCRAT: 

You need to see the big picture.

MEANING:

My boss thinks it’s a good idea.

BUREAUCRAT:
My mind is made up. I am adamant on the subject.  There is no room for discussion.  But if you do want to discuss it further, my door is always open.

MEANING:
@#&! you.

BUREAUCRAT:

We’re going to follow a strict methodology here.

MEANING:

We’re going to do it my way.

BUREAUCRAT:

I didn’t understand the e-mail you said you sent.  Can you give me a quick summary?

MEANING:
I still can’t figure out how to start the e-mail program.

BUREAUCRAT:

We have to leverage our resources.

MEANING:

You’ll be working on weekends.

BUREAUCRAT:

You need to be more proactive.

MEANING:
You should have protected me from myself.

BUREAUCRAT:

I’d like your buy-in on this.

MEANING:

I want someone else to blame when this thing bombs.

BUREAUCRAT:

We want you to be the executive champion of this project.

MEANING:

I want to be able to blame you for my mistakes   

BUREAUCRAT:
We need to syndicate this decision.

MEANING:

We need to spread the blame if it backfires.

BUREAUCRAT:

We have to put on our marketing hats.

MEANING:
We have to put ethics aside.

BUREAUCRAT:

It’s not possible. It’s impractical.  It won’t work.

MEANING:

I don’t know how to do it.

BUREAUCRAT:
It’s a no-brainer.

MEANING:
It’s a perfect decision for me to handle.

BUREAUCRAT:

I’m glad you asked me that.

MEANING:
Public relations has written a carefully phrased answer.  

BUREAUCRAT:

I see you involved your peers in developing your proposal.

MEANING:

One person couldn’t possibly come up with something this stupid.

BUREAUCRAT:
There are larger issues at stake.

MEANING:

I’ve made up my mind so don’t bother me with the facts.

BUREAUCRAT:

I’ll never lie to you.

MEANING:

The truth will change frequently.

BUREAUCRAT:
Our agency is going through a paradigm shift.

MEANING:
We have no idea what we’ve been doing, but in the future we shall do something completely different.

BUREAUCRAT:
Value-added.

MEANING:

Expensive.

Book Sixteen

THE CODE OF BUREAUCRATIS ERECTUS

The bureaucrat lives in two worlds: the political and the administrative.  The political world is the world of power and ambition, of winners and losers, of symbols and words, of high style and low precision.  Politics is a dangerous world in which politicians, as Machiavelli so well put it, have learned not to do good.  That a politician might stab you in the back is easily understood.  Beware, brave reader, because in these perilous times the political fashion is to stab you right in the front!  The administrative world is the habitua naturalis for Bureaucratis Erectus, a world of reason, analysis, order, efficiency, and merit.  Do not be deceived.  This world can also be dangerous, filled with the pretense of the excessively credentialed.  Look to your right and your left and you will find base careerists seeking not to do a public service but, instead, to achieve a higher station or a loftier title.  Beware, because on their climb you may be underfoot.

Bureaucratis Erectus stands especially in need of the competence to survive and even to be effective in both the political and administrative worlds.  The purpose of this code is to enable young bureaucrats, at the beginning of their adventures in public service, to make the best of both of these worlds.  Follow my advice, innocent reader, and you shall flourish in the halls of bureaucracy and, while flourishing, give good public service.

Remember that progress in the bureaucracy does not depend as much on your primary intellectual capacity as it depends on your habits of behavior.  If you cultivate the appropriate habits of behavior you can display small assets in a convincing manner, and even get by with less native ability than would otherwise be required.  You habits of behavior are a function of what others think of you.  How others estimate you--can they work with you? are you reliable?  Are you a twit?--will determine your effectiveness.  Do not, under any circumstances, constitute a threat, for nothing will impede your progress more than appearing to be a threat either to the purposes of the organization or to your bureaucratic or political betters.  And do not imagine, tender reader, that the most expeditious way to learn about bureaucratic effectiveness is through experience.  First, experience is slow and inefficient.  Second, at least half of one’s experiences are bad, a particularly dangerous way to learn.  Remember the wisdom of Sven.  When Sven was told that Ole had ten years of experience, Sven said, “No, my child, Ole has had one year of experience ten times.”

Here, now are the habits of behavior that will profit you.

The first, primary, and most important rule you must learn is this: Silence.  It was Laugeransdottir who wisely said that she had often regretted her speech, but never her silence.  In graduate school you will have been instructed as to the importance of communication.  What you were not told is the importance of as little communication as possible.  In the bureaucratic world, and especially in the political world, words are actions.  Always remember that the meaning of a word is not found in the dictionary.  In the worlds of Incumbantis and Bureaucratis Erectus, the meaning of a word is found in the action it produces.  It is easier to make noise than to be silent.  Silence is a learned trait.  Learn it.  When it is learned you will begin to interpret not only the words of others but the meanings of their silence.  It is the beginning of bureaucratic wisdom.

As a person who uses words sparingly, you will soon be the object of increasing respect, respect which will increase as ignorance of you grows.  Your silence will invest you with qualities that you may or may not possess but that you will surely learn.  You will be understood to be rather more than you are.  As a silent, contemplative person you will develop not one but several reputations, all of them good.  There will, of course, be the reputation for wisdom well beyond your age.  You may make noncontroversial presentations at staff meetings, but never comment on the presentations of others.  If your comments are favorable they will be interpreted as smarmy.  If your comments are critical they will be marked against you.  You will gain a reputation for loyalty by your informed silence while at the same time you will not gain a reputation for, as it is often crudely put, kissing-up.

Always appear at meetings at exactly the scheduled time, thus affording you the reputation for punctuality.  By not appearing early you will also gain the reputation for not wasting your precious time or of being luxurious with the time of others.

Even the bureaucrat well-schooled in the arts of silence will, on occasion, be required to speak.  At staff meetings always be among the last to speak.  By then you know what has been said and, more important, you know what has not been said.  Remember, at this point, the importance of ritual, deference, and the danger of appearing to be threatening.  Begin with the ancient ritual of pointing out that so much of importance has already been said and that it has been well said.  You cannot, of course, add anything of particular value.  This, brave reader, is your moment.  Do not, under any circumstances, make a declaration or a statement.  Instead, put what you have to say in the form of a question, but do not say “query” because it is a prissy Ivy League word.  It is also acceptable to pose a suggestion.  Underplay yourself and be diffident, but do not put your question or your suggestion on another, as if you are attributing it to them.  All except the most vain will understand this to be shallow.

As a person prudent with words you will speak well.  When you must speak be clear and concise.  Do not be clever because cleverness is a trait associated with a lack of seriousness of purpose.  Keep your cleverness to yourself and you will always have an appreciative audience.
Second, it has long been understood that the hobby of Bureaucratis Erectus is not golf or tennis, but the carving-up of their fellows.  In the same way that you should not commit either tennis or golf, do not be drawn into the folly of criticizing other bureaucrats.  There is no question that most bureaucrats deserve criticism, and in some cases a lot of criticism and often.  That may be true.  Just let the criticism come from others.  If it should happen that you hear critical comments made by one bureaucrat toward another, or toward a politician, your first instinct should be to be silent.  However, if you must speak, make a soft defense of the one criticized.  Such a defense will certainly get back to the one criticized and put you in his or her favor.  And, if done carefully, it will not permanently offend the person who originally made the criticism.

Remember, if some of your bureaucratic colleagues or your political betters are oafish fools, the most subtle means by which you may give them what they deserve is to not talk about them at all.  In the bureaucratic and political worlds, not mentioning someone is, at once, the most powerful and the most subtle insult.  As a person of wise silence you may use this tactic daily.

The second rule you must learn has to do with politics.  Let it be known that you are neutral, but not independent (often understood to be dangerous and unpredictable), and that you support the best ideas, the best solutions, and the best candidates regardless of ideology or pedigree.  Because the authors of competing ideas and the candidates of competing parties believe their ideas and candidates to be the best, you will have earned the approval of them all.  As a careful observer of the deficiencies of others it is particularly important to be careful of their feelings.  Do not openly criticize the ideas of others, however silly they may be.  While criticizing another’s ideas may give you brief satisfaction, it will embarrass them and, in time, come to harm you.

Avoid the expression of either weak or strong opinions.  Weak opinions will mark you a wimp.  Strong opinions will show you to be a hothead and an ideologue.  Keeping your peace will yield much greater power then the expression of any opinion.  The showing of a too-great enthusiasm can be fatal.  A person of reason, of equilibrium, will hoard enthusiasm because spending it can be a sign of instability or a lack of balance.  One should not be overly ready to stand up for an idea, or to sit down either.  As a civilized bureaucrat you should display a wide and general tolerance for persons, for ideas, for openness,  that does not invite resistance nor require explanation.  Such an open mind will be accepting of change and suited for leadership in the modern setting of the so-called “learning organization.”

You will receive invitations to join many organizations and to support many causes.  Be careful.  Today’s favorite cause may be tomorrow’s un-American activity.  Being a bureaucrat is, all by itself, dangerous enough.  Do not jeopardize your bureaucratic effectiveness, not to mention your bank account, by displaying too great a tendency to join or to belong.  Given your station in the organization, the things that you believe in can be skillfully pursued and even achieved without carrying on your shoulders the weight of controversy, which is always associated with the fringe members of every passionate interest group.  Take a lesson from the planners in the U. S. Department of Defense who came up with the idea of the stealth bomber.  Become a stealth bureaucrat.

A sample survey of great bureaucratic leaders indicated that none of them have done or said anything that was particularly notable.  They have never been controversial.  In fact, they may have done many very important things to advance the public interest, but in doing so they have been neither notable nor controversial.  They have mastered the first and second rules in the Code of Bureaucratis Erectus.

The third rule has to do with writing--reports, memoranda, letters.  It is often assumed that bureaucratic writing must include important ideas.  The lack of an important idea is not an impediment to effective bureaucratic writing.  Familiar ideas are, in fact, better than important ideas.  They are less difficult and much less threatening.  Do not handicap yourself with the burden of searching for new or important ideas.

Be as frugal with your written words as you are with your spoken words.  Unlike your spoken words, your written words must be in such language that your colleagues and your political betters will know that you are a member of the guild, of the royal lineage of the tribe Bureaucratis Erectus.  Write as obscurely as you are able.  Others are always the most impressed by that which they least understand.  By writing that which is obscure, general, and vague, yet seeming to present familiar ideas, you will impress both the easily threatened and the seekers of wisdom.  When they do not entirely understand what you have written they will always assume that the fault is theirs, and because they are intelligent, the writer must be particularly profound.  They will conclude that your work must be examined in greater detail, indeed studied to find its significance.  If you write simply you will be thought of as simple-minded; you will be taken for granted.

Where should the writing appear?  Only in important places.  It was President J. Kennedy who discovered that he could influence the affairs of state more quickly and more completely by an op-ed piece in the Washington Post than by an Executive Order.  He also determined that a few well-chosen words on Meet the Press had far more influence than the instructions given at a dozen cabinet meetings.  Do not waste your written words on electronic mail, on departmental memoranda, or on individual letters to others.  Save your writing and your words for the prestige media.  Even if your writing and your words are not profound, the fact that they appear in important places will make them profound.  A very good letter to an important senator will not have a hundredth-part of the power of an op-ed piece in the New York Times.  With such a publication the senator will certainly take you seriously. 

As in your speaking, your writing should avoid controversial issues and even implied criticism of others.  When you are considered for a position of influence, let it never be said of you: “a clever person but a bit harsh,” or “sometimes controversial,” or, worst of all, “certainly bright, but a bit ambitious.”  Such comments are clues to declining influence and to a stalling career.

The fourth rule you must learn has to do with one’s sense of humor.  A sense of humor is a trait seldom found among Bureaucratis Erectus and virtually unknown among Incumbantis Erectus, although members of both tribes imagine themselves possessed of such a trait.

Should you be possessed of a sense of humor, keep it to yourself.  Do not share it with others, enjoy it for yourself.  There are few things more naturally comic than Incumbantis Erectus in pursuit of the public interest or Bureaucratis Erectus hard on the trail of continuous improvement.  The astute observer of this comedy will always be entertained and at the same time will gain perspective, learning to separate the absurd, which is almost always funny, from things of real consequence.

Do not tell jokes.  Do not tell funny stories.  Do not reach for wit.  You are a person of serious purpose.  A person of dignity.  A person of gravity.  The perfect bureaucrat.  A grave demeanor, like silences, enables you to prosper even with limited assets.  Cultivate a certain carriage of dignity and it will conceal most infirmities.  Attempts at humor will expose infirmities.

To make the sage or witty remark is always risky.  It will almost certainly be misinterpreted.  You will be regarded as for too clever, not deserving of trust.  Ordinary people are usually suspicious of a witty person unless that person is paid to be witty.

When your mind is visited by a witty thought or you sense the absurdity of a matter, keep it to yourself, retire to your office and have a good long laugh.  If the urge to share with others your moment of humorous rapture does not pass, it is useful to keep a journal.  Let that journal be your appreciative audience.

Never be witty at the expense of others, however deserving.  While you may be briefly entertaining, no one will feel safe from your rapier.  A too great wit, like an obvious originality, is threatening to the ordinary mind.

Remember, live on your wits, not by them.

The fifth rule you must learn is to always do what you can to advance the course of your colleagues.  Put in a good word.  Point out a virtue.  Assist and support them.  Never imagine that such behavior on your part is a transaction, a reciprocity.  You expect nothing in return.  Some of your colleagues will ascend the hierarchy and wish to take you with them.  At this point you cannot predict which colleagues will flourish in the bureau and you will always be astonished at each success.  Let that success be yours also.  Others will stay put, but you will have lost nothing.

The sixth rule you must learn is to keep to yourself.  You have a cubicle or a room.  Stay in it.  A low visibility makes for a high appreciation.  Be there when called upon but do not be there otherwise.  Be in your office.  It will be said of you that there is more there than meets the eye.  You will not be taken for granted.  Remember that it is much easier to get into things than to get out of them.

Many of your colleagues are not particularly interesting anyway.  Have the good manners to listen to them when necessary, especially if they are talking about work.  They are experts and you can always learn something.

Move swiftly in and out of coffee rooms and to and from water coolers.  Be modest and charming in such settings but remember that these are dangerously tempting places, venues for banal conversations about athletics, last night’s television, or, most dangerous of all, politics.

These, brave reader, are the six rules of the Code of Bureaucratis Erectus: silence, neutrality, obscure writing skills, eschewing of humor, support of your colleagues, and keeping to yourself.  Like Knute and Thor, once this code is internalized, you will have accumulated the trust of your colleagues and your political masters.  With that trust your faithful and wise service will benefit all the people.  That is why you enlisted in the bureaucracy in the first place.

