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Familiarity with how a policy works, albeit gained over a relatively short period, is an important source of expertise, and is at the heart of middle-range policy officials’ contribution to the policy process.
Page & Jenkins 2005 p. 147
A reason ministers can achieve their goals, despite their overwhelming disadvantage in terms of resourses, is because one of the key values of the civil service world is loyalty.

Richards & Smith 2004 p. 787

Introduction
Civil servants in modern democratic states are expected to perform many different types of tasks. One is, of course, to carry out ministers’ wishes and directives. In accordance with the representative democratic chain of power – which runs from the people, through the parliament, on to the government, and finally down to the public administration – bureaucrats are subordinated to popularly elected politicians, and have to obey their orders.

However, bureaucrats are also expected to provide politicians with policy analysis and advice. And there is legal support for this task too. For example, the Swedish constitution states that civil servants should display objectivity and impartiality in their work. It also states that the Government, when preparing a matter, should obtain necessary information from agencies affected by the matter. And as a part of the Principle of public access to official documents (offentlighetsprincipen), which is also a part of the Swedish constitution and which has deep historical roots, civil servants have, to a certain degree, a right to hand out secret information for publication without running any risk of penalty (the so-called meddelarfriheten). Further, in a general ordinance (Verksförordningen) issued by the Government, public agencies in Sweden are instructed to provide the Government with information which they consider important. 
It can also be noted, that Swedish civil servants have been criticized in recent years for being too accommodating. ‘The silent administration’ has become a concept and a debated issue in Swedish media (see i.e. Ehn & Sundström 1997). In a report to a governmental ad hoc commission (Förvaltningspolitiska kommissionen) Lennart Lundquist, professor of political science and particularly interested in the roles of civil servants, wrote:
Today, there is a general discussion going on about the silence in working places, and what people mean is that civil servants do not dare to state their personal views. This is a dangerous development. In the long run this silence will counteract the efficiency of the public administration. It is extremely troublesome if the main part of the body of civil servants in a democratic state turned into unengaged yes-men, and that has certainly not been intended by the law-maker (Lundquist 1997 p. 73, our translation).   
According to Förvaltningspolitiska kommissionen one important reason for the alleged silence among civil servants was the strong tendency to model the public administration upon the ideals of private industry. The commission maintained that while New Public Management reforms were introduced in the public sector during the 1980s and the 1990s something valuable was gradually lost. It was now high time, the commission argued, to revive some of the old ideals inherent in the public sector; integrity, rule of law, ethical codes, objectivity, and respect should again be the leading values for civil servants (SOU 1997:57).

Hence, there are contradictory claims put on civil servants within the public administration. And we cannot be certain just by looking at formal rules how civil servants perceive their roles. In this paper we undertake a close examination of civil servants’ role perception within the Swedish Government Office (Regeringskansliet). We are interested in a certain aspect of their role perception, namely their loyalty towards the Government and the ministers. We are not trying to measure how loyal they are. Rather we are trying to understand the meaning they ascribe to this loyalty relation.

We have approached this problem by asking the civil servants how they would act in different kinds of situations. Our questions are hypothetical and formed around critical situations where civil servants’ loyalty towards their ministers is put to the test. Following Barker’s and Wilson’s (1997) study of British civil servants within Whitehall, we ask their Swedish counterparts what they would do if confronted with situations where they disapprove with a course of action favoured by a minister. Would they resist a policy idea or a proposed action from the Government or a minister that they consider adverse? And if they would, how hard would they be prepared to resist it, and how would they do it? We also discuss differences among civil servants and what may determine their disposition to oppose Government policies and instructions.
The Weberian quandary

Why is it problematic with a bureaucracy that has to combine the implementation of ministers’ wishes with the provision of policy analysis and advice? This question can be traced back to Weber’s thoughts on bureaucracy. According to Weber, policy and administration should be separated. Policy making should be a task for politicians, while civil servants should carry out decisions made by the politicians, adhering to formal and distinct rules. Thus, civil servants should act as neutral implementers.
However, to Weber the idea of civil servants acting as neutral implementers was merely an ideal. According to Weber, and most scholars within the field of public administration today, there is no such thing as ‘neutral competence’ in bureaucracies. When implementing or advising on policies within their own field of responsibility civil servants always have ‘views’ on how the policy should develop, and they bring these ‘views’ to policy analyses and discussions (Barker & Wilson 1997 pp. 234). Weber’s concern was that civil servants are in a strong position to pursue their own interests and goals by manipulating ministers into believing that the best way forward are those favoured by the civil servants. This is foremost explained by what in modern social science language is called information asymmetries. Weber believed that the ‘political masters’ will always find themselves in a position of the ‘dilettante’ facing the trained officials, the ‘experts’, who stand within the management of administration (Gerth & Wright Mills 1970). Since the days when Weber first formulated his quandary the information asymmetries between politicians and civil servants have hardly decreased. Furthermore, during the last few decades bureaucracies in the Western world have increasingly been given more discretion (Pollitt & Bouckeart 2004). Altogether, it seems like civil servants in modern states, such as Sweden, have good chances of having their ‘views’ realized.
But what do these ‘views’ consist of? Since the days of Weber many different ways of answering this question have been suggested. Some scholars argue that civil servants’ behaviour may best be understood if they are assumed to be largely self-interested. Thus, they typically strive for policy changes that would favour them personally (see i.e. Niskanen 1971; Downs 1967; Mueller 1989). It could be changes that give them material wealth, but also better working conditions that include interesting and high status work tasks (Dunleavy 1991). Security, autonomy, liberty, glory, the possession of certain objects, fame, health, self-development, and self-assertion are other examples of elements that may contribute to the satisfaction of self-interest (Le Grand 2003 p. 26).
According to these so-called public-choice theories we should expect to find some conflicts between civil servants and politicians. We should expect civil servants to be prepared to influence government policies, and we should expect them to use more indirect and manipulating methods to have their ways, but not being to assiduous though. The dividing line between civil servants and politicians should not be razor-sharp. Instead we should expect to find some exchanges between them. Also, we should not expect to find any significant differences in the role perception among our respondents. Sex, age, career pattern, education, ministerial affiliation etc. would not be important factors in explaining their behaviour – these ‘knaves’ (Le Grand 2003 p. 25-26) behave the way they do because they are all self-interested individuals trying to maximize their own personal desires.  
However, there are scholars who do not believe that the bureaucracy is inhabited by self-interested civil servants. Some are more inclined to emphasize the importance of professions (ref). ‘Professional experts’ are typically not guided by individual self-interest but by some notion of the ‘public interest’. The problem is that they rely heavily on their own allegedly scientific know​ledge. Instead of being loyal to their political masters they tend to be loyal to the norms within their own profession and their professional colleagues. When they run into problems they typically turn to their own profession for guidance. Within their own organization, in national and international arenas, and in publications specialized in their own field they try to find out how their professional colleagues discuss appropriate ways of acting. However, these discus​sions go on within an established ’paradigm’ held by the profession, and therefore the alterna​tives the professional experts try out the next time are quite similar to alternatives tried before, at least in the eyes of ‘outsiders’. Further, due to their expertise professional experts feel they have a right to work with a high degree of autonomy within the area in which their expertise is needed. The steering and control from ‘outsiders’ should be limited, since outsiders anyway are unable to understand the work assigned to the professional experts.
According to these theories we should expect the conflict level between politicians and civil servants to be low.
 We should expect civil servants to be prepared to influence government policies, and we should perhaps expect them to do it in more direct and open ways, and also with a high degree of persistency and integrity. Exchanges with the politicians should be limited. Also, we should expect their role perception to be influenced by different background factors, especially their career experiences, education, and ministerial affiliation.
Finally, there are also scholars who argue that civil servants’ views on the desirability of different policy changes reflect attitudes into which they are socialized (Lægreid & Olsen 1978). This is sometimes referred to as ‘departmental views’ (Barker & Wilson 1997 p. 223). Just as ‘professional experts’, civil servants guided by ‘departmental views’ act in accordance with notions of public interest. But rather than turning to professional colleagues or to ministers for guidance civil servants here turn to earlier decisions made within their own policy area. It is a kind of incremental behavior, where civil servants try to put together questions they are presently attending with questions they have handled before. Guidance about how to proceed in a specific situation is given by answering the question of which course of action creates continuity and stringency. This kind of behavior can be understood as a (historically developed) reaction to the fact that governments and ministers often do not know for themselves what they want, or are not prepared to communicate their will (Page & Jenkins 2005). Usually politicians are also eager to get things done while they are in power (which can be a short period). However, their proposals and programs are often regarded as unrealistic by experienced and hardened civil servants, who can find the politicians’ eagerness quite trying (Peters 1987 pp. 259). Therefore, civil servants see it as a part of their role to ‘teach’ an arriving minister how things are done around their unit, department or ministry – what has been decided, what has been tried, what problems look like, which solutions are feasible, who has been involved, who are friends and who are enemies, and so on. This is important knowledge, which makes it reasonable to speak of civil servants as ‘administrative experts’.
According to these theories the conflict level between politicians and civil servants should be quite low. We should again expect civil servants to be prepared to try to influence government policies, but perhaps only with some degree of persistency. And they should be quite cautions when trying to influence ministers, relying heavily on informal contacts with their administrative and political superiors. We should not expect different background factors to influence the civil servants’ behaviour very much, and we should expect such factors to gradually decrease in importance. However, one factor should indeed be important – organizational affiliation. But we do not know which affiliation is the most important; the one to the unit, to the department, to the ministry, or to the whole Government Office. 
The discussion above shows that civil servants trying to influence government policies may produce both possibilities and problems for ministers. Civil servants may try to pursue their own interests and goals by trying to influence the ministers. However, they may also provide the ministers with valuable proposals and warnings about unintended effects of a certain policy. Table 1 summarizes the four different views on bureaucracy discussed above:

	Table 1: Four ’views’ on how civil servants act in relation to their ministers

	
	‘Neutral implementer’
	‘Professional expert’
	‘Administrative expert’
	‘Knaves’

	Valuation of ministers whishes and desires
	High
	Low
	High
	Low

	Tendency to try to influence policies
	Low
	High
	Medium
	High

	Conflict level between civil servants and ministers
	Low
	Low
	Medium
	High

	Persistency in conflict situations with ministers
	Low
	High
	Medium
	Low

	Degree of interaction with ministers in conflict situations
	Low
	Low
	High
	Medium

	Tendency to take drastic measures to influence ministers
	Low
	High
	Low
	Medium

	Importance of background factors
	Low
	High
	Medium
	Low


The Swedish Government Office

This paper is focusing on Swedish civil servants in the Swedish Government Office (Regeringskansliet). This means that we are concerned with a special and rather limited group of Swedish civil servants. In contrast to most other countries in the Western world the Swedish central state is not organized into a number of large ministries. Instead the ministries in Sweden are small and organized together in a formal organisation headed by the Prime Minister – the Government Office (see Table 2).

Table 2: The Swedish Government Office – employees 1995, 1999, and 2004  

   
1995
1999
2004

Prime Minister’s Office:
49
51
57


Ministry of Justice:
192
261
340


Ministry of Foreign Affairs:
1443
1630
1520


Ministry of Defence:
128
126
159


Ministry of Health and Social Affairs:
204
236
286


Ministry of Finance:
384
414
457


Ministry of Education and Science:
168
192
218


Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Consumer Affairs:
106
122
163


Ministry of Culture:
70
150
101


Ministry of the Environment:
166
191
194


Ministry of Industry, Employment and Communications:
542
378
484


Office for Administrative Affairs:
318
469
604

The Government Office in total:
3770
4220
4621

Source: Government Office Yearbook 2004 

The bulk of central government activities, which are typically performed within ministries in other countries, are in Sweden undertaken in a large number of semi-autonomous state agencies.
 These agencies are depicted as ‘semi-autonomous’ not only because they are organisationally separated from the ministries but also because the power of the ministers and the Government to issue orders for the agencies is constitutionally very circumscribed.

This organisational ‘dualism’ does resemble the pattern strived for by many countries, which today are engaged in what has been termed ‘agencification’, i.e., efforts to create more or less autonomous agencies for the production of many government services while largely keeping staff functions and policy-making activities at the centre (Pollitt et al. 2004; Christensen & Lægreid 2006; OECD 2005, chap. 4). However, Sweden’s ‘dualism’ goes way back in history. Its origins may be found in the 1630s, and it was quite fully formed by about 1720 (Andersson 2004).
The ‘dualism’ implies that there are two distinct categories of civil servants inhabiting the central state in Sweden: civil servants of the Government Office (departementstjänstemän) and civil servants of the agencies (myndighetstjänstemän). According to the ‘formal scheme’, civil servants of the agencies are specialists or substantial experts, and they are expected to take policy initiatives. Also, authoritative decisions concerning individuals and private organizations should foremost be made by agencies. Civil servants of the Government Office are expected to be generalists rather than specialists. Their main tasks are to prepare Government matters and to keep the ministers informed of what is going on within their policy areas, but they are also expected to steer, control and coordinate the activities of the agencies. Unlike the agencies there are virtually no ‘street-level bureaucrats’ in the Government Office.    
The ‘dualistic’ character of the Swedish central state brings with it some expectations about the role perception among civil servants in the Government Office. For one thing, the Government Office is probably not the best breeding ground for ‘professional experts’. Being a place for generalists, preparing and coordinating matters and keeping ministers informed, we should instead expect to find more of ‘administrative experts’. The limited size of the ministries also means that there is a limited physical distance between civil servants and ministers, which in turn may mean more intense exchanges and a relatively high degree of intimacy in the relationship between them. This too fits the ‘administrative expert’ role. Thus, we should expect the institutional features of the Government Office to foster an environment where the relationship between civil servants and ministers resembles what Guy Peters has called the ‘village-life’ model (Peters 1987).  
Earlier studies of the Swedish Government Office do not contradict our expectations. For example, in his pioneering study of the work inside the Government Office Torbjörn Larsson found that civil servants and politicians were joined together in an unusually harmonious relationship (Larsson 1986). Contacts between the two groups took on the nature of open discussions where decisions were reached gradually in mutual understanding. And in these discussions the two groups were treating each other as equals. If there were conflicts within the Government Office they were, according to Larsson, to be found in horizontal relations, between ministries, and not in hierarchical relations, between ministers and bureaucrats.
Other studies have shown that civil servants in the Government Office willingly admit that they are part of a political organisation. According to surveys they are much more willing to adhere to the expressed will of the politicians than are their colleagues in the state agencies (Wallin et al. 1999; Jacobsson & Sundström 2006). They are described as effective tools for implementing democratic decisions while at the same time displaying the traditional civil service values and those of modern professions. Loyalty is considered a virtue in both directions, while disobedience on the part of civil servants is regarded as very problematic.
That there is such a dominant story told to researchers and others is of course an important finding in itself. No doubt it reflects widespread beliefs and important norms within and outside the Government Office. But although it is not ‘untrue’ in any simple sense it would be naïve to think that it represents the whole truth and nothing but. Important parts of the everyday life in the Government Office are not allowed in the story. Conflicts sometimes surface which certainly do not fit the harmonious relationship of the dominant story. And there are good reasons to believe that the power of civil servants is much greater than is told by the received story. For one thing, Swedish ministers are to a comparatively high degree dependent on the assistance of career bureaucrats which they have virtually no opportunity to select. Further, the group of career bureaucrats greatly outnumbers the group of politicians and political appointees (see Table 3): 


Table 3: Employment categories in the Government Office 1995, 1999 and 2004




1995
1999
2004

Political appointees:

160
155
182


Heads of units:


388
430
390

Executive officers:
1444
1899
2474

Advisers/specialists:

577
605
585

Permanent admin staff:
1201
1131
990


Total: 

3370
4220
4621

Source: Swedish Government Office Yearbook 2004
Considering the complexity of problems and of work tasks in the organisation one may doubt that less than 200 politically appointed members (3 percent of the people in the Government Office) can effectively govern the thousands that are labelled and considered non-political. At least one gets curious about how this fantastic feat is accomplished in the everyday life of the organisation. The basic normative theory is of course that the civil servants are all loyal to their political masters, and disobedience is a non-existent, or at least an extremely rare, phenomenon. We doubt that this is the case, so we ask: Are there limits of loyalty on the part of civil servants in the Swedish Government Office? What are those limits? What means or strategies do civil servants have at their disposal to handle situations of disobedience?
Methods and materials

In order to begin to answer these questions we have sent a questionnaire to all civil servants in the Swedish Government Office who were classified as essentially engaged in policy work. No political appointees were included in the study. With some additional requirements (for example a minimum period of one year of employment) the population receiving the questionnaire was 1 741. The response rate was rather low, 860 individuals or 49,4 percent.

One may question our choice to use a written questionnaire. Is it really an effective method when trying to shed light on the kind of ‘back-stage’ behaviour we are interested in? Can we really get to the places where we can learn about the everyday actions of civil servants faced with situations where loyalty to their political masters has become an issue and an option? Should we not try to study what people do (concrete action) instead of what people say they should do (attitudes and ideologies)? After all, we are dealing with people who are often extremely skilful in presenting their actions to the public (including researchers) in an attractive manner.
We willingly admit that our expectations have been modest concerning the usefulness of the questionnaire for our specific research questions. But we have still found it worthwhile carrying out. There are several reasons. Firstly, we can not be sure that we are dealing with decisive ‘back-stage’ behaviour. Surely, our expectations are partly dependent on what theories we believe in. If we believe in public choice theories we should expect the respondents to be very reluctant to speak in an honest fashion about their behaviour. But if we believe that the respondents are mainly acting as ‘professional experts’ they may be quite frank about their behaviour. Secondly, civil servants’ attitudes and ideologies, i.e. the political and administrative culture, cannot be separated in a simple way from their behaviour. Indeed, we believe knowledge about attitudes and ideologies are important because they to some extent determine behaviour (even though it can be hard to clarify the connection between attitudes and behaviour). Thirdly, we are entering empirical grounds which we know very little about. Our specific questions about the limits of loyalty have not been posed to civil servants in the Government Office earlier.
 Before trying to dig deeper into our research question we think it is important to gather some basic and broad information about it. Thus, we see the questionnaire as a first important piece of a big puzzle.

Our survey questions have to a large extent been inspired by some of the questions Barker and Wilson (1997) asked (although in personal interviews) to British civil servants.
 We were curious if their patterns of responses to questions about loyalty would be replicated in the Swedish setting. In brief they found for example that around three quarters of the respondents eventually would obey the minister’s will. However, eight out of ten would contact the minister and try to convince him or her not to proceed with their plans. 84 percent would inform their administrative superiors, and four out of ten would inform colleagues within other ministries. As many as 40 percent claims that they would be prepared to resign from their office. However, only 4 percent would take the matter outside of Whitehall, for example to the media. And no one claimed that they would refuse to follow the minister’s order and quietly sabotage.

In our study we make a distinction between discretionary non-compliance (where no formal rules forbid civil servants to assist ministers) and required non-compliance (where such rules exist). Our focus is on the former. And just as Barker and Wilson we have tried to impede responses based on peripheral and insignificant initiatives and directives issued by the Government or a minister and instead draw the attention to (in the respondents’ eyes) more important ones. Therefore we have asked the civil servants how they would act if the Government or a minister were to pursue a policy within the respondents policy area which he or she thought of as ‘sharply damaging’ for the nation. 
We also make a distinction between situations where civil servants disapprove with more general policy ideas/programs and where they are asked by a minister to take some concrete action which they dislike. This distinction corresponds with the role of civil servants as advisers and implementers. In both cases we are interested in to what extent civil servants are inclined to oppose policy ideas and directives coming from their ministers, and also in what way they say they would oppose them; for example if they would go via higher civil servants or talk to the minister directly, if they are prepared to inform colleagues outside their own department, and perhaps even the media. Finally, we want to examine how these two factors (‘to what extent’ and ‘in what way’) co-vary with other factors, such as age, position, working years within the Government Office, policy area, contacts with different actors etc. Here, our aim is to generate different theories about what determines civil servants’ dispositions to oppose Government policies and instructions.
Empirical findings
So, what did our questionnaire tell us? Below we report some of our findings. In this section we discuss the ‘to what extent’- and the ‘in what way’-questions. In the next section we report on what our survey has to say about how observed differences in responses can be explained.
To oppose is seen as an important part of the job… 

One way of estimating the degree to which civil servants see it as a part of their job to oppose policies pursued by the government is to relate that specific task to other kinds of tasks. We asked the civil servants within the Government Office to what extent they saw it as a part of their role to carry out ten different tasks (se Table 4).
	Table 4: In your opinion, to what extent should the following tasks be included in your role as a civil servant within the Government Office? (All respondents, n=???)

	
	To a very 
large extent
	To a rather
large extent
	To a rather

Small extent
	To a very

small extent
	Not at all

	a) Carry out the Government’s political intentions and decisions
	59
	26
	6
	3
	6

	b) Provide the Government with information for its decisions
	72
	17
	4
	3
	5

	c) Review and give critical and contra-sting pictures to the Government’s intentions and decisions
	31
	35
	18
	7
	9

	d) Write speeches for the ministers
	4
	14
	25
	24
	37

	e) Co-ordinate interests and standpoints within the Government Office
	33
	38
	13
	8
	8

	f) Steer, control, and have a dialogue with subordinated state agencies
	24
	33
	18
	12
	13

	g) Control and have a dialogue with municipalities and county councils
	3
	12
	21
	24
	41

	h) Have a dialogue with MPs and civil servants within the parliament
	2
	12
	34
	31
	21

	i) Have a dialogue with private companies  and interest groups
	6
	29
	28
	21
	16

	j) Have a dialogue with media
	2
	12
	40
	33
	13


As shown in Table 4 a rather large part (66 percent) of the respondents to a (very or rather) large extent see it as a part of their role to ‘review and give critical and contrasting pictures to the Government’s intentions and decisions’. In fact, this task was surpassed only by three other tasks, and it was ahead of six others. For example, tasks like ‘write speeches for the ministers’ and ‘control and have a dialogue with municipalities and county councils’ struck significant lower rates (18 and 15 percent).
The figures show that many civil servants in the Government Office say that they are prepared to oppose government policies. Indeed, they see such action as a central part of their role as civil servants. This observation is strengthened when analysing how our respondents have answered other questions in our survey. For example, we asked them if they would abstain from expres​sing their doubts if the Government favoured a certain policy within the respondent’s policy area which she or he thought of as being ‘sharply damaging’ for the nation (see Table 5).   
	Table 5: If the Government favoured a certain policy within your policy area which was legal but in your opinion could be sharply damaging for the nation, how likely would it be for you to resort to the following course of action? (All respondents, n=???)

	
	Very 

Likely
	Rather

Likely
	Not that 
likely
	Not likely 

at all
	Don’t know

	I would not express my doubts, but comply in a loyal way
	3
	8
	31
	54
	4


As shown in Table 5 only about one of ten respondents claims that it would be (very or rather) likely for them not to express their doubts if the Government issued a policy disliked by the respondent. 85 percent claim that they probably would express their doubts. If we are to believe these figures civil servants in the Government Office are quite loaded with integrity.
However, expressing one’s doubt over a policy is one thing (the advising role), disobeying a direct order is quite another (the implementation role). Would civil servants in the Government Office show the same high degree of integrity if they were ordered by a minister or a state secretary to perform a specific task that they thought of as being ‘sharply damaging’ for the nation? According to our data they would (see Table 6).
	Table 6: If you were ordered by your minister or your state secretary to perform a specific task that was legal but in your opinion could be sharply damaging for the nation, how likely would it be for you to resort to the following course of action? (All respondents, n=???)

	
	Very 

likely
	Rather

Likely
	Not that 

likely
	Not likely 

at all
	Don’t know

	I would not express my doubts 
but comply in a loyal way
	2
	7
	31
	56
	4


Again, the figures point in a quite distinct direction – civil servants within the Swedish Government Office do not see themselves as passive tools, which have to obey a minister’s slightest wishes. They are clearly prepared to be obstructive if they consider government policies, or direct orders from ministers, ‘sharply damaging’ for the nation. It should also be noted that very few of the respondents have marked the ‘don’t know’-alternative. This indicates not only that they understand the question but also that they are quite sure of their answers.
We also asked our respondents to react to the following statement: “Civil servants in my ministry seldom express their disapproval of political decisions and directives”. Almost half of the respondents (46 percent) agreed with the statement. This too can be interpreted as if civil servants in the Government Office see it as an important part of their role to criticise the Government if needed. It can also be interpreted as if civil servants – when it comes to the crunch – much too often fail to do just that.
…but few are prepared to take drastic actions
We have now seen that civil servants in the Swedish Government Office are prepared to resist wishes and orders issued by the Government and the ministers. But in what ways are they prepared to do that? We asked our respondents how likely it would be for them to resort to six different courses of action if confronted with government policies of which they disapprove. The answers are displayed in Table 7.    
	Table 7: If the Government favoured a certain policy within your policy area which was legal but in your opinion could be sharply damaging for the nation, how likely would it be for you to resort to the following courses of action? (All respondents)

	
	Very 

Likely
	Rather

Likely
	Not that 

Likely
	Not likely 

at all
	Don’t know

	1) I would not express my doubts, but in my daily deed work for a shift in the Government’s policy
	3
	14
	36
	42
	5

	2) I would express my doubts but through my superiors
	65
	28
	3
	2
	2

	3) I would express my doubts in a direct dialogue with the

    politicians within my ministry
	37
	38
	15
	6
	4

	4) I would express my doubts by talking to civil servants from other ministries
	7
	24
	35
	30
	5

	5) I would express my doubts through the media, but not before notifying the politicians
	0
	3
	12
	78
	7

	6) I would express my doubts through the media, and without notifying the politicians
	1
	2
	9
	81
	7


The table shows at least three things. Firstly, civil servants do not seem to be that inclined to act in more manipulating and subtle ways to get their wishes realized. Only 17 percent claim that they probably would abstain from expressing their doubts and instead in their daily deed try to work for a shift in the governmental policy. Secondly, civil servants clearly prefer to keep conflicts inside the Government Office. It is quite an accepted behaviour to take the conflict to another ministry. However, very few are prepared to take it outside the Government Office, for example to the media. It does not seem to matter if they notify the politicians first; media is simply not seen as a legitimate channel for opposing governmental policies. Thirdly, when dealing with matters of loyalty hierarchies do not seem to matter that much. Even though it is more likely for civil servants to express their doubts through their superiors, confronting politicians directly is not at all an unlikely option.  
The methods used when trying to prevent the Government from carrying out a certain policy are very much the same as civil servants say they would use if they were ordered to carry out a specific task of which they disapproved (se Table 8).
	Table 8: If you were ordered by your minister or your state secretary to perform a specific task that was legal but in your opinion could be sharply damaging for the nation, how likely would it be for you to resort to the following courses of action? (All respondents)

	
	Very 

Likely
	Rather

Likely
	Not that 

Likely
	Not likely 

at all
	Don’t know

	1) I would comply, but express my doubts inside the ministry
	30
	38
	14
	14
	4

	2) I would comply, but express my doubts also outside the ministry, for example to the media
	1
	3
	21
	69
	6

	3) I would comply, but only after I had the chance to discussed the matter with the politicians
	34
	41
	11
	9
	6

	4) I would not comply, and be prepared to resign if the minister insisted on getting the task executed
	5
	14
	33
	34
	13


Again we can see that civil servants in the Government Office are prepared to oppose ideas and actions which they dislike. However, they will often settle with the possibility to present – directly or through administrative superiors – their views on the matter to the politicians. If the politicians, despite these warnings, insisted on getting the task executed most civil servants would comply. At the same time there is a considerable minority, around 20 percent, who claim that they would be prepared to resign in such a case. And again we can see that the respondents prefer to keep conflicts inside the Government Office.
Summing up our findings so far, civil servants say they are prepared to oppose Government policies and directives. In such cases hierarchies will surely matter. However, the figures presented do not depict the ministries as secluded entities. The respondents are clearly prepared to cross both hierarchical levels and ministerial borders in order to gain resourses in their efforts to oppose a development which they consider sharply damaging for the nation. But if there are open channels between and within the ministries, the Government Office as a whole seems to be much more secluded. Civil servants are rarely prepared to take their discontent outside the Government Office. It is more likely for them to resign.
Our findings match the British response pattern quite well. In both cases there are around 80 percent of the respondents who claim that they would comply. And in both cases virtually all of these respondents claim that they would try to express their doubts to the minister or the Government before complying. In these efforts hierarchies do not seem to matter that much. Even though informing superior civil servants within the department is a probable way to act in both UK and Sweden direct contacts with the politicians is almost as probable. (Such direct contacts are perhaps a little bit more excepted in the UK than in Sweden.) Further, in both cases around one third of the respondents say that they would be prepared to inform colleagues within other ministries. Taking the matter outside the Government Office is, however, deemed as inappropriate by a very large majority in both countries. Also, more manipulating strategies, such as complying but in the daily deed work for a shift in the Governments policy or secretly try to sabotage, is not a probable way of acting, neither in Sweden or in the UK.
Gunning for determinants

What determents civil servants disposition to oppose policies and directives issued by their political masters? Is it due to differences in educational background, hierarchical position, sex, or something else? We have examined how the respondents answers to our questions about loyalty co varies with five different background factors: sex, education (jurists, economists, and other social scientists), ministerial affiliation, hierarchical position (heads of units and not heads), and time in the Government Office.

The ‘to what extent’-question

If we first examine the ‘to what extent’-question there are some differences among our subgroups. For example, jurists claim that they would be somewhat more prepared than economists and social scientists to oppose both governmental policies (the advisory role) and orders to perform specific tasks (the implementing role), if they considered the policy or the order ‘sharply damaging’ for the nation. Only 6 percent of the jurists say it would be likely for them to carry out a specific order which they disliked without expressing their doubts. The figures for economists and social scientists are 11 and 9 percent. The difference is smaller in advising situations.

Also, heads of units are more prepared to oppose governmental policies and directives than are civil servants who are not heads. 4 percent of the former claim that it would be likely for them to carry out a specific order which they disliked without expressing their doubts. The figure for respondents who are not heads is 9 percent. Again, the difference is smaller in advising situations.

Further, respondents who were recruited to the Government Office after 1984 are more prepared to resist governmental policies than are respondents recruited before 1985. While only 9 percent of the former say that they probable would refrain from opposing a policy which they dislike (the advisory role) 18 percent of the letter say that they probable would. Interestingly enough, this difference between the two groups only appears in the advisory role.

The same pattern applies for ministerial affiliation, but the differences are smaller here. While there are some differences in advisory situations (especially the Ministry of Culture stands out) there are exceedingly small differences in implementation situations (see Table 9 and 10):
	Table 9: Not expressing doubts over a policy but comply in a loyal way (advising situation)
	Ministries
	All

	
	Justice
	Foreign Affairs
	  Defence
	Health and Social Affairs
	Finance
	Educa-tion and Science
	Agriculture, Food and Consumer Affairs
	Culture
	Environ-ment
	Industry, Employment and

Communi-cations
	Admini-strative Affairs
	

	Very/rather likely (%)
	7
	11
	7
	14
	8
	13
	12
	22
	6
	16
	10
	11

	Difference to average
	-4
	0
	-4
	+3
	+3
	+2
	+1
	+11
	-5
	+5
	-1
	

	N
	74
	201
	42
	64
	132
	54
	42
	23
	52
	123
	39
	847


	Table 10: Not expressing doubts when ordered to perform a specific task but comply in a loyal way (implementa-tion situation)
	Ministries
	All

	
	Justice
	Foreign Affairs
	Defence
	Health and Social Affairs 
	  Finance
	Educa-tion and Science
	Agriculture, Food and Consumer Affairs
	Culture
	Environ-ment
	Industry, Employment and

Communi-cations
	Admini-strative Affairs
	

	Very/rather likely (%)
	5
	10
	10
	13
	8
	11
	7
	9
	8
	8
	8
	9

	Difference to average
	-4
	+1
	+1
	+4
	-1
	+2
	-2
	0
	-1
	-1
	-1
	

	N
	74
	196
	41
	63
	129
	54
	41
	23
	53
	123
	38
	836


Summing up the ‘to what extent’-question, with the exception of sex
 we have found some differences between the examined subgroups. Jurist seems to be somewhat more loaded with integrity than economists and social scientists. The same goes for heads of units (compared to people who are not heads) and ‘newcomers’ (compared to ‘old-timers’). Also, some departments (justice, defence, finance, and environment) seem to be somewhat more inclined than others to oppose government policies and directives. Further, educational background and hierarchical position seems to affect civil servants behaviour more in implementation situations than in advising situations, whereas the opposite seem to apply for ministerial affiliation and time in the Government Office.

However, overall we are dealing with small figures. In almost all of the cases the subgroups differs only with 1-5 percent in relation to the average. Whether these are big or small differences can of course be discussed. Regardless, the small figures calls for precautious interpretations. Our notion is that the differences should be considered as quite small. The exception being perhaps the time spent in the Government Office, but then only in advising situations.
The ‘in what way’-question
If we turn to the use of methods we can again conclude that there are virtually no differences in the way men and women have answered our questions. Educational background does not seem to affect the respondent’s use of methods either. Within the three remaining groups there are some differences. However, regarding the respondent’s disposition to discuss their doubts with colleagues in other ministries, and regarding their disposition to resign if the minister insisted on getting a task executed, the differences are very small.
Regarding the respondents’ disposition to take a matter outside the Government Office, to the media, the differences are also small. This is of course due to the fact that very few of our respondents, on the whole, are prepared to take conflicts to the media. But one observation is worth mentioning. In Table 7 we saw that 3 percent of the respondents were prepared, in advising situations, to express their doubts to the media after notifying the politicians, and that the same share, 3 percent, were prepared to do that without notifying the politicians. These answers seem to depend quite heavily on ministry affiliation. Notable is for example that no one in the Ministry of Defence and the Ministry of Culture is prepared to take a conflict to the media after first notifying the politicians. However, about 5 percent are prepared to do that without first notifying the media. Thus, anonymity seems to be important. In the Ministry of Agriculture, Food, and Consumer Affairs and the Ministry of Environment it is the other way around. Here, civil servants will only take a conflict to the media after first notifying the politicians. No one is prepared to do it secretly. Thus, anonymity does not seem to be important. 
The biggest difference among our groups appears in our questions about hierarchy. We have (not surprisingly) found that heads of units are more prepared than people who are not heads of units to express their doubts directly to the politicians. This difference is somewhat bigger in advising situations than in implementation situations. Also, ‘newcomers’ (people employed after 1984) are more prepared than ‘old-timers’ to express their doubts to politicians. Here the differences are bigger in implementation situations than in advising situations (see Table 11 and 12).
	Table 11: Would express doubts over a policy in a direct dialogue with the politicians (advising situation)

	Background factor
	Hierarchical 
position
	
	Time in the Government Office

	
	Heads of units
	Not heads
	
	‘New-comers’
	‘Old-timers’

	Very/rather likely (%)
	95
	73
	
	78
	72

	N

	73
	745
	
	679
	109


	Table 12: Would perform a specific task but only after have had the chance to discuss it with the politicians (implementation situation)

	Background factor
	Hierarchical 

position
	
	Time in the Government Office

	
	Heads of units
	Not heads
	
	‘New-comers’
	‘Old-timers’

	Very/rather likely (%)
	83
	74
	
	77
	65

	N


	72
	742
	
	675
	109


Ministerial affiliation also seems to affects the respondent’s disposition to take direct contacts with the politicians. And just as hierarchical position ministerial affiliation affects advising behaviour somewhat more than implementation behaviour (see table 13 and 14).
	Table 13: Would express my doubts over a policy in a direct dialogue with the politicians (advising situation)
	Ministries
	All

	
	Justice
	Foreign Affairs
	  Defence
	Health and Social Affairs
	Finance
	Educa-tion and Science
	Agriculture, Food and Consumer Affairs
	Culture
	Environ-ment
	Industry, Employment and

Communi-cations
	Admini-strative Affairs
	

	Very/rather likely (%)
	72
	67
	90
	73
	89
	85
	74
	41
	87
	80
	41
	75

	Difference to average
	-3
	-8
	+15
	+2
	+14
	+10
	-1
	-34
	+12
	+5
	-34
	

	n
	74
	199
	41
	64
	133
	52
	42
	22
	52
	123
	39
	842


	Table 14: Would perform a specific task but only after I had the chance to discuss it with the politicians (implementa-tion situation) 
	Ministries
	All

	
	Justice
	Foreign Affairs
	Defence
	Health and Social Affairs 
	  Finance
	Educa-tion and Science
	Agriculture, Food and Consumer Affairs
	Culture
	Environ-ment
	Industry, Employment and

Communi-cations
	Admini-strative Affairs
	

	Very/rather likely (%)
	80
	71
	80
	64
	86
	69
	85
	74
	74
	77
	47
	75

	Difference to average
	+5
	-4
	+5
	-11
	+11
	-6
	+10
	-1
	-1
	+2
	-28
	

	N
	74
	196
	41
	63
	132
	52
	40
	23
	54
	124
	38
	838


Conclusions

In this paper we have, by the use of a questionnaire, tried to deepen our knowledge about the ‘limits of loyalty’ among civil servants in the Swedish Government Office. Given that we are entering empirical grounds of which we know very little we think the study has brought with it several interesting findings. For example, civil servants in the Government Office generally do not see themselves as passive tools, which have to obey ministers blindly. They consider ‘reviewing and giving critical and contrasting pictures to the Governments intentions and decisions’ being one on their most central tasks. And a large majority (about 80 percent) is prepared to oppose policies or directives that they consider ‘sharply damaging’ for the nation.

In such cases hierarchies will surely matter. Conflicts between politicians and civil servants should, as a main rule, be handled inside the separate ministry, and critic should preferable be delivered through the formal hierarchy. However, ministries do not stand out as secluded entities. The respondents are clearly prepared to cross both hierarchical levels and ministerial boarders in order to gain resourses in their efforts to oppose a development which they consider ‘sharply damaging’ for the nation. The Government Office as a whole seems to be much more secluded. Civil servants are rarely prepared to take their discontent outside the Government Office, for example to the media. If a minister insisted on getting a task executed it more likely for them to resign.

We have also discussed variations among different groups of respondents. We have examined the importance of five different background factors: sex, education, ministerial affiliation, hierarchical position, and time in the Government Office. Here, our main conclusion is that none of the factors seems to be decisive for our respondent’s behaviour in situations of loyalty towards their political masters. The different factors seem to matter somewhat less for the respondent’s disposition to oppose governmental policies or orders, and more for their choice of methods when opposing. The biggest differences are to be found in the respondent’s disposition to confront their political masters directly. Ministerial affiliation, hierarchical position, and time in the Government Office seem to be more important factors of explanation than sex and education.
Revisiting the Weberian quandary

//Remains to be written. We know of course that we won’t be able to discuss all the ‘boxes’ in Table 1 solely on the basis of this study. But we believe we can discuss some of them. Our preliminary conclusion is that civil servants in the Swedish Government Office best match the ‘administrative expert’.// 

*

Although we remain quite sceptical about the straightforwardness of our respondents in answering our hypothetical questions, we do think that the answers give a reasonably accurate picture of some of the norms related to civil servants’ behaviour in situations where loyalty has become an issue, as well as the spreading of the norms. The similarity with the British response patterns seems to confirm such a claim. And given that norms at least to some extent affects action, we think the empirical knowledge produced with the help of our written questionnaire makes up a quite substantial piece of our puzzle. There are some things we may conclude which seem to be valid for the organisation as a whole rather than for very limited parts of it. And such knowledge of ‘patterns’ and ‘distributions’ may also provide clues for further investigation using methods more aimed at producing ‘thicker’ knowledge.
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Appendix
From Barker and Wilson 1997, p. 235

[image: image1.emf]
� Conflict lines should instead be expected to be found between different departments or ministries. However, the degree of conflicts between civil servants and a minister is depending on whether the minister is part of the profession dominating the ministry. At the same time, the literature on professions suggests that arriving ministers soon tend to be ‘captured’ by the profession dominating the ministry (see i.e. Peters 1987, especially his ‘functional model’).


� According to the agency Statskontoret there were 547 agencies in December 2005 (Statskontoret 2005).


� This restriction has two components: First, decision should, as a main rule, be taken by collective vote in the full Cabinet (at least five ministers need to be present). This means that an individual minister is prohibited to issue orders for agencies under his or her purview. Secondly, in cases where an agency in the capacity of a public authority, and on the basis of public law, decides on either rights or obligations for an individual citizen the agency is to be guided only by the law. In such cases no one, not even the Cabinet as a collective or the parliament, can decide how the agency should decide.


� Political appointees refers to government ministers, state secretaries, political advisers and others employed under the Government Office’s agreement on politically appointed staff. These are the individuals who have to leave office when there is a shift of governments.


� Heads of units refers to those employed under the Government Office’s senior officials’ agreement excluding state secretaries. 


� Advisers/specialists refer to those employed under the Government Office’s specialist agreement. They are mainly committee and inquiry staff, legal and special advisers, etc. employed for a fixed term.


� It should be noted that the questionnaire was created for a large research program in which this study is only a small part. Thus, the questionnaire covers much more than is accounted for in this paper. The rather low response rate had probably a lot to do with the considerable length of the questionnaire and the rather tricky character of many of the questions posed. To answer (in a reflective manner) the sixty-odd questions probably took respondents at least an hour and a half. Fortunately our analysis of non-respondents shows that there are few signs of a systematic bias in the non-responding population. A clear exception is the minimal response rate by civil servants in the Prime Minister’s Office: only a single individual sent back the questionnaire out of nine who were asked to. There is also a low response rate among a special group of lawyers (rättsakkunniga and rättsassessorer). But apart from these groups, the respondents and the non-respondents are similar in all the respects that we have been able to check for: sex, age, position, ministry etc.


� Similar questions were posed to ministers and civil servants in agencies in a study made by Ehn & Sundström (1997). However, they were focusing on the relationship between agencies and ministries and not on the relationship between civil servants and politicians in the Government Office.


� We should mention that we are now in the face of conducting a range of studies based on other methods in order to obtain a deeper understanding of our research questions. We are using no less than seven methods. Besides the questionnaire we are working with memoirs, case studies, focus groups, individual interviews, activity diaries, and participant observations (se Premfors, Sundström, and Ullström 2006) 


� Barker’s and Wilson’s study included 56 interviews within Whitehall.


� See appendix.


� There are virtually no differences at all between men and women regarding their answers to our questions in Table 5 and 6.   
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