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ABSTRACT
PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION AND ETHICS: PERENNIAL QUESTIONS
Qkc¢u, Murat
Ph. D., Department of Public Administration
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. S$inasi Aksoy
October 2002, 286 Pages

Ethical approaches trying to define what is to be ethical for
public administration are clustered around two rival
theoretical frameworks: bureaucratic and democratic ethos.
These ethical frameworks are foundaticnal theories mainly
because they try to establish universal foundations that help
to derive appropriate moral conduct for public administrators.
In this regard, the distinction between bureaucratic and
democratic  paradigms is the reflection of modernist
foundational ethical cleavage to public administration. This
thesis, however, asserts that an anti-foundational postmodern
perspective completely reje?ting fqundational_moral positions
can be found and that only such a perspective can move the
debate on administrative ethics to its right place. Instead of
offering more ‘universal’ ethical standards, principles and
rules, it forces us to ask more significant perennial
guestions and re-think organization, structure and processes
of public administration in a framework which appeals to
public administrators’ moral responsibility of ‘being for the
Other’. This thesis also asserts that only anti-foundational
perspective can offer an antidote to (administrative) ‘ethics

in the form of law’.

Keywords: Bureaucratic Ethos, Democratic Ethos, Anti-

foundationalism, Postmodern Administrative Ethics.
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0z
KAMU YONETIMI VE AHLAK: KOKLU SORULAR
Okc¢u, Murat
Doktora, Department of Public Administration
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. S$inasi Aksoy
Ekim 2002, 286 Pages

Kamu yonetimi icin neyin ahlaki oldugunu tanimlamaya calisan
etik vyaklasimlar birbirine rakip iki kuramsal c¢ercgevenin
etrafinda kimelenmektedirler: birokratik etos ve demokratik
etos. Bu etik c¢ercgeveler kamu yoneticileri ig¢in uygun ahlaki
davranisi ortaya c¢ikarmaya yardimci olacak nihai temelleri
kurmaya c¢aliaistiklari icin temel arayici kuramlardir. Bu
anlamda blirokratik ve demokratik paradigmalar modern temel
arayici ahlaki yarilmanin kamu yoénetimine vyansimasidir. Oysa
bu tez, temel arayici moral konumlari biitiinliyle reddeden temel
arayici karsiti postmodern bir yaklasimin bulunabilecedini ve
ancak boyle bir bakis acisinin yonetsel ahlak iizerine
yluritiilen tartismayl olmasi gerektidi yere tasiyabilecedini
iddia etmektedir. Temel arayici karsiti yaklasim daha fazla
‘evrensel’ ahlaki standartlar, ilkeler ve kurallar sunmak
yerine bizi c¢ok daha anlamli ko&klii sorulari sormaya iter ve
bizi kamu ydneticilerinin ‘Oteki ic¢in olmak’ seklindeki ahlaki
sorumluluklarina génderme yapan bir c¢ergeve icerisinde kamu
ydnetiminin 6rgiit, vyapi ve siireglerini yeniden diistinmeye
zorlar. Ayni zamanda bu tez yanlizca temel arayici Kkarsiti
bakis ac¢isinin ‘yasa seklindeki (yonetsel) ahlak’ anlayisina

gercek bir c¢6zim sunabilecedini iddia etmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Burokratik Etos, Demokratik Etos, Temel

Arayici Karsiti Yaklasim, Postmodern Yonetsel Ahlak.
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INTRODUCTION

It is a general tendency to expect from a study entitled
“Public Administration and Ethics” an examination of
inappropriate ethical climate and illegitimate conduct in the
field. This tendency also usually forces students of public
administration to develop a ‘dirty hands’ approach including
investigation of unacceptable behaviors of public
administrators and other negative incidents such as
corruption, bribe or misusing of public money with their
causes and solutions. Of course, there are good reasons for
such an approach. Unethical behaviors and acts of public
administrators or those who hold positions of authority in
governmental bodies undermine citizen trust. Current
newspapers, magazines and TV news are sufficient to justify
this lack of confidence. Ethical scandals at different levels
of government (local or central) contribute to the development
of suspicion of those who create public policy and those who
carry it out; these scandals are seen as an insult to the
intelligence of citizens. Most of the public does not believe
that public administration 1is a particularly ethical
profession. It is not an exaggeration to say that almost
everyone in public service is portrayed as a self-interested
bureaucrat, not an ethical or public-minded professional. It
is not a secret that the perception about the ethical state of
public administration is, correctly or incorrectly, far from

what it should be. All of these erode legitimacy of the field.

This study, however, prefers to follow the other way: it does

not directly deal with the issue of ‘dirty hands’. Although



‘dirty hands’ problem is very crucial for public
administration, there seems to be little disagreement about
that corrupt acts are unethical. The problems of ‘dirty hands’
are not the problems of defining what is to be ethical in the
field. In other words, dealing with describing unethical
behaviors does little to develop an ethical perspective for
public administration. Thus, the first and general objective
of this study is to examine what ethics means for the field of

public administration.

Many scholarly writings, on the other hand, indicate that
“ethics crises” in public administration is the most important
cause of discontent with government and the fragmentation of
‘public’. This partially arises from the fact that when
reacting to ethical questions many public administrators
concentrate upon the least significant aspects of the problem.
Nonetheless, the professional 1literature on governmental
ethics tends to come from the field of public administration,
though public concern is directed primarily toward
bureaucratic ethics and public administration profession. Need
to more ethical public administration, in fact, makes “ethics
and public administration” debate one of the most important
concerns of contemporary public administration theory. Ethics
crises and transformations of the twenty first century renew
discussions about administrative ethics and “good” public

service organizations.

In the search for “honest” and “more ethical” public
administration, it is possible to talk about a convergence in
the field on two rather broad but influential ethical
frameworks: bureaucratic ethos and democratic ethos. These
frameworks represent a widely recognized division of thought
in administrative ethics. Indeed, it can be argued that public
administration today is characterized by a “tug of war”

between those two ethical frameworks for the “ethical soul of



the discipline”. In this regard, my study --which tries to
understand different approaches defining what is to be ethical
for public administration-- would directly begin with a
chapter which seeks to find out considerable points of these
theoretical frameworks. However, 1in the first chapter, I
postpone this duty to the Chapter III and prefer to give
philosophical basis of bureaucratic and democratic ethos.
Because, even after a cursory familiarity with these
theoretical frameworks it emerges that we have to understand
some philosophical/moral theories in advance if we want to
truly understand the very nature of frameworks in the field.
Teleology and deontology historically constitute the
philosophical basis of two ethical frameworks in contemporary
public administration. Besides, it has been a fairly common
practice today to associate bureaucratic ethos with teleology
and democratic ethos with deontology. Therefore, the first
part of Chapter I provides the reader with a context in which
two rival moral theories --teleology and deontology—are

reviewed.

Although the inner development of my thesis principally
requires the examination of philosophical approaches in a
separate chapter, there are at the same time additional
necessities to look at philosophy. Above all, ethics is one of
the important branches of philosophy and finds a proper place
in it. Furthermore, we have to learn more about different
moral theories affecting our moral understanding. Lastly, the
more we deal with academic philosophy (even if it takes place
in a small part of a study), the more we can contribute to the
overcoming of historical estrangement of philosophy from the
field of public administration. Clearly enough, since the
general context of the thesis prohibits more extensive
philosophical discussion, the argument in the first chapter is

confined to the concepts that are directly related with



bureaucratic and democratic ethos and to the premises that are

used by these frameworks.

Generally speaking, in Chapter I, I examine the relationship
between ethics and public administration in such a way that
can help to find out mutual interaction between philosophy and
ethics. More importantly, I try to carry out this effort
without neglecting the paradigm shift in philosophy. This
shift has been effective in both philosophy and social
sciences for the last three decades of twentieth century. It
indicates very crucial theoretical turn challenging orthodox
approaches of contemporary philosophy and ethics and gquestions
all philosophical foundations; thus, it may be called as the
rejection of foundational thought or anti-foundationalism.
Teleological and deontological approaches, constructing the
philosophical basis of bureaucratic and democratic ethos, are
foundational moral theories from the perspective of anti-
foundational philosophy because they have ultimate
foundations, too. These foundations are general or abstract
laws, principles, rules or standards. Ethical behaviors and
judgments are derived from these foundations. Therefore, in
the second part of Chapter I, I try to draw a general
theoretical framework and give the content of anti-
foundational ethics. I also assert in this part that a proper
anti-foundational perspective which can completely reject
foundational moral positions can be found. In such a
perspective, contrary to the foundational approaches, ethics
is ambivalent, non-rational, aporetic, un-universalizable and
not foundational. Ethical perspective developed under the
heading of anti-foundational ethics constitutes at the same
time the basis of our new ethical perspective in the fourth
chapter. As a result, the first chapter heavily utilizes from
academic philosophy and consists of a new philosophical
classification taking paradigm shift in philosophy into

account: from foundational ethics towards anti-foundational

YORSEKOCRETIM KURULD
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ethics. To gain a valuable and new theoretical/philosophical
“road map” for public administration ethics constructs the
tacit objective of the first chapter, in addition to the
explicit objective of defining philosophical foundations of

theoretical frameworks.

Although developing a philosophical classification offers
important theoretical support to clarify two ethical
frameworks in public administration ethics, 1t 1s not enough
to see the historical and intellectual context of these
frameworks. Thus, in the second chapter, public administration
ethics literature is reviewed in a retrospective way. This
chapter provides a context in which examination of dynamic and
vigorous academic thoughts can be carried out and, in this
way, historical development of public administration ethics
can be seen evidently. Within three periods of administrative
ethics (early years, formation years, and as a field of study)
I try to focus on the significant milestones in the historical
development. I tend to see various views of public
administration scholars on administrative ethics and different
values suggested in these views as the ‘objects’ of
bureaucratic and democratic ethos categorization. The first
objective of the second chapter 1is therefore to wunearth
possible theoretical connections between philosophical
approaches discussed in the first chapter and the ideas of
public administration scholars who also contribute with their
approaches to the shaping of ethical frameworks given in the
third chapter. On the other hand, to see foundational nature
of public administration ethics literature as in the form of a
search for solid foundations for administrative morality in
the writings of these scholars constitutes the second

objective.

After giving a philosophical classification in the first

chapter (in order to understand the underlying foundations of



theoretical frameworks), and after reviewing the
administrative ethics literature in the second chapter, I
examine bureaucratic ethos democratic ethos categorization
itself in the third chapter. It consists of two main parts.
The first part involves the description of values and
standards of ethical frameworks and their intellectual,
social, and professional sources of origin. Also, I give a
very brief investigation of each ethos’s perspective about the
working of political system and the place of bureaucrats in
that system. Moreover, discussions regarding the possible
impacts of Dbureaucratic and democratic ethos on ethics
education and ethical codes in public administration help to
the shaping of this part because it 1is thought that ethical
frameworks partly get into contact with daily life of public
administrators and with the praxis of public administration
through ethical education and codes. In this part, I assert
that if we are not wrong to associate bureaucratic ethos with
teleology and democratic ethos with deontology, then, it is
possible to take one step further and connect bureaucratic and
democratic ethos with foundational ethics. Thus, I tend to see
the distinction between bureaucratic  and democratic paradigm
as the reflection of modernist foundational ethics to public
administration. According to the perspective developed in my
thesis, this distinction alsc reflects modernist “cleavage” in

ethics field.

In the second part, the vast amount of the discussion is
devoted to the attempts trying to ‘reconcile’ or ‘transcend’
bureaucratic and democratic ethos. Not only theoretical
frameworks but also efforts which seek to reconcile or
transcend them are Ggenerally infected with modernist
foundational perspective. Put another way, abovementioned
connection between ethical frameworks and foundational ethics
is valid for reconciliation and transcending efforts: while

reconciliation attempt has epistemological nature,



transcending effort has an ontological perspective. I claim
that these efforts either ignore or fail to overcome the
foundational character of the dominant ethical frameworks,
repeat the mistakes of previous paradigms, and can not refrain

from being eclectic.

However, the field needs an anti-foundational perspective (to
administrative ethics in general and to the bureaucratic-
democratic ethos distinction 1in particular) moving the
historical <conflict ©between ethical frameworks to the
periphery and giving a chance to renew our approach to public
administration. Such perspective should question all
foundations in each ethos and public administration as well.
In the last chapter, therefore, I try to develop an anti-
foundational perspective for public administration ethics.
Firstly, I benefit from the criticism of modernist
foundational ethics in public administration and assert that
this critique leads us to confront with perennial questions in
the field: very structure of modern (public) organizations
depending on hierarchy, specialization, division of labor,
technical competence and ethical codes cause to incorrigible
ethical problems. I suggest, secondly, an anti-foundational
ethical perspective that 1is accepting the understanding of
“ethics before ontology” and giving the priority to the Other
rather than the self. In this regard, response to the question
“What does ethics mean for public administration?” constitutes
the basic thesis of my study: if ethics is important and vital
for public‘ administration; and, if ethics must be taken
seriously --as anti-foundational perspective does—- it means
re-thinking and questioning the basic logic and concepts of
the field and confrontation of public administrators with
perennial questions, rather than thinking on “management of
ethics”. Only by articulating and embracing this anti-
foundational perspective, 21°® century may be the beginning of

an era of ethics for the field.



CHAPTER 1

A NEW PHILOSOPHICAL TAXONOMY
FOR PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION ETHICS:
FOUNDATIONAL ETHICS VERSUS ANTI-~-FOUNDATIONAL ETHICS

In the first chapter --entitled “Applying Philosophy to Moral
Questions,” examining the relationship between ethics and
philosophy-- of his introductory book to ethics, Jon Nuttall
(1997: 12) states that ethics is potentially one of the best
ways to introduce philosophy. On the other hand, since we can
not at least abstain from having opinions on today’s certain
moral questions, ethical issues concern those people more who
are not philosopher than the professional philosophers

studying in the other branches of philosophy.

In fact, the idea highlighted in Nuttall’s approach is quite
straightforward: i1f you are interested in ethics in one way,
you eventually get involved in philosophy in other way. Above
all, ethics as one of the central branches of philosophy dates
back to the ancient Greek philosophy, especially to Aristotle.
Aristotle was the first philosopher who separated ethics from
theoretical philosophy (e.g. logic, physics, mathematics, and
metaphysics) and dealt with ethics as a separate philosophical
realm in a way that is different from his predecessors. He
classified practical philosophy into three: ethics, economics,
and politics (Pieper, 1999: 29). Of course, Aristotle is not
the only one who has paid attention to ethics. For instance,
names of Hume, Kant, Bentham, or Mill can be given as

different ethics philosophers.



In modern society, several important changes pioneer the
emergence of different moral questions. Some of them are very
well known such as the problems caused by scientific
developments and the loss of religious faith stemmed from the
rise of reason in the age of modernity. 0f course, it is
possible to lengthen this list with the changes like the rise
of our control over death and life --nuclear war threat, for
example, as a more direct result of scientific and
technological developments; and rapid growth in medical
sciences (e.g. in gene technology or human fertility) that

have considerable effects on our daily life.

Interestingly, in line with abovementioned changes, ethical
perspectives of philosophers have penetrated rather quietly
into our moral sensitiveness in the course of time. However,
effects of philosophy and moral theory upon our own ethics
understandings are generally ignored, or more truly, they are
merely experienced, but not thought in a reflexive way. We can
expect from moral philosophy, at this point, to help us in
answering the changes with which we have faced. It is very
clear that need to find appropriate answers to moral guestions
is as urgent and significant as to deal with philosophical

questions (Nuttall; Ibid. 15-26).

Though different ethical theories (e.g. utilitarianism) affect
our moral understandings in such a way that we can not
consciously aware of this effect, we can unquestionably talk
about an (historical) estrangement of philosophy from
different branches of (social) sciences. This is certainly the
case for public administration as well. If any public
administration theorist is able to truly appreciate this, it

is Charles J. Fox. !

! Tt should be stated immediately that Fox (1994: 83) follows
traditional/conventional way when he defines philosophy and
distinguishes two different meanings of the term. In one



In his important article, entitled “The Use of Philosophy in
Administrative Ethics”, Fox (1994) thoroughly shows Dboth
institutional and “mental” conditions for the estrangement of
philosophy from public administration. It seems that the lack
of interaction between philosophers and public
administrationists at academic 1level is among the most
important reasons for this condition. Although he does not
propose a new institutional/organizational configuration -at
least in this article- he complains about the current
alignment of these two distinct academic fields. Above all,
philosophy is regarded normally as one of the branches housed
in the humanities; conversely, public administration programs
are attached to departments of political science, school of
business or schools of management. This “reflect[s] (and
help(s] cause) the often false perception of ©public
administration as a (mere?) practical art, a matter of, if not

vocational, at best professional training” (p. 84).

He also gives certain examples of this inappropriate --and to
some extent unhealthy-- situation at wuniversity education
level by depending upon the data of various studies. To
illustrate, syllabi used to teach graduate students -only
eleven percent of which are based on philosophical frameworks
(Catron and Denhardt, 1998: 10); several interviews in which
philosophical <concepts are never raised even by the
interviewees when they describe their ethical dilemmas

(Gortner, 1991: 41); and lastly, the workbooks on ethics which

sense, philosophy, according to him, refers to “motivational
spark energizing all non-trivial and extra-instrumental
intellectual endeavor; the love of ideas and how they help
explain our lives and the contexts in which they are lived.”
With this sense, philosophy in fact takes part in between
Nuttall’s (1997: 12) “having a philosophy” or “philosophy of
life” and Fox’s second use of the term, philosophy as “a
professional academic discipline.” As a result of this
distinction, Fox uses upper case “P” for philosophy as a

10



never use the word philosophy reflect some (academic)
implications of abovementioned structural (mis)alignment. Fox
sees the “Conference on the Study of Government Ethics” held
in 1991 as the apex of estrangement of philosophy from public
administration. Though the Conference was organized by one of
the preeminent ethics writers in public administration field,
George H. Fredrickson, under the auspices of the Section on
Public Administration Research of American Society for Public
Administration (ASPA), papers including philosophical contents
were explicitly excluded at the Conference and empirical
researches contented the organizers (Fox, op. cit., 101).
Regarding the ™“mental” conditions of the estrangement, he
mentions, on the other hand, an “intellectual quasi-
incommensurability”: not only are the language and problematic
of philosophy “daunting" for public administrationists, but
philosophy also has had an “arrogant” claim for itself as “the

mother of all sciences” since classical times (p. 84).

The strength of Fox’s approach to the relationships among
ethics, public administration and philosophy, in my opinion,
comes from three different but intermingled points. In the
first place, he has a philosophical stand that can be seen
very rarely among public administration scholars writing on
ethical issues. That’s why, he 1s well aware of the
estrangement between two fields. Second, the estrangement is
occurred in very unfortunate place where the distance between
two fields can not be tolerated: in ethics study as a sub-
field of public administration. Echoing conventional
understanding, Fox emphasizes that philosophy is the place
“wherein ethics is thought to properly reside” (p. 85). Third,
and more importantly, despite his intellectual proximity with
philosophy, Fox’s works are never limited with and confined to

general orthodox approaches in both philosophy and public

professional academic discipline and lowercase “p” for

11



administration. In other words, to examine the relationship
between ethics and public administration in such a way that
helps to find out mutual interaction between philosophy and
ethics constitutes an important dimension of his works for the
most part. On the other hand, to carry out this
theoretical/philosophical effort without neglecting the
“paradigm shift in philosophy” forms the second. This paradigm
shift is actually what he had in mind when he (1994) wrote:

“[(Wlhen public administration became serious about
ethics, Philosophy(...)was only gingerly approached
by its leading intellectuals. And herein lies a great
irony. Just at the historical moment (1970s) public
administrationists looked to Philosophy for
principles appropriate for founding an administrative
ethics, cutting edge Philosophers had moved to
guestion all foundations(...); the philosophers were
reviewing Aristoteleianism or moving to a postmodern
point of view” (p. 85).
In this passage, Fox 1in fact refers to very crucial
theoretical change guestioning several orthodoxies in
Philosophy, ethics -as a sub-discipline of philosophy- and the
sociology of knowledge. To understand this theoretical change
(or paradigm shift), it is worth to look briefly at its
historical development. In doing so, I will utilize partly

from Susan Hekman’s work.

Purifying human thought and mind from the obstacles called as
“idols” reflects, as Hekman (1999: 15-25) aptly sets out, not
only general tendency of Enlightenment but alsc its general
attitude aimed at social sciences. These idols, according to
Enlightenment view, would disappear at the dawn of human
history and leave their places to the brilliant light of pure
reason. The only thing that would be real and definite is the

thing that is eternal and beyond history and culture.

“generic philosophy or thoughtfulness” (p.83).

12



In addition, there were two significant consequences of the
enthusiastic program of Enlightenment on social sciences
(p.16). First, social sciences sought to discover a common
human nature. This endeavor was actually a reflection of a
desire to social sciences that aims to arrive at Truth through
purifying human thought. Second, we can talk about direct
influence on social science methodology. Since social sciences
in enlightenment period appeared and grew under the shadow of
extraordinary triumphs in natural sciences, the lesson that
natural sciences thought to social sciences was very clear.
Social sciences could repeat unusual accomplishments of
natural sciences providing that the former follow the latter’s
methods. Then, the only thing that social sciences were
supposed to do was just to wait their own Newton! Thus,
Enlightenment dictated social sciences a very clear scientific
program: To develop a methodology depending upon eternal Truth
about human nature purified from historical and cultural
prejudices and to follow nomological-deductive method of
natural sciences so as to formulate scientific ‘laws’
regarding human beings. In the accomplishment of this program,
sociology of knowledge had a strategic role. It was to find
out ‘scientific truth’ and designated as the basic duty of
social sciences. At that point, it can be said that the
majority of practitioners in the field approved this role of
the sociology of knowledge in social éciences. Besides,
sociology of knowledge accepted the definition of science
drawn also by Enlightenment project. Therefore, sociologists
have defined their objective as distinguishing objective/pure
knowledge from subjective one. As positivist social science
depends heavily on the distinction between objective and
subjective knowledge, this tradition in sociology of knowledge
has constituted the essence of modern positivist social

science since the early days of Enlightenment.
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Moreover, it seems that both positivists and anti-
positivists/humanists have not questioned the central theme of
Enlightenment: namely, the identification of Truth with
“scientific method”. The only difference between positivists
and anti-positivists is that while both of them accept the
dichotomy concerning the nature of knowledge, anti-positivists
see only subjective knowledge fit to social sciences without
interrogating the basic thesis of Enlightenment which claims
that Truth is the unique product of scientific method or that
only natural sciences have right to speak about true knowledge

(p. 19).

However, the last three decades of twentieth century has
witnessed a radical turn 1in human reason conception of
Enlightenment. This radically different kind of criticism has
also begun to be effective in both philosophy and social
sciences recently. This criticism may be labeled as the
rejection of what Rorty (1979) calls “foundational thought”.
For philosophers who reject the foundational philosophy, the
truth, objective knowledge and science understandings of
Enlightenment are three points on which both positivists and
anti-positivists agree. Truth seeking, from the Enlightenment
point of view, was in fact a search for fundamentals or
indisputable elements that could be the basis of human
existence and knowledge. Anti-foundationalists, in contrast,
suggest re-questioning and more radically declining of
Enlightenment truth-seeking definitely. The proposal of anti-
foundationalist philosophers is to interrogate the
relationship between human knowledge and human thought, not to
follow up a truth understanding isolated from history and
culture. Moreover, they emphasize that strive to formulate a
truth isolated from history and culture includes several
misunderstandings concerning both the nature of truth and

human existence itself.
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Anti-foundational philosophy finds resonance in social
sciences increasingly and social theorists notice this as
well. To Hekman (1999), anti-foundational approach to social
sciences means re-definition of the sociology of knowledge
and, perhaps more importantly, supplies a new social science
project transcending pure dogmatism of positivist-humanist
controversy. This approach transcends, at the same time,
individualistic paradigm that has been dominating social

sciences throughout 20" century (p.22).

On the other hand, as Shelly Kagan (1998) from Yale University
aptly shows that in a foundational moral philosophy it is
insufficient to theorize about whether or not ethical factors
such as the good (whether the individual good or the overall
good -consequentialism-) or constrains against doing harm
(deontology) possess genuine moral significance. Arguing what
grounds or explains the moral significance of those factors
must follow this. Thus, questions “concerning the foundations
of normative ethics” are also answered in foundational
theories (p. 189, emphasis mine). However, according to anti-
foundational approach, “the guest for a (...) foundational
theory is misguided”. Because, “nothing grounds, or explains,
the moral relevance” of ethical factors due to the fact that
normative factors which help us to determine what is good or
bad, namely, what is ethical possess “intrinsic moral
significance”, and there is simply no explanation at all as to
why those factors (and not others) do possess moral

significance in this way.

Yet, after these explanations an important question remains
unanswered: What does anti-foundational philosophy mean for
public administration in general and public administration
ethics in specific? Obviously, incorporating
foundational/anti-foundational distinction into a study

examining public administration ethics offers, above all, new
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and valuable ‘road map’ to analyze distinct ethical thoughts.
We can reach, in this way, a new taxonomy of ethical views in
public administration. Viewed in the 1light of anti-
foundational philosophy, some administrative ethics approaches
--searching for, for instance, “universal or quasi-universal
rules, standards, or principles by which appropriate behavior
may be deduced or judged”-- can be seen as examples of
foundational philosophy. Moreover, the point on which many
public administrationists and philosophers who  support
foundational philosophy converge is logical philosophy of and
nomothetic explanation 1in science which, to follow Fox’s
suitable quotation from Nagel (1961: 547), “seeks to establish
abstract general laws for indefinitely repeatable events and
processes”. Our new taxonomy can offer a new perspective to
transcend these nomothetic explanations. As a conseguence, we
can differentiate between foundational and anti-foundational
ethics in public administration as well as in contemporary

philosophy.

In this chapter, I will tend to follow abovementioned
philosophical taxonomy: foundational ethics vVs. anti-
foundational ethics. I will further argue that if we want to
reach more appropriate, broad, and to possible extent
comprehensive theoretical classification for the field of
administrative ethics, our taxonomy must include first a
distinction between two versions of foundational ethics:
consequentialist/teleological vs. deontological. In my
opinion, dividing foundational theories in such a way reflects
also the modernist cleavage in ethics very well. Yet, another
one must follow this first dichotomy: foundational ethics vs.

anti-foundational ethics.

Thus, this chapter will include two main parts. In the first I
will try to provide the reader with a context within which two

rival foundational theories, consequentialism and deontology,
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are reviewed. Then, some content of anti-foundational theory
will be explored in the second part. Due to the fact that the
evidences and examples that Fox offered in his article
regarding postmodern, anti-foundational public administration
ethics are insufficient, I will try to deepen his approach
through benefiting from a recent work of Zygmunt Bauman, the

preeminent postmodern ethics scholar.

Lastly before examining these <two dichotomies, I want to
mention why such an examination is specifically important for

our study.

(a) First of all, philosophical approaches which we shall see
under the heading of foundational ethics in this chapter --
that is, teleology and deontology— construct at the same time
philosophical basis of two ethical-theoretical frameworks in
recent public administration literature which we shall see in
Chapter III --that is, bureaucratic and democratic ethos. In
order to understand the philosophical Dbasis of these
theoretical frameworks, we must deal with teleology and

deontology.

(b) Secondly, we need a detailed examination of long-standing
philosophical contrast between teleology and deontology in
order to get a true understanding of theoretical attempt that
tries to ‘reconcile’ bureaucratic and democratic ethos. We

will examine this effort in Chapter III.

(c) Thirdly, as we will see again in chapter III, not only
‘reconciliation’ efforts but also efforts that try to
‘transcend’ bureaucratic and democratic paradigms discuss

basic premises of teleology and deontology.

(d) If we consider these three items together, it can be
asserted that many philosophical concepts, premises and

approaches directly constitute ethical frameworks in the field
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of public administration. Put other way, both ethical
frameworks and theoretical positions argue against these
frameworks revolve around many philosophical conceptualization

and argumentation which we will see in this chapter.
1.1 FOUNDATIONAL ETHICS: TELEOLOGY VS. DEONTOLOGY

How, given a particular set of circumstances, do we determine
what is right or wrong? In other words, how do we know the
proper course of action? Generally speaking, there have been
historically two major -modern- variants of these questions
for two hundred or more years. One of them is focusing on the
consequences of decisions and then to judge the rightness or
wrongness of the decision exclusively by the outcomes it
produces. The other is to search for universal moral
principles in order to determine moral position of particular
case. At the risk of repetition, “in the first approach,” as
R. Denhardt (1991: 103) emphasizes, “one focuses on the
consequences of the action; in the second, one looks for
universal rules of conduct”. In this section, we will examine

the first approach?®.
1.1.1 THE ETHICS OF CONSEQUENCES: TELEOLOGY

What makes an act morally right or wrong, according to
consequentialism, “is its consequences and nothing else”
(Benn, 1998: 60). It is obvious that “virtually everyone

agrees that the goodness of an act’s consequences is at least

? But before doing so, it is worth looking briefly at the
usage of teleology, consequentialism, and utilitarianism
interchangeably. Teleological -from telos, Greek for ‘goal’
{Davis, 1995: 205)- approach focuses on the consequences, as
well. Thus, teleology can also be called as
consequentialism. On the other hand, one of the most common
forms of ethical <deliberation that <focuses on the
consequences of actions is utilitarianism. It is the most
famous consequentialist  theory. Therefore, teleology,
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one morally relevant normative factor” but of course, there
would be some people who want to go further and claim that
“goodness of outcome is the only morally relevant factor in
determining the status of given act” (Kagan, 1998: 60). We
call these somewhat extreme views as consequentialism.
Furthermore, if one believes that consequences are not the
only thing for right act it is not false to expect from him or
her to say that people should perform the act with the best
consequences, other things being equal. Such an approach
accepts the possibility that there can be other factors or
that the best act may not be the one with the best
consequences in every circumstances. However, as
consequentialists believe, only if consequences count and only
if they are morally relevant factors, then, ‘other things

being equal’ loose its meaning and function.

Two points should be crystallized here. First, according to
consequentialist perspective, the moral agent 1is morally
required to perform the act with the best conseqguences. It is
not sufficient that an act have “pretty good” conseguences.
Rather, the agent is required to perform the act with the very
best outcome --the optimal act. Second, only performing the
optimal act is morally required. That is to say that no other
act is morally right (Ibid. 60-61). Besides, considerations
related with the motives behind the act, or intrinsic natures
of the act are in themselves unimportant for
consequentialists. This characteristic of consequentialism
puts it in sharp contrast to deontology which -as we shall see
briefly in the next section- gives weight tc the intentions
behind an action. Therefore, Kagan is right when she writes

that

consequentialism, and utilitarianism are used
interchangeably.
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“Consequentialism provides a very simple theory of
the right: an act 1s morally right (or morally
permissible) 1if and only 1f it produces the best
consequences” (Ibid. 61).

However, she is also equally right when she continues her
argumentation as follows:

Of course, (...) a claim like this still needs to be

supplemented with a theory of the good; only then do

we have a fully determinate normative theory” (p. 61).
Adequate ‘theory of the good’ --what is to count as a good
consequence— 1is in fact a matter of some controversy in

consequentialism. What factors help to determine the goodness

of an outcome?

Answer of a utilitarian to this question is very clear, at
least, at first glance: the ultimate good is something that
most people actually desire, such as happiness or pleasure
(Benn, 1998: 61). But of course, even after claiming that the
morality is solely a matter of consequences and that happiness
or pleasure is the ultimate good, a utilitarian must answer
some further questions: (a) “What 1is the yardstick or
criterion in terms of which consequences are measured?” -
defining utility-; (b) How the consequences can be measured? -
applying the measure-; (c) How much utility is enough? (d)
What types of things are to be judged in terms of their
consequences? -consequences of what- (Hinman, 1998: 164). The
answers of these questions may need to be further explored

item-by-item.

Defining Utility. Distinctions in the definition of utility
also imply the differences in variants of utilitarianism. For
example, utilitarianism can be seen as a combination of
consequentialism with ethical hedonism. The latter asserts
that the only ultimate good is pleasure (Benn, 1988:61).
Jeremy Bentham (1748-1832) defined wutility in terms of

pleasure and pain and this position is what is known as
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hedonistic utilitarianism (Hinman, 1998: 165). On the other
hand, because Bentham’s philosophy came under attack as “the
pig’s philosophy” due to its crude emphasis on sensual, bodily
pleasures, John Stuart Mill (1806-1873) reformulated the
utilitarian position in his famous work Utilitarianism,
published in 1863 and defined the principle of utility again:
actions are right in proportion as they tend to promote
happiness rather than pleasure. This position 1is called
eudaimonistic utilitarianism. The utility of action is, then,
its tendency to produce happiness. Since it tells us to
promote “the greatest happiness of the greatest number,” it is
also known as “the greatest happiness principle” (Benn, 1998:
61) . Therefore, we can see utilitarianism as “the result of
combining consequentialism with welfarism”, as Shelly Kagan

does:

“Since consequentialism holds that an act right if

and only if it leads to the best consequences, and

welfarism holds that the goodness of and outcome 1is

ultimately a matter of the amount of individual well-

being, counting everyone equally, it follows that

utilitarianism is the wview that an act 1is right if

and only 1f it leads to the greatest total amount of

well-being” (1998: 61).
It should be mentioned immediately here that above quotation
also reflects a serious controversy about the translation of
the word eudaimonia. While some writers such as Hinman (1998:
165) translate it as “happiness”, others reject that
definition. Rather, they tend to translate it as individual
well-being -“an overall quality of a human life rather than a
type of feeling that occurs during life” (Benn, op. cit., 63).
It is clear that Kagan translate the term eudaimonia as well-

being.

Using pleasure and happiness interchangeably is problematic
and there is a significant difference between pleasure and

happiness (Hinman, 1998: 165-167). First of all, pleasure is
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generally thought to have primarily bodily or sensual
character notwithstanding happiness 1s not tied to body.
Second, we can experience pleasure without being happy, and
vice versa, as it is clear in the example of “the depressed
person who takes to drink gains some transient pleasure from
alcochol but is not made happy by it” (Benn, op. cit., 63).
Third, we can talk about differences between the duration of
pleasure and happiness. The former generally seems to be of
shorter duration than the latter; likewise, pleasure is the
enjoyable feeling and tied more specifically to duration of
some particular activity or feeling than is happiness. Lastly,
both pleasure and pain can be included in happiness. A woman
giving birth to a child can be a very good example of this

situation, which seems very amazing at first glance.

Not surprisingly, Mill was well aware of the difficulties in
the definition of utility. That’s why, he devoted
“considerable space to trying to show(...)that pleasures
appear to differ in quality as well as in quantity, can be
reconciled with utilitarianism” (Ibid., 64). Mill’s effort is
very meaningful because to accept the existence of “higher and
more elevated” pleasures means to accept at the same time a
quantitative difference between pleasures. If we can talk
about the ‘quantity’ of pleasures, we can eventually start to
talk about different ‘qualities’ of pleasures. But, how is
accepting a gualitative difference between pleasures
consistent with being utilitarian? Because if someone accepts
the distinction between bad and good pleasures (a qualitative
difference), he or she has to say, simultaneously, according
to what criterion of value we are to judge the ‘quality’ of
pleasures. Perhaps at that point it 1is expected from
proponents of a rigid version of utilitarianism to say about
the criterion that it is pleasurable character of an act. On
the other hand, it is expected from the proponents of more

modest version of utilitarianism to propose measuring the
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quality of a pleasure in terms of its quantity. Otherwise,
second proposal means a departure from the utilitarian
doctrine -greatest happiness principle-. Because, if we accept
the goodness (or ‘richness’) of pleasure by measuring its
quantity, some serious problems arise. Is it virtually true,
for a utilitarian, to judge pleasure in terms of its gquality?

Because, as Hinman (1998) aptly puts it

“We may want to distinguish between good and bad
pleasures, between harmless and harmful ones, but we
do not doubt that the bad pleasures are still
pleasures(...) The problem with weighing consegquences
is that it is much easier to weigh pleasure than
happiness or ideal goods, yet pleasure is the least
suitable standard. The closer we move toward a
suitable standard of utility, the less able we are to
subject it to quantification (emphasis original)” (p.
167) .
Problems that we have noted regarding the criteria of utility
have required new attempts to redefine the standards of
utility in twentieth century. Though “no single candidate has
emerged as the sole choice among philosophers for the standard
of utility,” G. E. Moore’s ideal utilitarianism tries to
redefine it in terms of 1deal goods such as freedom,
knowledge, and justice; likewise, Kenneth Arrow’s preference
utilitarianism accepts individual preferences as the new

standards (Ibid. 167).

To summarize, basic claim of utilitarians is that we ought to
do whatever produces the greatest amount of utility. Then, it
is expected from a utilitarian that he or she must define the
utility. Pleasure (Bentham), happiness (Mill), ideal goods
(Moore), and preference satisfaction (Arrow) have Dbeen
commonly used in the definition of utility historically. In
other words, there have been as many different versions of
utilitarianism as there have been different definitions of
utility. All these theories share the basic consequentialist

claim that an act is right if and only if it best promotes the
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good, but they differ insofar as they incorporate different

theories of the good (Kagan, op. cit., 61).

Applying the Measure. After having emphasized the importance
of defining wutility it 1is necessary to turn to second
important question of how the consequences (or utility) can be
measured. The answer of this question, in terms of
utilitarianism, is very significant because it is directly
related with the attraction of wutilitarianism. Thus, if a
failure 1is experienced when one specify how utility standard
is to apply the world in which we live, then, utilitarianism
might lose its advantageous element which one choose it over
other moral theories. For Hinman (1998), a root metaphor,
namely, “the metaphor of scale” that underlies much of
utilitarian language about measuring consequences is also one

of the things that make utilitarianism attractive:

“The very notion of weighing consequences presupposes
that consequences are the kinds of things that can be
placed on a scale. This metaphor pervades our
everyday discourse about deciding among competing
courses of action” (p. 169).
Obviously enough, utilitarians need some way of marking off
the units to be measured in order to weigh consequences. How
do they mark off units of utility? They sometimes do this by
assigning cardinal numbers (one, two, three, etc.) to pleasure
and happiness. They use two concepts of hedons and dolors for
units of pleasure (or happiness) and units of displeasure (or
suffering), respectively. Here, the former comes from the
Greek word for “pleasure” and the latter comes from the Latin
word that means “pain”. The way of preference utilitarianism,
on the contrary, is to assign ordinal (first, second, third,
etc.) rankings to things that are relative to one another. Not
surprisingly, these ways of marking off the units to be

measured rarely seem to be artificial to utilitarians, nor do

they accept the existence of any serious problem in this

24



apparent artificiality. Because, they argue that
utilitarianism only tries to refine and formalize the very
essence of the things that we do quite naturally in our
everyday lives. By referring to hedons and dolors (and
sometimes giving relative weight to them), utilitarians in
fact seek to capture relative characteristic of our everyday

relationships and activities (p. 170).

How Much Utility? Third of the points alluded to earlier in
this section was associated with the question of how much
utility we are obligated to produce. The answer, historically,
has been that the right act is the act that leads to the
greatest overall amount of utility -the greatest happiness
principle. This overtly dictates that a utilitarian should
choose the best action, the one that maximizes utility when he
or she compares competing courses of action. Here, too,
guestions arise. Kagan’s (1998) approach may be of some help.
According to her, the expression of ‘the greatest happiness
for the greatest number’ can in principle be interpreted in
two different ways. In fact, it reminds us that everyone'’s
happiness has to be counted equally; this is unobjectionable.
However, sometimes this principle “is thought to mean that
“majority rules” or that the right act is the act that
benefits the greatest number of people”.

“However, this is a mistake. Utilitarianism simply
directs us to perform the act that will result in the
outcome with the greatest total amount of well-being,
and this might well be an outcome that benefits a few
individuals a great deal, rather than many
individuals very little each” (p. 62).
In my opinion, the significance of this interpretation of the
greatest happiness principle is that if we talk about
maximization of well-being of few individuals rather than many
people, then, this might overshadow ‘democratic’ nature of the

greatest happiness principle and add an elitist character to
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it. Hinman (1998), however, has a different perspective. That
the utilitarian always tries to produce greatest overall
amount of utility is in sharp contrast to Kantian ethics. By
usually emphasizing morally forbidden action, Kant’s position
in particular and deontological ethics in general get a
negatively stating character while utilitarian position in
particular and conseguentialist ethics in general draw
positively stating character by not only encouraging but also
morally requiring to choose the specific course of action that
maximizes utility. It must be acknowledged that ‘positively
stating’ character of utilitarianism makes it much more
proactive, positive and even altruistic in the sense that
certain sacrifices are required for the greater good. Hinman

concludes that

“Thus utilitarianism is an extremely demanding moral

doctrine because it demands that we sacrifice our own

pleasure, happiness, or preference satisfaction for

the greater good -that is, for social utility” (p.

172) .
In effect, the last remark is directly concerned with
consequentialist element in utilitarianism. No doubt,
utilitarianism is the best-known consequentialist theory. But
more importantly, this element, as Benn (1998: 70) also
mentions, is more worthy of discussion than the hedonist or
welfarist element of it due to the fact that many of the
objections rose against utilitarianism turn on its acceptance
of welfarism or hedonism. In contrast, morality, on this

consequentialist approach, significantly eats into your spare

time to produce the greater good.

Consequences of What? Now, we concentrate on another important
question: what types of things are to be judged in terms of
their consequences; that is, the question of consequences of
what? Since there are at least two traditional answers of this

question -acts and rules-, it leads among consequentialists to
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another division, concerning whether or not there is any place
for moral rules in consequentialist theory. In other words,
the problem is associated with that if and cnly if, as we have
repeatedly emphasized, consequences determine the moral status
of any action, so how could rules have any place in a

consequentialist theory?

For the most part, utilitarianism accepts that we should look
at the consequences of each individual action and ask
ourselves (for individual act that we are contemplating)
whether or not it promotes the good. We call this position as
act utilitarianism. The other approach, on the other hand,
claims that “it is possible both to embrace a consequentialist
view of what makes actions right or wrong, and given an
important place to moral rules” (Ibid., 72) and suggests that
“we ought to act in accordance with those rules that will
produce the greatest overall amount of utility for society as
a whole” (Hinman, 1998: 183) since keeping certain rules
produces better consequences than trying to judge the
consequences 0of each individual action. We call this position
as rule utilitarianism. Of course, it can be said that each
type has relative advantages (and disadvantages) over the
other type. Proponents of act utilitarianism, to illustrate,
can avoid from the charge of “rule worshipping” (which
advocates obedience to rules for their own sake) and deal with
exceptions on the merits of the individual case. That makes it
a tremendously powerful doctrine. Rule wutilitarianism, in
contrast, supplies its proponents to avoid important problems
usually stemmed form act wutilitarianism’s sensitivity to
particular cases. I think, it is worth looking more closely at
relative advantages and disadvantages of act and rule

utilitarianism.

Plainly, dealing with individual decisions on a case-by-case

basis constitutes basic attraction of act utilitarianism. A
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very famous example of this situation can be given in views on
lying. Unlike ‘rule-oriented morality’ such as Kant’s which
never permits to tell a lie, act utilitarians suggest that one
can lie if lying would produce the greatest overall amount of
utility as in the case of someone wanted to tell place of
innocent Jews running away from the Gestapo. Act utilitarians
do not feel bound by the rules -in that case, ‘do not lie’.
Undoubtedly, they might recommend that we should usually avoid
doing the things prohibited in several rules, precisely
because they generally produce bad consequences. Put other
way, for an act utilitarian “the only thing that can really
determine the morality of an act is the consequences of that
particular act,” not a rule that forbids them (Benn, 1998:
72). However, it 1is obvious that if, as mentioned earlier, we
should ask ourselves for each individual act that whether or
not it produces the good, then, does this mean that the moral
agent will have to be forever calculating the consequences of

his or her acts?

The remark signaled in the last question is in fact one of the
two important objections generally directed to focusing on
acts. In this criticism it is asserted that act utilitarianism
is too time-consuming to calculate the consequences of each
individual action. But for many utilitarians this is a

‘misconceived’ objection. Because,

“Consequentialism does not direct people to be
forever calculating. What it requires pecople to do is
to perform the act with the best results. Since it is
obvious that someone who is forever calculating will
not bringing about the best results, such a person is
not doing what consequentialism requires” (Kagan,
1998: p. 67).

The second objection, which act utilitarians usually face, is
that: it is impossible to know especially long-term
consequences of individual actions. As a rule, the response to

this objection is to state limitations of our predictive
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power. Act utilitarians, besides, connect this difficulty to
the very nature of 1life, not to act utilitarianism, and most

of whom believe that

“The proper response to this limitation is not to

reject act utilitarianism, but simply to recognize

that this is the part of the human condition. The

best that we can do is to try to increase our ability

to foresee consequences. It 1s unrealistic, however,

to hope that we can eliminate uncertainty completely”

(Hinman, 1998: 181, emphasis mine).
Clearly, we can not absolutely be certain as to what all the
consequences of our act will be. There can be no guarantee for
that an act which looks like it will lead to best results
overall may turn out badly. Furthermore, it 1s impossible to
say whether any act is morally right or wrong unless any event
can stop to have further unforeseen effects as time goes on.
However, suggest to increase foreseeing capacity 1is very
controversial. It is not much more different from proposing
much water to flood. Some scholars in fact are well aware of
the strength of the objection. They, therefore, state that if
this is a sound objection it threatens not only
consequentialism but also all normative theories. True, this
problem is inherited by all theories which agree that goodness
of consequences is at least one factor relevant to the moral
status of acts; but yet, to me, here is the hub of the matter.
Though there are wide-ranging implications of this discussion
for consequentialism in particular and foundational ethics in
general, suffice it to say that doubts and fears regarding
uncertainty are very common and characteristic among many
foundational ethics theorists, hence, they see uncertainty, to
a large extent, as a ‘paralysis’. This fear, in turn, forces
them either to search for more solid foundations or to ignore

and/or de-emphasize the importance of uncertainty problem. The

latter is Kagan’s (1998) stance when she writes that
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“The point to be emphasized, however, is this: any
objection to consequentialism that turns on the
uncertainty of the future actually has little or
nothing to do with consequentialism per se; it points
instead to the need to choose between objective and
subjective accounts of rightness, and this choice
must be made by every moral theory” (p. 66, emphasis
original).
Interestingly, in this quotation there are two different
positions -objective and subjective accounts of rightness-
that a moral agent can take under uncertainties and risks of
life --not just in moral cases, but everywhere. Approving the
existence of two different positions against the uncertainty
problem inevitably brings about two different conceptions of
morality. As also accepted by her, in objective position,
morality is conceived as “offering standard” for evaluating
acts, on the contrary, it is conceived as a “guide” to
decision making in subjective position. The conclusion that
she derives from the problem of uncertainty is much more
different than a postmodern writer’s who believes that
uncertainty problem is wvalid in both so called objective and
subjective positions. Irrespective of the position which is
employed, “once you have adopted a stance, you are likely to
feel that the problem of uncertainty has been adequately
answered” (Ibid, p. 66). Although this conclusion deserves
further attention, this task will be deferred to the section
where the debate of this and other issues are fully developed
and postmodern ethics is widely explored. However, it should
be said here parenthetically that there is no something wrong,
in my opinion, in a ‘modest’ view that sees predictability -
instead of uncertainty- as necessary for living and accepts
‘the general predictability of the human as well as the
natural world.’ The significant problem, here, is that to what
extent, can we accommodate predictability to the center of all

societal world. Doesn’t it mean to open first door to social

engineering?

30



Two objections --a) time consuming nature of calculating the
consequences of each individual action, and b) uncertainties
experienced when we try to predict consequences-- which are
not directed specifically to act utilitarianism but also used

against consequentialism should by now be clear.

Rule utilitarianism, on the other hand, claims against the
deficiencies involved in act utilitarianism that
utilitarianism’s emphasis on consequences and the standard of
utility is, in principle, correct. The problem, however, is
stemmed from looking at the consequences of each individual
act. We can avoid, according to them, from abuses and
injustices contained in act utilitarianism by acting in
accordance with those rules that will produce the greatest
overall amount of utility for society as a whole, instead of
individual acts. In doing so, they insist, they are still
genuine consequentialists, not deontologists or ‘rule
worshippers’. Of course, this perspective can develop certain
justifications for rules against the situations that are
acceptable in terms of act utilitarianism --for example,
telling lies or driving past at red light when the road is
clear. It proposes a moral rule not for its own sake. However,
the reason is that breaking the rule whenever the consequences
seem to be good is most likely to bring about breaking the

rule when the consequences are not good.

The advantage of rule utilitarian perspective over its rival
is very clear here: any effort to refine moral rules in order
to take account all exceptions (sensitivity to particular
cases) would, in the end, collapse into (and, be maintained
by) another moral rule. Nonetheless, rule utilitarianism is
not entirely ‘immune’ to criticisms indicating that rule
utilitarianism violates our commonsense moral expectations
about justice. As Hinman skillfully shows rule utilitarianism

can also justify, for instance, slavery under some conditions
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that satisfy the greatest total amount of utility for society
as a whole (Ibid. 184).

Another point that we should immediately state here is that
“the act consequentialist,” to use Benn’s (1998) words, “has
the resources to say everything that the rule-consequentialist
can correctly say within a consequentialist framework” (p.
74) . Because, 1f the consequences of breaking a particular
rule are bad, there can be nothing that an act utilitarian
will disagree; existence of a moral rule in that case shows,
at the same time, existence of act utilitarian reasons for
keeping rule. As a result, the 1idea of rule becomes
irrelevant. If, on the other hand, no harm would result from
breaking rule, but we still should keep the rule because
adherence to this rule does more good than general non-
adherence, an act utilitarian will have the right to say this

is no longer a genuinely consequentialist position.

In my opinion, if act utilitarians already say everything that
rule utilitarians can say, if this is the case, then, rules,
viewed from different angle, would have undeniable
consequentialist peculiarities --even if deontologists put the
opposite forward. From our point of view developed in this
chapter, this implies very crucial point. The moral
responsibility is neglected when we either accept the course
of action in which to keep rule is taken as a value in itself
(and reduced to mere proceduralism as deontologists do) or
follow a consequentialist  perspective in which only
consequences -even if they are produced by following the
particular rule- are taken into account. This is a phenomenon
shared by all modern ethics theories and it is already clear,
at least for utilitarianism, in the discussion associated with

act-omission distinction.
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Obviously, two different positions can be developed against
the injustices common for both act and rule utilitarianism:
rejection or modification of utilitarianism. Some philosophers
such as John Rawls and Samuel Scheffler follow the latter and

try to modify utilitarianism by arguing that

“[W]e need to set up limits on the range of possible
rules that could be adopted, limits that would be
determined by considerations of justice, by
consensual agreements, by human rights, and the like.
Within these limits, utilitarian justifications of
particular rules would ©be permitted, but no
justification that violated those 1limits would be
allowed” (Hinman, 1998: 185).
Besides, Rawls goes a step further and tries to justify the
existence of <certain types of  practices relevant to
utilitarian considerations, even though utilitarianism may not
provide a basis for acts within that practice. In doing so, he
tries to combine both utilitarian and deontological (Kantian)
perspectives. But alas, to what extent we can count the

position of Rawls as utilitarian is debatable.

To summarize, we have examined up to now an important version
of foundational ethics in this section: teleology. According
to this view, what makes an act morally right or wrong is its
consequences and nothing else. Although ethics of conseguences
claims that the morality is a matter of consequences, there
are several important points that need to be enlightened: the
definition of utility, measuring of consequences, necessary
amount of utility, and type of things to be judged in terms of
their consequences. Firstly, pleasure, happiness, ideal goods,
and preference satisfaction are used as common criteria in the
definition of utility. Secondly, consequentialism uses either
cardinal or ordinal numbers to weigh and measure consequences.
Thirdly, the greatest happiness principle has historically
been the answer to the question “how much utility is enough?”

Lastly, acts and rules are two traditional things that can be
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judged in terms of their consequences. They 1lead to an
important division in consequentialist theory: act

utilitarianism and rule utilitarianism.

We will now move on to the other versiocn of foundational
ethics: deontology. The first task in the next section will be
to mention some points of contrast between teleology and
deontology. Then, we will briefly see Kant’s moral philosophy
since deontology and Kant emphasize the importance of moral

duty.
1.1.2 THE ETHICS OF DUTY: DEONTOLOGY

Through the discussion in the previous section we have
explained that consequentialism has a very simple theory of
right. There is one and only one factor that has moral
importance in determining the status of an act: the goodness
of that act’s consequences. As we have also seen,
consequentialists accept some secondary rules that will
produce the greatest overall amount of utility for society as
a whole and provide helpful guidance in moral deliberation,
instead of individual acts. Of course, there is no much
problem in accepting that goodness of consequences can be one
of the intrinsically relevant factors. But, is the goodness of

outcomes the only factor with intrinsic importance?

In effect, answer of the question puts consequentialism in
sharp contrast to deontology. Like most people, deontologists
are dissatisfied with determination of an act's moral worth by
looking its (good) consequences. Since this dissatisfaction
has formed the basis of deontological claims and the
characterization of deontological views is often a contrastive
one, drawing attention to some specific points of contrast
between deontological and consequentialist theories is very
suitable to begin to understand deontological views.

Furthermore, “deontology is the theory of moral obligation,
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and, by connotation, encompasses moral theories that emphasize
rights and duties”, so “deontological theories are those moral

theories of vaguely Kantian stripe” (Stelzig, 1998: 903).

In this section, we will firstly see some specific points of
contrast between deontological and consequential theories
briefly; then, examine Kant’s ethics in terms of three pillars
on which his ethics rests: duty, universalizability, and

respect.
1.1.2.a Deontology Generally: Some Points Of Contrast

The term deontology comes form the Greek deon, meaning ‘duty’
or ‘that which is proper’ or ‘what ought to be’ (Davis, 1995:
205; Stelzig, 1998: 934). In this use of the term, deontology
can be contrasted to consequentialism/teleology (as we have
explained in the last section, from telos, Greek for ‘goal’).
However, this is not always so. For instance, when Jeremy
Bentham, one of utilitarianism’s founders, used the word in
1814, deontology was referring to the marshaling of self-
interested reasons for agents to act for the general good and,
Bentham’s “technique of deontology” according to Postema
(1992), ™“is to mobilize reasons of private (...) interest
already available to the agent” (p. 88). Obviously enough,
utilitarian account of deontology, which accepts each person’s
interest that coincides with moral obligation or duty, 1is

quite different from modern use.

Most of modern-day deontologists, however, focus much
attention on rights. Following John Rawls, many deontologists
believe in ‘the priority of right over the good’. This is the
first point of contrast between deontology and teleology. John
Rawls (1971) writes in his influential book, “A Theory of

Justice”, that
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“The two main concepts of ethics are those of the
right and the good(...)The structure  of an ethical
theory is, then, largely determined by how it defines
and connects these two basic notions(...)The simplest
way of relating them 1is taken by teleological
theories: the good is defined independently from the
right, and the right is defined as that which
maximizes the good” (p. 30).

The idea behind this passage is clear:
teleological/consequentialist/utilitarian theories start with
a theory of good, and then “define” the right in terms of it.
The right act is simply that act which leads to the best
results. For teleological views, then, the good is prior to
the right®. On the other hand, a deontological theory is

defined by Rawls by contrast with teleological theories as

“one that either does not specify the good
independently from the right, or does not interpret
the right as maximizing the good” (p. 30).°

’ For Rawls, there are various teleological views. They are
different from each other according to their definitions of
the good. If the good is taken as the realization of human
excellence in various forms of culture, then, teleological
theory is labeled as “perfectionism”; if it is taken as
pleasure, we label teleological theory as “hedonism”,
lastly, in “eudaimonistic” teleological theories the good is
defined as happiness (Hiinler, 1997: 33).

“ In elsewhere, Rawls emphasizes that the priority of the
right over the good is a conception of “Kantian
Constructivism” (see, Rawls, 1980). By doing so, he
explicitly accepts Kantian moral character of his theory of
justice (at least, in his “A Theory of Justice”). After the
first half of eighties, Rawls moved away from his
theorization seeing justice as “fairness” and --in essence-
as a moral theory to new theoretical position. In this new
position, “justice as fairness” is political -not physical-
and in the realm of political philosophy. For a brief
history of this theoretical turn in Rawls, see Hiinler (1997)
and Rawls’s several studies (1985, 1987 and 1988) written at
the second half of eighties. 1993 study of Rawls, “Political

_Liberalism”, seems as if the corollary of this theoretical

change.
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Deontologists --in contrast to consequentialists-- believe
that the right can not be simply defined in terms of the good
or reduced to the good. In fact, they believe that there is no
clear and specific relation between doing right and doing
good; the right has some content independent of the good, and
is in this sense ‘prior’ to it. Nancy Ann Davis (1995: 206),

for example, quotes Fried as saying that

“The goodness of the ultimate consequences does not
guarantee the rightness of the actions which produced
them. The two realms are not only distinct for the
deontologists, but the right is prior to the good”
(Fried, 1978: 9).
If there is no relation between doing right and doing good,
and the goodness of the consequences does not guarantee the
rightness of an act, what does this mean specifically for a
moral theory? In principle, at least, this means two
interrelated things. First, this means that a given act might
be morally forbidden even though it has the best results --
that is, the existence of moral constraints. Thus, secondly,
this means that ‘doing harm’ appears as another normative
factor beyond the goodness of an act’s outcome in determining

the moral status of that act if there are moral constraints.

Deontology recognizes a constraint against doing harm. That is
to say, some acts are morally off-limits; they are forbidden.
There is a prohibition which rules out performing some acts
and especially doing harm, even if the results would be good.
We call these prohibitions variously as rules, laws,
deontological constraints, limitations, proscriptions, or
norms. They are particular requirements to refrain from doing
the “things-that-can-be-known-before-the fact-to-be-wrong”.
Therefore, to act rightly, agents must first of all refrain
from doing the things that can be known to be morally wrong
(Davis, 1995: 206). Here another point of contrast between

consequentialism and deontology becomes apparent: while the
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former leaves no room for moral constraints because it holds
that whatever act will lead to the best consequences is always
permissible, the latter accepts additional normative factors

that generate constraints beyond the goodness of results.

Deontologists, unlike consequentialists, do not accept
impartial consideration of the interests of others. What does
this mean? A standard explanation can help to make the point
clear’: deontologists refrain from harming one innocent person
even if this would prevent the deaths of (say five) other
innocent people. This obviously shows that the interests of
the six do not count, or at least do not count equally. If the
given interests of six people counted equally, then it would
be permissible for us to do thing that saves the five and
harms the one. Furthermore, deontologists believe that not
only are we forbidden to harm the one to decrease the number
of deaths, we are also forbidden to harm the one to decrease
the number of killings by agents whose motivations and
character are no worse morally than ours. Here it is clear
that deontological views forbid harm doing by us and others.
However, these theories assign more weight to our own
avoidance of wrongdoing that we do than to the prevention of
wrongdoing by others. Put other way, deontological views not
only assign more weight to our avoidance of wrongdoing (to the
interests and even lives of other agents) but also require
that avoiding from wrongdoing does not translate into an

obligation or a permission to minimize the wrongdoing of

A somewhat condensed version of this explanation is known as
“Trolley Problem”. It is as follows: “Suppose that, a
trolley is careening out of control down a steep hill. Just
past a near fork in the track are five people who all will
be killed if the trolley continues its present course. A
passer-by observes that throwing the switch will divert the
trolley down a spur truck and thereby save the lives of the
five people on the track. However, doing so will kill the
one person who is standing on the spur” (Stelzig, 1998:
929).
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others. To illustrate, I can not say a lie in order to deceive
a man intending to kill innocent people even if lying

preserves other’s lives (Davis, 1998: 207).

Lastly, there are two further respects in which deontological
views depart from consequentialist theories. It is argued that
deontological theories assess an act in terms of its intrinsic
character in contrast to consequentialism assessing the moral
worth of an act in terms of its effects. Likewise, it 1is
sometimes Dbelieved that there exist absolute rules 1in

deontological views.
1.1.2.b Kant’s Ethics

As we noted at the start of this section, deontological
theories are those moral theories of a Kantian stripe because
both deontological theories and Kant emphasize importance of
moral obligation and duties®. In essence, Kant’s moral
philosophy rests on three central insights. One of these
insights attributes important role on duty in moral life.
Moreover, for this philosophy, an action has moral worth if it
is done for the sake of duty and its maxim can be willed as a
universal law. Duty and universalizability state the
conditions for a morally good action. In addition to these
insights, Kant develops a third claim which suggests treating
humanity as an end itself and never merely as a means to an
end (Hinman, 1998: 210). To further explore these issues, it
is necessary to look briefly at theoretical background of
Kant’s ethics. One of the short and insightful discussions of

the matter is by Onora O’Neill (1995).

*Although present-day deontologists, as we have emphasized
earlier, focus on rights, duties are often taken to be
correlative with rights. It is clear that in theories
holding that rights and duties are correlative, one may give
an account of rights and then defines duties by reference to
rights or may define rights in terms of an account of
duties.
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Kant’s moral philosophy can be found in his writings of the
1780s and 1790s’. But it is a truism to say that Kant’s
masterpiece is the "“Critique of Pure Reason” (1781) because
the fundamental moves, which determine the shape of these
writings, are discussed in it. O0’Neill (1995) calls the
context developed in this book as the ‘critical philosophy’
(p. 175). According to this philosophy, claims about any
transcendent reality can not be vindicated, so our thinking
has to be undertaken from a human standpoint. Kant criticizes
most of the metaphysical claims of rationalists and their
supposed proofs of the existence of God. In this regard,
critical philosophy is critical in a negative sense. The
implication of this claim in turn is very clear: the knowledge
claims must be about reality that can be experienced by us. It
is this knowledge claim that we can .vindicate. For Kant, we
live in a natural world of spatially and temporally extended
objects and we can know a priori that these objects are
causally connected. He, however, insists that knowable natural
world does not only contain causal order, on the contrary, we
have free will as agents and as moral beings in this world.
How, then, are free will and natural causality compatible? The
answer, according to Kant, lays in the fact that human’s
capacity to act autonomously -freedom- is not taken to be an

aspect of the natural world. In other words, causality and

” They involve “Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals”
(1785), “Critique of Practical Reason” (1787), which is the
second of his three major Critiques, "“The Metaphysics of
Morals” (1797), and “Religion within the Limits of Reason
Alone” (1793). The most fundamental ideas on ethics are
found in the Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals. Here,
the central themes of his whole ethical approach are
introduced and summarized so effectively. Two parts of the
Groundwork of Metaphysics of Morals, “The Metaphysical
Elements of Justice and The Doctrine of Virtue, are
published separately. Hinman (1998: 240-242) provides a long
list including Kant’s works, several introductions of his
ethical thought and important studies of Kant’s contemporary
followers.
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freedom apply in separate domains; knowledge and our cognitive
capacity are restricted to the former and the morality to the
latter (Ibid. 176). As Tony Smith (1991) aptly points out when

he discuss the role of ethics in social theory

“The concept of transcendental freedom (rational
autonomy) 1is the starting point of Kant’s entire
practical philosophy. Freedom has a first, merely
negative, sense in which agents are viewed as freed
from the strict necessity of causal determination.
Agents are free in a second, positive, sense insofar
as they follow the moral 1law” (p. 114, emphasis
original).
Before discussing what constructs the moral law in Kantian
ethics, it should be mentioned lastly that Kant’s resolution
of the problem of freedom and determinism is the most

controversial and fundamental feature of his moral philosophy.

What constructs, then, the basis of the moral law? More
specifically, which action, in Kant, 1is the morally better
action? As Hinman (1998: 211) mentions, an act’s moral worth,
in Kant’s philosophy, depends on the reason for which it is
done. People should act according to ‘duty’. Yet, it is not
enough that the act is done just because it is right thing to
do; it must also be done for the sake of duty. Acting for the
sake of duty, however, is only one side to the (moral) story.
To understand where morality begins we should also look
another side. To determine moral correctness of an action we
must act at the same time according to the universalizable
principles (or we must reject non-universalizable ones). These
two pillars --duty and |universalizability-- state the
conditions for morally good action (but not enough for a
complete moral law). This in turn implies that the
construction of duty and the principle of universalizability
are interrelated and equally important concepts in

determination of the moral worth of an act.
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As 0O’'Neill (1995: 176-177) notes, Kant in fact asks only one
rather minimal guestion: “What fundamental problems could be
adopted by a plurality of agents without assuming anything
specific about the agent’s desires or the social relations?”
Kant developed his answer to this question without reference
to any supposedly objective account of good for man. Nor does
he base his position on subjective conceptions of the good or
commonly shared moral beliefs. As in his metaphysics, so in
his ethics, he neither introduces claims about a moral reality
that transcends our experience nor assigns moral weight to
actual beliefs. What does such an account of right action mean
for a moral theory? It is obvious that Kant’s aim was not
merely to produce a moral theory that was internally
consistent and which accorded with as many ordinary practical
institutions as possible. It also put morality on an entirely
rational foundation. Kant tries to discover the a priori basis
of morality (Benn, 1998: 92). Clearly, in Kant’s philosophy, a
moral foundation is found out. Yet, this foundation lies in
reason alone, independent of contingent human consensus or
‘telos’ at which the foundation morality aims. In other terms,
his central move was to construct the principles of ethics
according to rational procedures. Kant believes that the
principle of ethics, which depends on practical rationality,
can be discovered a priori. What is this principle? Kant calls
this principle as Categorical Imperative {(or, more generally,
the Moral Law) and formulates it in several ways. It is
imperative because it tells us to do something, gives a
command; it is categorical because it is unconditional. The
opposite of categorical imperative would be a conditional
imperative. The initial formulation of the categorical
imperative is known as the formula of universal law; and, in
its best known version it runs: ‘Act only on the maxim through
which you can at the same time will that it be a universal

law’ (0O’'Neill, 1995: 177). A ‘maxim’ here is a subjective
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principle on which I act. The test for a maxim, then, 1is
whether people could consistently will that everyone adopt
this maxim as a guide in their actions. Then it would pass the
test of universalizability. Bernard Rosen (1993) summarizes

Kant's views as follows

"l. Consequences (ends attained by actions) are not
the determinants of moral obligation. 2. The moral
worth of an action (that it is right or the
fulfillment of an obligation) is a function of the
direct rule (principle of volition or maxim) from
which the action is performed. 3. The direct moral
rule must be chosen independently of any desire to
achieve an end, or even from any desire regarding the
rule itself. 4. The indirect moral rule that
determines the direct moral rules can not have any
particular actions or moral rules described within
it. 5. The form of the indirect moral rule is, as
stated by Kant, "I ought never to act except in such
a way that I can also will that my maxim should
become a universal moral law" (emphasis added) (p.
153).
Obviously enough, the moral worth of the direct (moral) rule
depends fundamentally upon the universalizability of that rule
because the direct rule, or in other words, principle which a
moral agent takes as a basis for his or her action "should fit
as a principle into a possible enactment of universal law"

(Chandler, 19%94: 150).

Kant produces several examples showing how the categorical
imperative and the principle of acting for the sake of duty
might be implied. In one of these examples, given in the
“Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals,” Kant offers example
of a neighborhood grocery store in which the grocer knows
almost all of the customers. It 1is clear that if those
customers know one another, and if there is a competing
grocery store, then it 1is clearly in the grocer’s self-
interest to be honest. However, there are plenty of situations
(to give a present-day example, e.g. a gift shop on a highway

that the customers rarely return) in which the motive of self-
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interest can not be counted on to require the right action. In
situations such as this, according to Kant, if we are not
acting for the sake of duty, we will not perform the morally
correct action. Kant’s position in this example is important
from two aspects. First, Kant focuses on duty as the moral
standard, not on self-interest. Secondly, Kant rejects the
claim that the world will be a better place if everyone acts
in terms of his or her own self-interest (rejects, in other
words, non-universalizable principle of self-interest). These

two aspects also serve to contrast Kant to the ethical egoist.

In the second example, Kant discusses the situation of the
person who refuses the temptation to commit suicide even
though his life is filled with disappointments and misery. To
Kant, when such a refusal is motivated by duty, not by other
considerations, it has moral worth. Clearly enough, refusal of
suicide is a matter of weighing <consequences. “Good
utilitarians,” as Hinman (1998) expresses, “must imagine what
the course of the world would be 1like if they killed
themselves and what the course of the world would be like if
they continued to live. Which of these alternatives produces

the greater good?” (p. 213).

The final and, according to some, the most powerful and
defensible example relates to lying. This example specifically
shows how categorical imperative might be applied. As we have
seen, the moral agents shall not be able to will their maxim
as a universal law, if they can not also will the consequences
of everyone following it. Then, moral agents are wondering
whether to tell a lie, they must ask themselves whether they
could will that the principle involved can be willed as a
universal law. Kant thinks it can not be, because agent’s
maxim, as soon as it is made a universal law, it will be bound

to annul itself (cf. 0O'Neill, 1995: 177).



It is usually argued that Kant’s examples are unconvincing.
But, what 1is philosophically important here is Kant’s method:
in' spite of reference to consequences, it 1is in no way a
consequentialist approach. Although it may appear that way at
first, it says that if we imagine Ehe consequences, we can not
consistently will that everyone adopt this maxim. It is
therefore important, as Benn (1998) warns, “to separate Kant’s
formula of universal law from another, familiar appeals with a

superficial resemblance to it” (p. 93).

Though critics assert that there are some difficulties
surrounding the articulation and application of Kant’s
categorical imperative and others argue that acting for the
sake of duty is sometimes absurd, harsh, and extensively
rigorous, Kant seems to be correct in his basic insight that
we can not arbitrarily make an exception of ourselves; if
something is wrong for other people, it is also wrong for us
to do so. In fact, the last point has a very crucial
implication that takes us to the very heart of Kant’s moral
philosophy --to another way of stating the categorical

imperative, known as the formula of the end in itself.

This second formulation of the categorical imperative is
represented in the “Grouadwork of a Metaphysics of Morals” as:
“act in such a way that you always treat humanity, whether in
your person or in the person of any other, never simply as a
means, but always at the same time as an end” (0O’Neill, 1995:
178). It is obvious that this 1is a second-order principle
involving constraint on the maxims we adopt. Yet, through this
constraint, the formula of the end in itself actually demands
us that we should respect other’s capacities to act instead of
trying to check that all could adopt the same maxims. The last
point, of course, can be seen as a point that deteriorates the
principle of universalizability. But in fact it also shows how

two formulations (which tell, in the first version, that we
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should act in such a way that we could will that everybody
else should act likewise and stress, in the second version,
that we must always treat others as ends) are related when we
think them together. The claim here is that creatures that are
ends in themselves derive this status from their rationality.
What we respect in other people, for Kant, is their ability to
reason and, on the basis of their reason, to choose the act in
particular ways. Since the reason is the source and motive of
morality, treating a person as a mere means is to subvert
rationality and ability to formulate and follow the
categorical imperative within him or  her. But more
importantly, to will as a universal law that rational beings
should be treated as mere means is also to will that I should
be treated as such. This puts me in the position of rationally
willing the destruction of my own capacity of rational
deliberation. The maxim thus annuls itself. In other terms,
treating people as mere means can not pass the
universalizability test (Benn, 1998: 96). As O’Neill (1995)
notes, in Kant’s “Kingdom of Ends” to be autonomous or to have
free will “is no matter of willfulness or independence from
others or from social conventions; it is to have the mode of
self-control that takes account of other’s 1like moral status.

To be Kantianly autonomous is to act morally” (p. 179)%.

® In effect, the issue of free will is the most important
problem in Kant’s theory. Kant maintains on the one hand
that morality implies freedom, he asserts on the other hand
that human beings are the part of the empirical world which
is governed by causal laws. This is a complex problem but we
need not concern ourselves with those here. Suffice it to
say that Kant’s answer depends on two standpoints: the first
is the phenomenal world, the natural world of cause and
effect, the world which is presented to us 1in sensory
experience. The second is noumenal world, a mysterious world
of “things-in-themselves,” of which we can have no
experience. We are both phenomenal and noumenal beings.
Therefore, when we do our duty, we are acting with noumenal
freedom, with actions not causally explained but rationally
justified (see also, Benn, 1998: 97-101).
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To sum up, in this section we have dealt with deontology as
another moral theory. Also, we have examined some points of
contrast between consequentialism/teleology/utilitarianism and
deontology. Contrast in the definition of the relationship
between the right and the good is the first of five points of
contrast. The right has the priority over the good in
deontology. Second, deontology accepts moral constraints
(against doing harm) as additional normative factors beyond
the goodness o©of consequences. Then, unlike teleology,
deontology does not accept the impartial consideration of the
interests of the others. Fourth, an act is assessed in
deontology in terms of its intrinsic character. Finally,
deontology depends on the existence of absolute rules. After
having emphasized these points of contrast, we have seen some
features of Kant’s moral philosophy. His ethic rests on three

pillars: duty, universalizability, and respect.

Before starting to examine anti-foundational approach, an
important point must be emphasized. Teleology and deontology
are foundational moral theories because they, like nomothetic
science, try to establish general and abstract laws,
principles or standards which help to deduce the appropriate
moral judgments and behaviors located in the flow of actual

life.

Now, we can turn our attention to the anti-foundational
approach and postmodern ethics which completely rejects
foundational moral positions. The context of such postmodern
ethics that has anti-foundational character is articulated in
Bauman’s (1993) “Postmodern Ethics”. Although space prohibits
a comprehensive analysis in this study, I will first seek to
examine Bauman’s critigue of ‘morality in modern perspective’.
In the second, I will try to explore briefly what Bauman’s

postmodern approach to ethics involves.
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1.2 ANTI-FOUNDATIONAL ETHICS
1.2.1 Morality in Modern Perspective: Bauman’s Critique

Born in Poland, Zygmunt Bauman (1920- ) taught sociology in a
number of universities before he became Professor of Sociology
at Leeds University in 1970. Some of his books consist of
“Modernity and Holocausf" (1989), “Modernity and Ambivalence”
(1991), “iIntimations of Postmodernity” (1992), ™“Life in
Fragments” (1995), and “Postmodernity and Its Discontents”
(1997). So, as some scholars state, he deserves to be called

as the theorist of postmodernism (Best, 1998: 311).

Postmodernism, for Bauman, is not a situation in which
“anything goes”. Before starting to analyze his theorizing,
this is very crucial point. Several modern writers often
assault “anything goes” relativism of many postmodern
writings. Postmodern approach, according to these criticisms,
is associated with the ‘celebration of the demise of the
ethical’, of the substitution of esthetics for ethics, and of
the ‘ultimate emancipation’ that follows. It is asserted that
postmodern believes that ethics is one of the typically modern
constraints and that the place of ethics is the dustbin of
history. As indicated in John Rotfork’s (1995) awarded essay
which tries to answer some of the charges made against

postmodernism, that

“[T]he conservatives(...)see postmodernists as
threats; as iconoclasts, anarchists, Jjuveniles, or -
at least- as irreverent. The tacit demand is that
they must take seriously the traditional vocabulary
of ethics or forfeit the right to speak publicly. The
modernist fear that their enemies are trivializing a
great and serious tradition that should be revered”
(p. 20).

To Bauman (1993), such an interpretation of postmodern
‘revolution’ in ethics is “contentious and by no means the

only one possible” (p. 2). Gilles Lipovetsky, for instance,
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suggests in his interpretation that we have finally entered a
post-deontic epoch where our conduct has been freed from the
last vestiges of oppressive ‘infinite duties’, ‘commandments’
and ‘absolute obligations’. Bauman, however, asserts, “the
possibility of radically novel understanding of moral
phenomena has been opened” (p. 2). Contrary to ‘everything
goes’ relativism of certain postmodern writers and the popular
opinion, this possibility “does not reveal the relativism of

morality” (p. 14, emphasis original). Instead, Bauman urges

“[T]lhe chances of ‘moralization’ of social life may -
-who knows?—-be enhanced. It remains to be seen
whether the time of postmodernity will go down in
history as the twilight, or the renaissance, of
morality” (p. 3).
The postmodern approach to ethics does not reject the moral
concerns which individuals in the modern world have in their
minds. However, it rejects the coercive response to ethical
issues by normative regulations of any central authority in
political practice and the philosophical search for absolutes,
universals and foundations in the theory. Though the great
issues of ethics have lost nothing of their topicality, they
need to be seen and dealt with in a novel way. Before
examining this ‘novel way’ an important guestion should be

answered: What was the wrong with modernity?

In modernity, for Bauman, as long as the world became secular,
individuals lost their belief in religious dogma because their
lives increasingly fragmented to the degree that any authority
vision provided by a religion could never be satisfactory for
all aspects of an individual’s life. At that point, the state
attempted to create a comprehensive moral code and imposed it

upon individuals. According to Bauman,

“(...)modern legislators and modern thinkers alike
felt that morality, rather than being a ‘natural
trait’ of human life, is something that needs to be
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designed and injected into human conduct; and this is

why they tried to compose and impose an all

comprehensive, unitary ethics -that is, cohesive code

of moral rules which could be taught and forced to

obey(...)” (p. 6).
Besides, this moral code is ‘man-made’ and hence ‘all rational
human beings’ can embrace and obey it. On the other hand, even
after the ‘rational arrangement of human cohabitation’ through
a unitary ethics and moral code, individuals would need to be
prevented from using their freedom to wrong and to be enforced
to do right thing since they have 'untoward and potentially
heinous impulses’. The motive behind those viewing society
‘from the top’, those responsible for the ‘running of society’
--in other words, the motive behind philosophers and rulers--
was to bring about a condition of minds free from
contradictions and irresolvable situations. More to the point,
under the conditions of modern life, human instinct needs to

be subject to rationally designed enforcement (Best, 1998:

317) .

Unsurprisingly, this brought about an ‘aporetic situation’® in
which “autonomy of rational individuals and heteronomy of
rational management [of morality] could not do without each
other; but they could not cohabit peacefully, either” (p. 7).
Universality and foundation, according to Bauman, provided a
radical solution for this aporetic situation in cooperation
with modern 1legislative practice in the modern age. As we
shall turn to the «criticizing of universalizability and
foundationalism where the debate on these issues are fully
developed by Bauman, we still continue to examine his effort
in which he tries to make the sources of moral power --which
in modern ethical philosophy and political practice were

hidden from sight-- visible and to understand the reasons for

° Bauman identifies ‘aporia’ as “a contradiction that can not
be overcome, one that results in a conflict that can not be
resolved” (p. 8).
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their past invisibility. This is very significant task for
Bauman since it means above all the ‘tearing off the mask of
illusions’; the recognition of certain pretences as false and
certain objectives as neither attainable nor, for that matter,

desirable.

Looked from Bauman’s critical discourse on modernity it seems
that modern philosophers targeted on the reduction of
pluralism of rules and “chasing away moral ambivalence”. The
most important reason was that the moral choices appear to men
and women living under conditions of modernity “intrinsically

and irreparably ambivalent” with this pluralism (p. 21).

However, at the beginning, breaking the ‘mould of tradition’,
the coming of pluralism and 1its emancipatory effect was
greeted by the thinking, debating and writing minority with
joy. The new feeling of freedom was “intoxicating” mainly
because man, not god, was being put at the center of the
universe by modern elites. But, not all humans were equally
endowed: only the ‘chosen few’ celebrated the freedom (p. 23).
More importantly, the self-enlightened elite of modernity,
Bauman explains, saw the masses as an object of rule and care.
Clearly, 1in practice, it was the position of political
leadership and implied the true role of administration, in its
broadest sense of the term. More to the point, these elites
or, to use Bauman’s term, les philosophes were always bound to
speak of firm and unshakable foundations of morality binding
all human beings and of universals. Foundations had to be
based solely on the ‘nature of Man’. The philosophers first
de-legitimized clerical authority and second filled the void
thus created by the enlightened spokesman of the universal. As
a result, these two constituted the modern revolution: “it was
the task of the enlightened elite to reveal to the nations the
foundations on which morality is to be built, to ‘instruct the

nations’ in these principles of moral conduct” (p. 235).
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However, the idea of morality grounded in the ‘nature of Man’
would ironically be dangerous to philosophers’ spiritual
leadership and all but make their services redundant. Put
other way, morality, on the one hand, had to be grounded in
the ‘nature of Man’; but, this formulation, on the other hand,
could have exposed the danger for the steering role of
philosophers. What would be, then, a conceivable solution to
this quandary? First of all, it had to be accepted that “human
nature exists at present solely in potentia; as a possibility
not-yet-born, awaiting a midwife to let it out” (p. 26). Once
the idea was accepted, it was legitimizing the role of the
enlighteners as ethical legislators and ‘moral guardians’.
Bauman believes that the two most important implications of
modern ethicai quandary were first to expropriation of moral
judgment and second its replacement with ethical code. Even
though the Jjustification for being moral is individualistic
and autonomous, moral behavior in reality can be secured only
by the heteronomous force of Law. (p. 28). The last point, to
Bauman, is the hub of the matter when we think about morality
vs. law dialectics. The surrender of individual freedom to the
heteronomously set standards and consignment of the right to
decide what is good to socially approved agencies and to their
‘verdicts’ means in fact “to replace morality with legal code,
and to shape ethics after the pattern of Law” (p. 29).
Needless to say, individual responsibility, viewed in this
light, 1is the responsibility for following the socially
endorsed, ethical-legal rules. That is what Bauman had in mind

when he wrote

“What the philosophical and sociclogical models of
‘universal human condition’ strove (in wvain) to
overcome in theory was the practical duality of moral
standings [i.e. individual autonomy and heteronomy of
ethical code] in modern society, itself an instrument
and the reflection of domination. In modern society,
some individuals are freer than others: some are more
dependant than other” (p. 29).
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1.2.2 Postmodern Ethics: Anti-Foundational, Not Universal

After having seen Bauman’s critique of morality in modern
perspective, the next question to be asked is that: What does
postmodern approach to ethics involve? Bauman says that there
are seven ‘marks of moral condition’ when looked from a
postmodern perspective. They will be given brief attention in

this part.

To begin with, postmodern individuals, Bauman suggests, are
morally ambivalent. Ambivalence takes place at the heart of
the ‘primary scene’ of human face-to-face. The argument here
is that given the primary structure of human togetherness, a
non-ambivalent morality is an existential impossibility. Since
the moral conduct can not be guaranteed, we need to learn how

to live without such guarantees.

“The moral self moves, feels and acts in the context

of ambivalence and is shot through with uncertainty.

Hence, the ambiguity-free moral situation has solely

a utopian existence of the perhaps indispensable

horizon and stimulus for a moral self, but not a

realistic target of ethical practice” (Bauman, 1993:

10).
Secondly, moral phenomena are inherently ‘non-rational’. They
do not fit the ‘means-end’ scheme. They are moral only if they
precede the consideration of purpose and the calculation of
gains and losses; and can not be explained in terms of utility
they render to the moral subject. Besides, moral phenomena can
not be represented as rule-guided, either because they are not
regular, repetitive, monotonous, and predictable (p. 11). This
mark clearly shows that Bauman apparently deny Dboth

utilitarian and Kantian considerations simultaneously when he

seeks to avoid rational, foundational and universal ethics.

Thirdly, morality, Bauman argues, is “incurably aporetic” and

few choices are unambiguously good. We have to live with
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ambivalence; no cholice that we make can be defined as
objectively good or bad. Even the moral impulse to care for
another person can lead to immoral consequences of destroying

their independence (Best, 1998: 318).

Fourth mark indicates that morality is not wuniversalizable.
However, the assertion ‘morality is not universalizable’ does
not mean, for Bauman, a situation which necessarily endorse
moral relativism. Again, he argues against relativistic and in
the end, nihilistic view of morality. Content of this mark
means, 1in Bauman’s perspective, to oppose a concrete version
of moral universalism which tries toc smother the differences
and, above all, to eliminate all ‘wild’ -autonomous and

uncontrclled- sources of moral judgment.

As we have seen, in modern thought ‘universalization of
morality’ means the substitution of heteronomous ethical
values for the autonomous responsibility of the ‘moral self’.
Overall effect of universalization, for Bauman (1993), is the
silencing of moral impulse (p. 12). That’s why, a separate
chapter in his “Postmodern Ethics” is devoted the “elusive
universality”. In it Bauman tries to explain why morality is
“un-universalizable”. Since the space prohibits me a
comprehensive examinaticn in this paper, it is possible to
mention Dbriefly that Kant’s categorical imperative, as
suggestive of universalism, can set out solely the sufficient
condition for moral behavior --not the necessary condition for
moral command—— because it insists on the universaiity of
moral rules. However, universality of rules means, for Bauman,
but not mutual exchangeability of moral subjects. In this
account, the categorical imperative may make certain conduct a
moral duty, but it, at the same time “absolves conscience for
falling toc follow many a crucial moral impulse” (p. 51).
Bauman is very clear about universals when he examines the

“solitude of the moral subject”:
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“No universal standards, then. No looking over one’s
shoulders, to take a glimpse of what other people
‘like me’ do. No listening to what they say they do
or ought to be doing(...)We do look and listen, but
it does not help"™ (p. 53).

To add fuel to the fire, Bauman asserts that only rules can be
universal. In this way, he also rejects the positions
supporting specifically one variant of utilitarianism -rule
utilitarianism- and universalizability test of Kant’s ethics
which we have seen in the previous section. Heteronomous and
externally dictated idea of duty is under attack in Bauman’s

perspective;

“One may legislate universal, rule-dictated duties,

but moral responsibility exists solely in
interpallating the individual and being carried
individually(...)The morality of the moral subject

does not, therefore, have the character of a rule.

One may say that the moral is what resists

codification, formalization, socialization,

universalization” (p. 54, emphasis original).
Fifth, morality is and is bound to remain irrational from the
perspective of the ‘rational order’ Dbecause it firstly
“managed to recast as inferior and doomed all those forms of
life which did not harness their own pains to the chariot of
Reason” and, secondly, “obtained a safe conduct for the pains
it was about to inflict itself” (p. 226). With these two
achievements, rationality in modern society obtained “the
confidence and the courage to proceed”. However, “rule-
governed” morality in modern conditions, according to Bauman,
is open to “cruelty which presented itself as a superior
ethics” (p. 226) because of the fact that “superior morality
is always the morality of the superior” (p. 228) and that “the
story of progress is told by the victors” (p. 226). But, how
does the rationality and progress achieve this? The main
reason is that rationality allows us to ‘make sense’ out of a

string of events. ‘Making sense’ is obtained through
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“presenting temporal succession as ‘development’, as
a passage from inferior to superior states, as a
chain in which each 1link is a means (a necessary
condition or a cause) for one that comes after, and
in which the later states reveal retrospectively the
meaning of those which preceded them” (p. 226).

Bauman continues:

“The time-space conjured up by modern memory is
linear and vertical, not cyclical and horizontal. In
this time-space, ‘before’ means ‘lower’ and
‘inferior’. Also, ‘inferior’ means ‘outdated’ --a
relic or a hiccup of the past, a convict in a death
cell awaiting execution, a zombie, an illegitimate
squatter in the house of the present” (p.226).

Unsurprisingly, Bauman is well aware of that that argument
radically threatens rational social order of any kind. That’s

why, he maintains “for every social totality bent on

uniformity and the soliciting of the disciplined, coordinated

action, (...) the autonomy of the moral self is a scandal”
(p.13). He rejects the social management of morality once
again.

Sixthly and highly germane to the argument that we have tried
to developed in this chapter; there is no ‘foundation’ for
moral responsibility for Bauman. Rather, moral responsibility
is the “first reality of the self” and a starting point -not
product- of society. Bauman added that the moral self is also
a self with no foundation. It in fact has its moral impulse as
the ground on which we stand. Yet, moral impulse can hardly be
considered to be worthy of the name of the foundation by
philosophers mainly because it 1is subjective, elusive and
erratic (p. 62).

If there is no foundation for morality, it is clear that one
significant question remains unanswered: “How possible in the
absence of foundations?” But this question, according to
Bauman, makes no sense when addressed to morality. Because,

such a question not only calls morality to justify itself but
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also demands morality to show the certificate of its origin.
However, in addition to its wultimate and non-determined
presence, morality has no excuse, and precedes the emergence
of socially administrated context. Bauman urges that there is
no self before the moral self (p. 13). In essence, Bauman’s
approach to morality, as Mark Mason (1997) also states, is a
Levinasian stripe. We should act morally by the demands of a
particular situation in which we are involved at a Levinasian
“face to face” level. Such “face to face” interaction moves us
to take responsibility for our actions. The influence of
Emmanuel Levinas’s moral philosophy on the construction of
Bauman’s postmodern ethics can be seen especially when he
asserts the idea of the ‘morality before ontology’. Bauman
follows Levinas who comments on Cain’s answer gquestion ‘Am I
my brother’s keeper?’ to God’s challenge ‘Where 1is your

brother?’ Bauman quotes Levinas as saying that

“One should not treat Cain’s response as a mockery of

God (...) Cain's response 1is sincere. Only the

ethical is absent here; the answer is solely from

ontology; I am I and he is he. We are beings

ontologically separate” (p. 70).
Like Levinas, Bauman maintains that ontology is the territory
without morality, and whoever starts from ontology does not
embark on founding morality. On the contrary, morality is
given because of the fact that “ethics comes before ontology”.
First philosophy is an ethics; “being for” 1is before “being
with”, and moral relationship comes before being (p. 71), so

morality has no ground and no foundation.

Seventhly, the postmodern perspective on moral phenomena,
according to Bauman, “does not reveal the relativism of
morality”. On the contrary, “it is the ethical codes which are
plagued with relativism” (p.14). The relativity of these codes
(and of moral practices they recommend) is the outcome of the

politically promoted parochiality of that code that pretend to
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be universal, not from the ‘un-codified’ moral condition and
moral conduct. In reality, moral parochialism under the mask
of promoting “universal ethics” 1is practiced in modern
societies. Moreover, with the presence.of supposedly universal
ethical codes, globalization of political powers is actually
aimed. Regarding moral relativism, a postmodern perspective,
however, does not necessarily have to be trapped with “hot-
heated ‘everything goes’ triumphalism of certain postmodernist
writers” (p. 14). Nor must it call for a ‘nothing we can do
about 1it’ disarmament against the variety of ethical codes.
But rather, it exposes that there 1is an incongruity between
any power-assisted ethical code and the infinitely complex
condition of the moral self and reveals that the idea that
society is the ultimate author and the sole trustworthy
guardian of morality is false. Then, the question to be
answered is that: Is there any place, in Bauman’s postmodern
theory, for ethical ‘universalizability’? The answer is

affirmative, but in different meaning of the term:

“The humankind-wide moral unity is thinkable, if at

all, not as the end product of globalizing the domain

of political powers with ethical pretensions, but as

the utopian horizon of deconstructing the ‘without us

the deluge’ claims of nation-states, nations-in-

search-of-the-state, traditional communities, and

communities-in-search-of-a-tradition, tribes, neo-

tribes, as well as their appointed and self-appointed

spokesmen and prophets (...)” (pp. 14-15).
To summarize, through the discussion in this section we have
seen that in his anti-foundational postmodern ethics approach,
Bauman does not accept the ‘anything goes’ relativism. But he
equally rejects the coercive respond to ethical issues by
normative regulations of any central authority. These
regulations, for Bauman, are made in political practices as
well as in philosophical approaches searching for universals
and foundations. That’s why, state has attempted to create

moral code. It is rational and man-made for all rational human
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beings. It also prevents ‘rational’ individuals to use their
impulses and instincts. Such code has caused to the heteronomy
of rational management of morality. More importantly, since
this code is run by modern elites, the idea of ‘rational
morality’ of ordinary people is ironically seen dangerous to
the leadership of the self-enlightened elite of modernity --
“chosen few”--. According to Bauman, what these elites do is
to expropriate moral Jjudgment and replace it with ethical
code. Replacement of morality with legal code by modern
legislators and modern thinkers through universal foundations
is the basic characteristics of modern ethical thought.
However, as indicated in Bauman’s perspective, ethics is
ambivalent, non-rational, aporetic, irrational -from the
perspective of rational order~ un-universalizable and not

foundational.
At the end of chapter, following points can be summarized.

(a) Large amount of moral philosophy has overwhelmingly a

foundational character in modern age.

{b) Historically, foundational philosophy reveals itself out
through two dominant ethical theories: teleoclogy and
deontology. I tend to label the cleavage created by teleology
and deontology as ‘modernist ethical cleavage’. The
implications of foundational theories on theoretical
frameworks (and on the efforts that try to reconcile and

transcend them) will be discussed in Chapter III.

(c) Although there have been historical criticisms directed to
both teleology and deontology even by their proponents, much
more radical criticism has been appeared: anti-
foundationalism. The latter claims that teleology and
deontology, which are allegedly contradicting each other, can
be united under one basic rubric: search for foundations,

principles, rules, and standards for morality.
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(d) As a result, it can be asserted that if we want to examine
public administration ethics, we first have to deal with
teleclogy and deontoleogy in order to understand modern ethical
cleavage, and second have to see which ethical notions and
premises anti-foundational philosophy involve. These are the
goals which Chapter I tries to accomplish. In Chapter II, I
will review the literature of public administration ethics.
The implications of anti-foundational approach on public

administration ethics will be argued in Chapter IV.
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CHAPTER II

PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION ETHICS LITERATURE IN RETROSPECT

Historical developments of ethical inquiries in the field of
public administration can be viewed from two different
perspectives. In one of them, ethics might be approached as “a
topic of sustained interest”. How long public administration
ethics has been of concern to practitioners and scholars is
controversial in this perspective. While it has been suggested
that ethics has been a topic of concern since the founding era
of the United States (Richardson and Nigro, 1987), it has been
proposed elsewhere --even by same scholars-- that ethics has
been concerned since the founding of Public Administrative

Review (PAR) (Richardson and Nigro, 1990).

Ethics is examined, on the other hand, as ™“the study of
administrative ethics”. By the study of administrative ethics,
Cooper (199%4: 3) meant “a systematic and developmental
treatment of the subject”. He adds that at least three
criteria can be assumed to 1learn whether “a study of
administrative ethics” exists: first, “the existence of a
group of scholars with a sustained interest in the subject, at
least some of whom identify themselves as specialists”;
second, “a consistent flow of published materials in books,
leading 3Jjournals, and conference sessions devoted to the
advancement of theory,"™ and; lastly, “the establishment of
academic courses in university professional education

programs” (p. 3). After reviewing the literature of
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administrative ethics since the late nineteenth century as it
has contributed to the development of field of study within
public administration he concludes that “although there have
been numerous articles dealing with administrative ethics in
some way(...)one does not find anything approximating” (Ibid.,
3), the treatment of the study of administrative ethics
predating the 1970s. For present purposes, I put aside the
debate on whether public administration ethics has been a
topic of sustained interest or a field of study. Instead, I
tend to focus on the literature first to show the significant
milestones in the development of public administration ethics,
and second to mark the reflections of philosophical approaches

examined in the previous chapter.

But before doing so, I want to mention why such a
historical/retrospective perspective to administrative ethics

literature is important:

(a) First of all, as we shall see in Chapter III, ethical
frameworks (bureaucratic and democratic ethos) in public
administration do not mean in fact an ‘invention’ or
‘innovation’ in the field. This means that what theoretical
frameworks try to do is only to categorize and classify
historical ~--or existing-- ethical discussions and
particular/general approaches in the field. Although they can
not be labeled as ‘grand theories’, they exactly offer us a
‘middle theories’ for studying administrative ethics. In this
regard, before seeing the categorization itself, it would be
better to develop a familiarity with the ‘objects’ of such
categorization. Views and debates of different public
administration scholars over administrative ethics in this
chapter can be seen as the ‘objects’ of a future --
bureaucratic and democratic ethos—categorization. On the other
hand, theoretical frameworks of bureaucratic and democratic

ethos in Chapter III necessitate studying of ‘concrete’ data
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regardless of being ‘for or against’ these frameworks. It
seems that such 1like data can be obtained only from an

examination which has a historical perspective.

{(bp) In the previous chapter, in Chapter I, we saw both the
foundational philosophy which involves the distinction between
teleology and deontology anti-foundational philosophy that
rejects all the basis and foundations on which teleology and
deontology depend. Teleology and deontology are the moral
theories that lay behind the bureaucratic and democratic
ethoses which we shall see in Chapter III. Therefore, in my
opinion, through a historical/retrospective perspective it is
guite easy to see possible associations between philosophical
approaches given in Chapter I, and the writings of individual
public administration scholars who also shape with their

approaches ethical frameworks given in Chapter III.

(c) As we have also seen, anti-foundational philosophy blames
other theories with searching for solid foundations for
morality. In my opinion, through the historical perspective
developed in this chapter, we can trace back the possible
projections of this search and foundational ethics in public
administration ethics literature. Cutcome of such perspective
can validate the claims of anti-foundational approach to
ethics. To me, this is not a small accomplishment. After these
remarks, WwWe can turn our attention to the historical

development of administrative ethics.
2.1 EARLY YEARS OF PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION

2.l1.a Wilson and Politics-Administration Dichotomy

Woodrow Wilson’s “Study of Administration” (1887) is generally
accepted as a classic milestone in the professionalization
process of public administration. However, Dorman B. Eaton’s

(1880) study, entitled “Civil Service In Great Britain: A

63



History of Abuses and Reforms and Their Bearing Upon American
Politics,” examining the British civil service with United-
States application in mind, can be seen as a different (and
perhaps more appropriate -at least for administrative ethics
studies-) point of origin, although Van Riper (1983) sees
Eaton’s work as a more convenient beginning for “our modern
system of public employment” (p. 482). For Eaton, merit
criteria based on character and competence is a progress
towards “justice and liberty” (Ibid, p. 357). Furthermore,

according to him

“[T]he long practice of making merchandise of public
authority(...)had vitiated and benumbed the moral
sense of the English nation on the subject, so that
reform had become tenfold more difficult; just as the
moral sense of this nation [the U.S] has, from like
causes, become blunted to the immorality of levying
assessments and bestowing office for mere partisan
purposes’” (Eaton, 1880: 23-24).

However, it can be asserted that Wilson’s essay “heralded the
beginning of the Age of Management, in which the issue of
recruitment received less attention than the development of
technique” (Dworkin and Simmon, 1972: 6, cited in Skidmore,

1995: 29).
In this regard, Bruce Jennings (1991) added that

“The transformation of the c¢ivil service from a
system based on partisanship and patronage to one
based on merit and objective qualification was, in
Wilson’s view, but a “moral preparation” for the
improvement of the organization and methods: it
established the basis in law for an ethics of public
service but did not create the conceptual or
organizational foundations for that ethics” (p. 69).

Establishment of professional autonomy through professional
neutrality and the preservation of democratic accountability

were, in the course of Wilson’s discussion, two ideas that

have proved to be pivotal in the subsequent development of



professional ethics in public administration. Wilson’s
argument centered on the need for a distinction between
politics and administration designed to allow administration
its own distinctive sphere within which it can profit,
literally, from the cultivation of businesslike methods.
Because, Wilson believed that American business administration
was based on laissez-faire markets, in which the ultimate
value of efficiency found a comfortable lodging. As Wright and

McConkie (1998) note

“[W]lilson urged public administration to follow the
lead of Dbusiness administration and get out of
policy-making trap. Efficiency was the magical cure.
Because the ‘“market” set the value parameters,
business administrators could ignore sticky value
problems and concentrate on administrative
efficiency" (pp: 6-7).

To Wilson, policy (or value) issues were the proper task of
politics and political debate. He concluded for the role of
public administration that it should center on the efficiency

of implementation.

“[Aldministration lies outside the proper sphere of
politics. Administrative questions are not political
questions. Although politics sets the tasks for
administration, it should not be suffered to
manipulate its offices(...)Public administration is
the detailed and systematic execution of public
law(...)The broad plans of governmental action are
not administrative; the detailed execution of such
plans is administrative(...) [T]he administrator
should have a will of his own in the choice of means
for accomplishing his work. He 1s not and ought not
to be a mere passive instrument. The distinction is
between general plans and special means” (Wilson,
[1887] 1978: 13-14, second emphasis is mine).

It may be easily inferred from this long quotation about the
specific ethical role of administrators that public
administration profession had to have civil servants who

neither made policy nor evaluated its morality. It is clear

that the politics/administration dichotomy was designed to
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free public administrators from the responsibility of making
moral determinations. They were to be “wvalue-neutral” (Wright
and McConkie, op.cit. 10) and had a practice grounded in “a
body of specialized knowledge and expertise” (Jennings, op.
cit., 69). Consequently, Wilson drew a distinction between "a
distinct, semi-corporate body” of bureaucrats withdrawn from
“the common political life of the people” on the one hand, and
“a corps of civil servants prepared by a special schooling and
drill, after appointment, into a perfected organization with
hierarchy and characteristic discipline” (Wilson, [1887] 1978:

13-14).

Moreover, Wilson believed that public administration needed
not only public administrators with specialized knowledge and
expertise to establish neutrality, hence, autonomy but also a
body of subordinate and accountable professionals with a sense
of ethical responsibility finely tuned to the wvalues and
processes of democracy to preserve also democratic
accountability. According to Wilson, the distinction between
politics and administration served well the first end. There
were three ways to maintain democratic accountability of civil
service (Jennings, op. cit., 70-71). Politics/administration
dichotomy itself, above all, is one of the important ways
because should the distinction be ensured appropriately and
should administrative practices focus only on the instrumental
means of pursuing politically determined ends, public
administration preserves democratic accountability. Second was
to combine democratic responsibility with the personnel self-
interest of civil servants in an organizational structure.
Third was the development and internalization of a higher
sense of conscience, honor and integrity as a part of the
professional self-identity and the professional ethics by
public administrators. The last point was hidden in the

following passage that Wilson wrote:
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“The question for us 1is, who shall our series of
governments within governments be so administrated
that it shall always be in the interest of the public
officer to serve, not his superior alone but the
community also, with the best efforts of his talents
and the soberest service of his conscience? How shall
such service be made to his commonest interests by
contributing abundantly to his sustenance, to his
dearest interests by furthering his ambition, and to
his highest interests by advancing his honor and
establishing his character?” (Wilson, op. cit., 16-
17).
It was this two-folded <characteristic (establishment of
professional autonomy on the one hand, and preservation of
democratic responsibility on the other) that
politics/administration dichotomy tries to construct has been
criticized by several scholars in terms of, at least, two
different but interrelated aspects. According to them,
distinction between politics and administration means a
turning away from (a) (American) constitution in specific and
constitutionalism in general and; (b) founding thought which

should be basis for (American) public administration.

To begin with, we will briefly see some criticisms of the
writers who believe that politics-administration dichotomy is
not suitable for constitutional scrutiny. For these writers,
Wilson’s essay and the distinction made by him have been seen
as one of the significant theoretical roots of a “tendency to
gloss over constitutionalism(...)and which has helped to shape
an approach to administrative education that gives the study
of constitutional practice a very marginal role” (Maletz,

1991: 375):

“The recent rebirth of concern for education in
professional ethics generally and ethics in public
administration in particular also reveals a tendency
to approach the issues in a way that is still a
critique of the ideological emper on the basis of
what might be called an ethic of constitutional
government” (Ibid., p. 374).
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In a sense Maletz (1991) arrives at a different conclusion by
following a very similar way to Jenning’s. More importantly
and highly germane to our present subject, Maletz contends
that turning away from constitutionalism is not accidental.
This turning away can be shown in Wilson’s classic essay since
Wilson’s argument relied on the criticism of 19" century
American democracy. Wilson, for Maletz, did not merely call
attention to an existing distinction that has been overlooked.
On the contrary, he “tried to create the distinction within an
Bmerican governmental outlook that 1is too comprehensively
democratic or populist in tune” (Ibid., 375). To do so, Wilson

undertook a critique of democracy in America.

According to Maletz’s (1991) interpretation, Wilson believed
that popular controls are too intrusive and that the public is
too distrustful of expertise when he was trying to develop a
distinct public administration profession. In this context, he
signs two features of Wilson’s critique. Firstly, Wilson’s
critique suggested that “fundamental authority issues can be
resolved 1in relatively final ways, after which a more
technical era of governmental issues dawns in the form of
administrative problems (p. 376). Although fundamental
questions of authority and sovereignty are the truly central
questions of politics and precede administrative problems in
importance, Wilson insisted that these questions can
eventually be settled in a relatively final way for all
practical purpose. Once a people settled the issue of who
should rule, the proper attention could be paid to
administrative problems and their more competent resolution.
However, sometimes this closure was (and still is) difficult
tc reach. Wilson was very clear when he stated that 1if
administrative development becomes the focus of attention of
populist American democracy, an obsession with popular control
through 1legislative oversight and freedom for political

criticism could become obstructive.
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Second aspect of Wilson’s critique, according to Maletz, was
directly related with the effective control of civil servants.
It 1is <clear that Wilson admitted both the effect of
administrative issues on constitutional authority and the need
for a focus beyond the managerial craft that even thoroughly
skilled and effective administrators must have. Maletz argues
here that even though Wilson mentioned very cautiously that
the proper distribution of authority and that claims for the
suitable discretionary authority to be vested in professional
administration are directly concerned with the understanding
of administration, this argument “might suggest to an ordinary
American populist certain dangers, especially to those who
notice Wilson’s explicit readiness to adopt European, even
Prussian, models”. Because Wilson anticipated objections of
‘strict’ democrats, he proposed a “distinct, semi-corporate
body with sympathies divorced from those of a progressive,
free-spirited people, and with he arts narrowed to the
meanness of a bigoted officialism” to prevent an “offensive
official class” or an “illiberal officialism” (p. 377).
Undoubtedly, this 1s not merely a question about ‘external
control’ over administrators. But rather, it 1is a guestion
concerning their hearts and spirit that will animate them and
their work. Furthermore. it is associated with the ultimate
ends which administrators serve. Though Wilson wanted a public
administration profession in the United States, wunlike 1in
Prussia, sensitive to public opinion at all points and loyalty
of public administrators to something beyond professional
managerial norms, there 1is significant defect in Wilson’s
position. This was the too fluid, populist and amorphous
concept of public opinion that failed to draw a distinction
between constitution and more fluctuating opinions and

positions. In fact, as Maletz (1991) continues to explain

“a simple maxim of loyalty to public opinion can not
adequately serve the purpose that Wilson intended:
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the simultaneous critique of intrusive populism and
the creation of visible loyalty to something higher
than professional expertise. Wilson’s wording
unwittingly sacrificed the first aspect and
carelessly endorsed the overly democratic tendency he
had earlier criticized. But his recognition of the
need for some set of administrative loyalties outside
those of the professional corps indicates a genuine
need. That need can be addressed if we turn to the
constitution and constitutionalism(...})as an act by
which the public authoritatively establishes norms,
practices and a certain outloock on the spirit and
tone of government” (p: 377).
After having emphasized the criticism of Wilsonian
politics/administration dichotomy in terms of whether it is
suitable for constitutional democracy, we can turn to the
debate on the founding perspective on public administration.
To do so, it is necessary to look more closely at two general
but different commentaries regarding key aspects of the
founder’s perspective on public service, both of which may

legitimately claim support in founding perspective.

One of these commentaries emphasizes that the founders’ hope
was that the constitutional system would encourage the
emergence of a “natural aristocracy” of educated and virtuous
citizens dedicated to public service and the preservation of
the republic. The other line of reasoning, on the other hand,
urges that the founders intended to rely primarily on
constitutional and other mechanisms for “channeling” and
“checking” self-interest (including that of public
administrators) (Richardson and Nigro, 1991: 277). This also
reflects a tension surfaced at an important question: “Must
public administrators be exceptionally wvirtuous in order to
carry out political functions or can they have no special or
elevated character traits of public officials?” --a tension
between two characterization of public administrator: the

disinterested administrator on the one hand, and the self-
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interested administrator on the other-- Now, we concentrate on

the context within which this tension develops.

It 1is believed 1in one of the characterizations --the
disinterested administrator-- that public administrators
should be committed to democracy and regime values and be held
accountable to elevated standards of ™“noblesse oblige” or
benevolence. Because, as Hart (1984) clearly emphasizes, “the
founders(...)believed that the success of the system would
depend upon the virtue of citizens and honor of its public
servants. [Therefore,] an essential characteristic of the
honorable bureaucrat is a devotion to noblesse oblige the
moral nobility” (p. 118). Hart’s this interpretation, for
Richardson and Nigro {(op. cit. 278), highlights the Founders’
desire for representatives who would be truly disinterested
and men and women capable of rising above private interests in
order to identify the public interest and to seek the common
good. Since many of the founders held concerns that the common
man may not fulfill the idealistic view of man and were far
from opposed to the cultivation of virtuous administrator
ideal, they developed a government philosophy based ideally on
ethical character of the individual governors and a government
structures preventing bad character from dominating. Wright
and McConkie (1988) title this discourse of administrative

210 (p. 4) .

ethics as “Organizational Ethics of Good Character

' In the introductory chapter of “Papers on the Ethics of
Administration,” edited by N. Dale Wright, the authors state
the other discourses of administrative ethics as
“Organizational Ethics of God’s Order” in which ‘monarchs,’
rulers and kings were given legitimacy to the exercise of
power for the maintenance of social order; (after the
emergence of "“Organizational Ethics of Good Character” of
Founder’s, with a relatively brief life span of less than a
century) “Ethics of Empirical Order,” brought about by
societal changes and the acceptance of the science of the
period, wherein the value questions of organizational 1life
became answerable by the scientific method, and, lastly;
since the years following Korean War, “Organizational Ethics
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Some elements of ‘good character’ are defined by Burns (1983)

as follows:

“They [founders] wanted virtue in both leaders and
citizens. By virtue they meant at the least good
character and civic concern; at the most a heroic
love for the public good, a devotion to justice, a
willingness to sacrifice comfort and riches for the
public weal, an elevation of the soul” (p. 62).
According to the first line of reasoning which believe in
disinterested administrator founding fathers of American
administration system such as Washington, Jefferson, Madison
and Hamilton agreed, despite the differences, on the need for
virtue, personal integrity, and “fitness of character” as
higher standards. Besides, their approach placed
administration in the hand of gentry, that is, the educated
and the wealthy. The first era of constitutional government in

the U.S., therefore, has known as an era of “Government by

of Social Unrest”  which concerns Wwith the social
responsibility of organizations and attempts to create
organizational systems that would either create good people
or control the excesses of bad people. This book 1is
important because of the fact that it is a collection of
essays written by a group of scholars met at Brigham Young
University in the spring of 1987. The writers had been
invited to write a paper about his or her particular
interest in the area of organizational ethics. It should be
immediately stated that that discussion, looked from one
angle, reflects a search for a theoretical framework, and,
looked from another angle, a search for non-ambivalent, non-
aporetic, universal and well-founded ethical code. But, it
seems that the consequence of conference justifies Bauman’s
assertion: that ethical foundations are elusive. For
example, Wright and McConkie conclude, “The evolution of the
discussion gave rise to a comment by one of the participants
that “we don’t even agree on a common set of values upon
which our organizational ethics can be based. To begin a
work on administrative ethics without some definition of the
substance of the term would suggest (...) that we know not
of what we speak. To attempt some definition would only
confirm the suspicion. It may well be that the single most
significant aspect of this collection of essays is not in
what 1is said but in what 1s left wunsaid” (Ibid, 1-2;
emphasis mine).
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Gentlemen” (Skidmore, 1995: 29). Given an opportunity to
establish an administrative structure as well as the criteria
of selection and standards of behavior of public servants,
George Washington, for instance, resolved ethical dilemma of
undue influence by different wvalue system wupon public
administrators by arguing that the primary criterion for

#1  gimilarly, Madison

service was “fitness of character.
wanted to see the clashing interests of factions neutralize
each other, allowing virtuous men to step in and promote the
public good (Richardson and Nigro, 1991: 280). Consequently,
for those who see “the disinterested administrator”
characterization fit to the governmental organization, it was
in this context that American public administration was born.
Good government in this perspective was clearly the result of

the moral character of those who governed.

Furthermore, directly regarding the distinction between
politics and administration urged by Wilson, this 1line of
thinking stresses that the founders did not think politics
could or should be separate from administration because of the
fact that in a Federalist system, all parts of the government
became rulers and representatives of the people at the same
time. Seeing public administrators “as a special class in
society not affected by ordinary human weakness produced a
doctrine that effectively removed the bureaucrat from
scholarly scrutiny” {(Miewald, 1984: 27-28). The most important
effect of later efforts, which try to conceptually separate

administration from politics, was to remove questions of

"' In this regard, Leonard D. White wrote in his 1948 study,
“The Federalists: A study in Administrative History” that
“fitness did not mean to him [Washington] technical
competence (except in legal and very few scientific
appointments) nor can it be said that in Washington’s time
technical competence was recognized generally as a
prerequisite for selection” (p. 259). Instead, fitness meant
for founders personal integrity and standing in the
community.
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character and ethics from the mainstream in the field. For
example, Federalist perspective on public administration was
rejected by Andrew Jackson in the USA, and the proponents of
Jacksonian democracy in favor of rotation in office when he
assumed the presidency in 1829. The result was the ‘spoils
system’ in the next few decades and the governmental reform
movements due to vanishing of all ethical standards in late

1800s.

Broadly speaking, second commentary about the role of founding
fathers in the &establishment of a discipline’s ethical
identity concludes that the founders never intended to base
the American regime on citizen virtue and the honor of its
administrators. For scholars who share this view, writings of
founders show that “there were profound reservations about the
extent of which Americans could be expected to rise above
self-interest” and that the founders were too realistic in
assuming that “selfish passions and interest are usually
stronger than public ones -for individuals as well as groups”
(Richardson and Nigro, 1991: 281). A regime based on human
nature as it was, not as founders might wish it to be
necessitated eventually supervision and controlling of public
administration. In this regime, administrative and
bureaucratic theory focused neceséarily on the issues of
hierarchy-authority, accountability-responsibility, and
political-management control systems. Constitutional
separation of powers; statutory, structural and procedural
checks on the exercise of executive power and administrative
discretion; judicial review; legislative oversight; and open
administrative rule-making procedures have all mirrored,
according toc scholars with second interpretation of founding
thought, founders’ refusal to rely on fitness of character of
the disinterested public administrator who has love for the
public good, benevolence and willingness to sacrifice comfort

(p. 283).
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As I have expressed, two different interpretations of founding
perspective on public administration and the tension between
the disinterested public administrator and the self-interested
one thus, the implied tension between external and internal
controls over public servant. Interestingly, Richardson and
Nigro utilize from Tocqueville’s commentary on the American
doctrine to determine their last position against these

tensions. Tocqueville’s view is worth guoting.

“[W]hen the world was under the control of a few rich
and powerful men, they liked to entertain a sublime
conception of the duties of man. It gratified them to
make out that it is glorious thing to forget oneself
and that one should do good without self-interest, as
God himself does. That was the official doctrine of
morality at the time” (Richardson and Nigro, 1991:
283) .

After getting a theoretical base from Tocqueville, they

conclude

“[Tlhe apparently contradictory nature of the
founders’ thought on this issue may be resolved if it
is understood  that they sought to establish
conditions wunder which disinterested or morally
elevated administration could emerge, but not at the
expense of republican government, democratic values,
or the “realistic” definition of human nature that
underpins the constitution (...) [Therefore,] for
American public administration, the implications are
clear: Whatever excellences of character are asked of
the administrator, or asked by the administrator of
the citizen, must rest squarely on the regime’s
foundation” (Richardson and Nigro, 1991: 284-285,
emphasis added) .

To sum up, we have seen that Wilsonian distinction between
politics and administration is pivotal in the subsegquent
discussion of professional ethics in public administration. We
have also seen that the politics-administration dichotomy was
two-folded: to establish professional autonomy, on the one
hand, through professional neutrality and to maintain

democratic accountability, on the other hand, through
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subordinate and accountable professionals. However, the
dichotomy, for some, means turning away from Constitutionalism
or (ARmerican) founding thought. Yet, the writers who believe
that Wilsonian distinction is turning away from founding
thought contradict about the key aspects of the founders’
perspective. This differentiation also reflects the tension
between the conceptualizations of ‘disinterested’ and ‘self-
interested’ public administrator as well as between the

external and internal controls.

In my opinion, a series of essentially irreconcilable
statements in Wilson’s essay ~-stemmed from its dual
characteristic trying to establish professional autonomy and
preserve democratic responsibility simultaneously through
politics/administration dichotomy-- can be read, in this
regard, as a reflection of two conflicting versions of
founding thought. Obviously enough, both those who advocate
the turning back to founding perspective (regardless of its
different versions on condition that public administration
depends upon the regime’s foundation and values) and those who
propose to restore constitutionalism and ethic of
constitutional government criticize Wilsonian dichotomy. For
Maletz (1991) the problem with Wilson’s essay generally and
the idea of seperability in particular is that unlike in
Constitution, there is a lack of distinct and useful public
standards in ethical matters in Wilson’s approach. Thus Wilson
failed to make “loyalty to public opinion” a part of the real
study of administration. However, for Richardson and Nigro
{1991), the problem with the adaptation of such separation --
which the authors of the constitution did not make-- is that
current treatments of administrative ethics trying to separate
administration from politics either explicitly or implicitly
are at “the risk of being trivial or blindly undermining the

founders’ accomplishment” (p. 376).
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In fact, such like criticisms are not new. Dwight Waldo, the
preeminent historian of public administration in America,
criticized Wilsonian distinction and the value-neutral
characterization of public administrators about fifty years
ago. In his classic, “The Administrative State” (1948), he
pointed out that the “secular spirit” of the

politics/administration dichotomy

“advance([s] from the old belief that the problem of
good government is the problem of moral men that they
[Wilson, etc.] arrived at the opposite position: that
morality is irrelevant, that proper institutions and
expert personnel are determining. The new amorality
became almost a requisite for professional respect”
(p. 23).
However, if the founders’ approach to public administration as
a political enterprise had been followed by Wilson --and by
his pupils as well--, questions regarding the character of
public administrators could not easily have been treated as

secondary issues (p. 97-100).

It must be acknowledged that Wilson himself had some ethical
concerns in his essay. This is evident at his democratically
responsible and responsive profession of public administration
typology. But later, so much of the nuance and the richness of
Wilson’s original ethical concerns disappeared in public
administration literature, especially in the writings of
scientific management scholars. It is a truism to say that in
the middle of the 20" century, public administration was far
closer to German and French bureaucracies that Wilson warned

against at first (Jennings, 1991: 72).

From now on, we will turn to the scientific management
scholars’ contributions in terms of administrative ethics.
Yet, before doing so, we should look at a radically different
approach regarding the relevance of the founding perspective

on public administration. This is the argument developed in O.
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C. McSwite’s somewhat new study, “Legitimacy in Public

Administration: A Discourse Analysis”.

It should be noted, first of all, that the position of McSwite
can be labeled as postmodern perspective because it denies
that any line of discourse should be regarded as holding a
meta-theoretical position from which it can state the truth.
Thus, for McSwite, Federalist assumptions and views indicate
such like ‘meta-theoretical position’ for public

administration.

More importantly, Federalist line of thinking has produced,
even required, a ‘legitimacy crisis’ resulting from a paradigm
emphasis on ‘Men of Reason’ who value science and pursue a
separation between the political and the administratively
technical. The political background of the current legitimacy
crisis in (American) public administration, according to the
authors, can be traced to the abandonment of the “Articles of
Confederation” and its replacement with Federalist principles
and structures. McSwite is not contented from common mythology
surrounding the adoption of the U.S. Constitution. This
‘cabal-~like secrecy’ surrounding the Constitution and the
Federalist perspective became the basis for the ‘mis-founding’
of the field of public administration. As Whicker (1998)
mentions that McSwite believes that the practical consequence
of the Federalist victory has been to abandon the anti-
Federalist notions of the connected and interconnected
‘peaceful kingdom’ and to render public life as “autistic,”
with citizens unable to relate to each other directly in a
meaningful way. As the field was intellectually trapped into
Federalist thinking, anti-Federalist pragmatism, which could
have cast public administrators in a central and legitimate
role because their authority rested on social and political
cooperation, was never given full and fair consideration as a

model for public administration. “Autistic” public 1life, in
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turn, requires that decisions be made by technically
competent, intellectually cool men of Reason and hence, arises
the ongoing legitimacy crisis of integrating cool-minded,
technically competent, detached administrators into a
democratic government. The Federalist perspective requires
that such men, and the crisis they propel, exist (Ibid.

p.260) .

Critiguing the Federalist perspective as one of elitism and
limited participation, McSwite ponders what would have
happened if ‘the road not taken’ (anti-Federalist pragmatism),
in fact, had been. They trace the emergence of the road not
taken back to the turbulent years of the US under the Articles
of Confederation and add that this road has an alternative
ethos for public administration. This ethos would view
governance as the creation of “peaceable kingdom” where
citizens see civic discussion as grounded in  human
relationships with each other with resultant conversations
based on a shared context. Once a shared context is achieved,
McSwite argues, priorities will be clear, decisions can be
made, and the actions can be taken, all based on a process of
human interaction and founded on relationships and

connections.

It seems that legitimacy crisis or perennial dilemma of public
administration (in America) lies  historically at the
difficulty of fitting administration into democratic
government or, in other words, --to use Richardson and Nigro’s
language --at the difficulty of reconciliation “disinterested
or morally elevated administration with democratic wvalues and
scrutinize”. In this context, McSwite bases the legitimacy
crisis in (American) public administration upon the
distinction between federalist elitism, which represents the
installation of officials who would govern through the counsel

of experts, and anti-Federalist communitarianism with an
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underlying assumption that every avenue for the expression of
the popular will should be opened. Furthermore, a solution to
the field’s legitimacy problem, for McSwite, is to adopt a
model for public administration grounded in the works of
pragmatists (e.g. Mary Parker Follet) who emphasize pragmatic
collaboration of administrators with <citizens. Obviously
enough, the argument employed by McSwite seems radically
different from the authors’ perspective which I have examined
up to now. Although some writes such as Richardson and Nigro
(1991), Hart (1983, 1984), and Maletz (1991) suggest to return
to the founders’ (federalist) perspective, ethic of
constitutional ethic and regime values in order to provide a
solid foundation on which to base any effort to define or to
prescribe the ethical duties, obligations, and
responsibilities of the public servants, McSwite strongly
criticizes elitism and limited participation of Federalist
perspective, the “mis-founding” the public administration and
“autistic” public 1life stemmed from this mis-founding.
Instead, by using “pragmatism is postmodern” argument, the
authors try to examine how the field of public administration
passes “Beyond Reason” --title of Chapter 7 in the same volume
-- through a series c¢f topics, including sex and gender and
the relation of both to a “reasonable” comprehension of
reality, a critique of mathematics as a way of defining

reality, and how we can make a world without reason.

After shortly reviewing a radical charge to Federalist
perspective’s relevance to the field of public administration,
now, we can turn our attention to the works of scientific

management scholars.

2.1.b Scientific Management: Obedience to Superiors and
Efficiency as the Basic Good

Shortly after Wilson’s “The Study of Administration” (1887)

Frank Goodnow published his ‘classical’ and field-founding
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book, “Politics and Administration: A Study in Government” in
1900. This book, popularizing and carried forward Wilson’s
ideas, Dbecame one of the Dbasic textbooks of ©public
administration expressing uncompromisingly <the distinction
between politics and administration that Wilson had suggested.
Harmoniously with the developing “scientific management” of
the time, (Wilson and later) Goodnow argued that the ‘science’
of administration was needed in administrating the
Constitution (Wright and McConkie, 1988: 10). However, as
Skidmore (1995) properly shows, “Wilson had desired a civil
service that was professional and could exercise some Jjudgment
as to how to serve both superiors and the commuhity,” on the
contrary, Goodnow and many later administrative theorist
“sought to achieve professionalism for civil servants by

denying them any exercise of moral judgment” (p. 10).

By the strong contribution of Goodnow, conservative paradigm
of public administration was definitely emerged: politics and
administration were distinctly separate. While the political
function is expressing the will of the state, the
administrative function is dealing with ‘scientific,’
technical, and commercial activities involved in governance
(Whicker, 1998: 263). These ideas prove that
politics/administration dichotomy fairly thickened in
Goodnoow’s influential work. He and other proponents of the
distinction purchased professional autonomy for ©public
administrators at the price of extreme moral passivity.
Nevertheless, this is not to say that Goodnow offers direct
treatment of administrative ethics and there are entries in
the index for terms such as “ethics,” “morality,” or “public
interest”. “Responsibility” was the only concept employed from
which one might infer an administrative ethics. It is clear in
Goodnow’s treatment of the problem of the ‘political boss’
that public administrators are responsible only for the

execution of policy determined by elected officials. Besides,
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there was no recognition of the unavoidable discretionary
power of administrators in the modern state and the policy-
making role that necessarily follows. Controlling of a merit-
based civil service system above through a ‘reasonable
concentration and centralization’ of authority, according to
him, constraints administrative action and makes government

more ethical and responsible.

Consequently, simple obedience to superiors became the
foundation that Goodnow (and others) provided for an ethics of
administration. Bruce Jennings (1991: 69-73) calls this
‘classical ethical frame in public administration as “ethics of

authoritative obedience”. He writes

“Obedience to superior constitutional authority
became the regulative, authoritative cornerstone of
administrative ethics. Obedience not out of prudence,
or careerism, or self-interest but out of principled
moral commitment was the central ethical frame that
both shaped the internal life of public bureaucracies
and served to legitimate the considerable de facto
power that administrators exercised” (p. 71).
Undoubtedly, this sort of morality for public administrators
radically differs from the Federalists’ notion of morality
relying on prudence and from anti-Federalists’

conceptualization depending upon self-interest.

It can be said that Wilson and Goodnow set the intellectual
tone for a very subtle movement away from the ‘ethical
constructs’ the Founding Fathers so deliberately sought to
include in both the Constitution and the system of government
that flowed from it. Moreover, dominance of obedience as a
matter of principle brought about the disappearance of the
subtle complexities of Wilson’s ideas —--such as concern for
‘ethics’ as in the form of combination of democratic
responsibility with the personal self-interest of civil

servants or the internalization of higher sense of honor,
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integrity, and conscience. As a result, attention turned to
the development of administrative theory as a science, as
reflected in the works of William F. Willoughby, Luther

Gulick, Lyndall Urwick, and Herbert Simon.

For example, Willoughby’s 1927 work, “The Principle of Public
Administration”, continued the general tendency starting with
Wilson and Goodnow. In this book, civil service merit system
was viewed as a moral structure that would lead to ethical
public administration. Ethics was not considered as an
individual professional skill involving a discrete body of
knowledge and analytic techniques in Willoughby. Rather, it
was the product of organization and personnel theory and
certain scientifically grounded arrangements, procedures and
rules. Focusing on efficiency and the guest for scientific
principles of administration, as the means of achieving it
were so clear in his work. He saw loyalty, esprit de corps,
and willingness to work as essential to efficiency. However,
it was so clear that by demanding “equal opportunities to all
citizens to enter government service, equal pay to all
employees doing work requiring the same degree of intelligence
and capacity, equal opportunities for advancement, equally
favorable work conditions, and equal participation in
retirement allowances,” (p. 230) he once again was describing
system traits and the requisites of organizational efficiency

(Cooper, 1994: 5).

In a like manner but more directly, Luther Gulick wrote in the
final chapter of the “Papers on the Science of

Administration”, edited by Gulick and Urwick (1937) that

“In the science of administration whether public or
private, the basic ‘good’ is efficiency. The
fundamental objective of the science of
administration is the accomplishment of the work in
hand with the least expenditure of man-power and

83



materials. Efficiency is thus axiom number one in the
value scale of administration” (p. 192).
Unquestionably, this statement also fairly reflects how
scientific management writers perceive the role of subjective
values in management thought: in short, Gulick and his
colleagues sought to develop ‘scientific’ principles of

administration.

On the other hand, though Gulick wrote this final chapter --
stressing the efficiency as axiom number one in 1937-- he had
earlier publicly acknowledged the beginning of the collapse of
politics/administration dichotomy. In his 1933 article,
entitled “Politics and Administration and the New Deal”,
published at The Annals of the American Academy of Political
Science, he accepted the obvious fact administrators did
indeed create policy, and thus, they were involved in politics
(p. 55-56). What he failed to do was to discuss where these
policy-making administrators received their ethical

instruction.

In fact, 1930s saw several ‘blows’ to the idea of a value-free
public administration and what Cooper (1995: 5) calls “stress
cracks in the dominant consensus” regarding the distinction
between the politics and administration. To illustrate, John
M. Gaus, Leonard D. White and Marshall E. Dimock published
their collection, “The Frontiers of Public Administration” in
1936. In the opening chapter of this volume, “The Meaning and
Scope of Public Administration (pp. 1-12)”, Dimock cautioned
against “going to far in the formal separation between
politics and administration” (p. 3). Moreover, indicating that
researchers soon discover “the important differences in place,
time, local tradition, and objective which need to be given
their full weight” (p. 4), he subtly called the possibility of
a science of administration and the universalizability claim

of modern ‘scientific’ public administration into question. By
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this way, he was giving early but weak signals of

‘communitarian’ philosophy in the field.

John Gaus used the term “inner check” which he had borrowed
from debates in the literary journals of his time in a chapter
in which he discussed “The Responsibility of Public
Administration” (pp. 26-44). This term consisted of obligation
acknowledged by individual public administrators “due to the
standards and ideals” of their profession (pp. 39-40). This
conceptualization of responsibility is more close to modern

government than accountability to elected officials.

Interestingly, one of the most devastating attacks to
organizational efficiency came from Dimock in the same volume,
a year before Gulick suggested efficiency as the basic good
for public or private organizations. As he stated in the
concluding chapter of the volume, “The Criteria and Objectives
of Public Administration” (pp. 116-133), efficiency was the
central value of ©progressive public administration. The
highest compliment for a government in the United States,
according to him, is to suggest that it is efficient. He
added, “it is no exaggeration toc say that, particularly in the
last fifty vyears, American citizens have developed an
attribute toward the term ‘efficiency’ which is nothing short
of worshipful” (p. 116). The next step for Dimock was to begin
to éuestion why values are important to public administration
and set out the desirability of a broader administrative
philosophy involving “the virtue of loyalty, as well as
honesty, enthusiasm, humility, and all other attributes of
character and conduct which contribute to effective and

satisfying service” (p. 132).

‘Regarding the Gaus and Dimock’s contribution, Cooper (1994)
writes, that ™“[their works] reflect a gradual but certain

tectonic shift in administrative thought which made it almost
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inevitable that ethics would receive major attention sooner or
later” (p. 6). The most evident consequences of this “tectonic
shift” in fact is started to be seen in the years came shortly
after World War II and in the new period started with a debate
between Carl J. Friedrich and Herman Finer. Many political
scientists had served in governmental agencies during the war.
They returned to their classrooms with a whole new set of
ideas. They rejected the myths of wvalue neutrality in public
administration since they had got the actual experience of
administration, which was “good news” about the ethical scene
in the field. The “bad news”, on the other hand, was that some
disturbing new problems regarding organizational ethics came
to the fore due to the fact that “the values so eloquently
expressed by the Founders had been battered almost beyond
repair by the blows of “scientific method” and ™“cultural

relativism”” (Wright and McConkie, 1988:11).

Unlike Coooper’s (1994) classification in which the late 1930s
through the 1960s are properly examined as a second period
coming after the early years of public administration and
forming the foundation for a field of study focusing on
administrative ethics -that’s why, Gaus, White, and Dimock’s
volume is included in this period-— I tend to date the second
period from the lively debate between Friedrich and Finer. I,
furthermore, have an additional reason to do so. In my
opinion, Friedrich-Finer debate coincides with an important
step for public administration in general and forming of
administrative ethics in particular. The year 1940 indicates
the beginning of the publication of Public Administration
Review (PAR). Ethics has received sustained attention since
the inception of PAR. As the journal of the American Society
for Public Administration (ASPA), PAR’S treatment of
administrative ethics has influenced several generations of
students and practitioners. Well-informed discussions of PAR’S

treatment of administrative ethics are by Nigro and Richardson
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(1990) in their “Between Citizen and Administrator:
Administrative Ethics and PAR” and, in part, by Cooper’s
(1994) work. But before doing so, Weber’s ideas deserve

attention here.
2.1.c Max Weber

While, at the turn of the century, Frederick Taylor’s
techniques of scientific management was popularizing the
approach of the “efficiency expert”, from the Continent was
coming the influence of the sociologist Max Weber, who
stressed the nature of the bureaucracy and emphasized
hierarchical structure and chain of command. What had appeared
in the middle of 20%" century, as I have mentioned earlier,
was something far closer to German and French bureaucracies
that Wilson warned against than to what Wilson himself
envisioned as a democratically responsible and responsive
profession of ©public administration. Interestingly, the
warning regarding the relationships between bureaucrats and
elected officials came not only from Wilson but also from
Weber. Now, we look at the ideas of Weber about the nature of

the relationship between politics and administration.

While “Weber’s senior colleagues in the Verein fur
Sozialpolitick (an academic association for the study of
social policy) sang consistently the praises of the German and
Austrian bureaucracies and endowed them with superior status
and  special emotional mystique,” Weber insisted that
bureaucracy is not a disinterested force but one that often
reflects particular class-based interests and that as a

separate power group in society (Felts and Jos, 1996: 23).

In fact, Weber’s well-known conception of the technically
efficient bureaucracy --that can, in principle, be made toc
work for any interest that can control it-- was developed in

opposition to a more conservative view of his time. This view
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was portraying the bureaucracy as a neutral force that stood
above particular competing interests embodying the universal
interest of society as a whole. He explicitly rejects the hope
that bureaucracy might cultivate a special connection to the
public interest, one that provides special legitimacy in the
eyes of public. Of course, this is not to say that Weber was
not careful to praise the competence and devotion to duty of
the administrator. But it is to say that he did not confuse
his ideal type with the reality of the German administrative
apparatus. Weber strongly believes that bureaucracy is not a
mere tool and that it can have a decisive impact on politics
and society. Besides, he was finding this fact so troubling.
Therefore, he argued consistently that true leadership could
only come from the outside of administration (Weber, 1998:
290-330). He saw bureaucracy’s influence as a dangerous
usurpation of the elected official’s role as well. Inasmuch as
he considered bureaucracy’s performance in conducting of
German foreign policy as ‘disastrous’, he asserted that
bureaucrats are particularly ill suited to public leadership.
In this regard, Weber completes the picture that puts the
public administrator’s role out the arena of politics. He
concedes that individual bureaucrats may perhaps potentially
be capable of leadership but the conventions and the internal
peculiarities of the bureaucratic hierarchy severely impede
the career opportunities of precisely such talents. Felts and

Jos (1996: 24) quotes Weber as saying that

“Countless experience, which everybody can make all
about him, teach that the quality which best
guarantees promotion is a measure of pliancy toward
the apparatus, the degree of the subordinate’s
convenience for his superiocr. The selection is, on
the average, certainly not of born leaders” (Weber,
1968: 1449).

Weber’s account of bureaucratic deference does not depend

solely on organizational structure but on recognizing the
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importance of expertise in bureaucracy and modern world.
Bureaucracy demands a good deal of technical know-how, and
educational institutions, responding to this need, “are
dominated by the need for the kind of ‘education’ which is
bred by the system of specialized examinations or tests of
expertise” (Weber, 1998: 319). Although in the feudal,
theocratic and patrimonial power structures of the past,
education sought to produce the ‘cultivated man’, today
education is oriented towards the training of specialists (p.
322). Once employed in organizations, Weber writes, the
professional bureaucrat “is chained to his activity in his
entire economic and ideological existence(...)in the great
majority of cases he is only small cog in a ceaselessly moving
mechanism which prescribes to him an essentially fixed route

of march” (p. 311).

On the other hand, professional or administrative expertise
and the deference it is often accorded emerge consistently as
the most essential aspect of Weber’s larger account of both
the strength and weakness of bureaucracy because his account
depends upon a societal analysis of the bureaucrats’ standing

vis-a-vis politicians and other state institutions:

“The power position of fully developed bureaucracy is
always great, under normal conditions overtowering.
The political “master” always finds himself, vis-a-
vis the trained official, in the position of a
dilettante facing the expert. This holds whether the
“master”, whom the Dbureaucracy serves, is the
“people” equipped with the weapons of legislative
initiative, referendum and the right to remove
officials; or a parliament(...)or aristocratic
collegiate body, (...)or a popularly elected president
or an “absolute” or “constitutional” hereditary
monarch” (Weber, 1998: 314-315).

Looked from this ©perspective, Weber’s analysis shows,
depending on how we view the process of becoming an expert or

acquiring expertise, a possible process of cc-optation. But
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looked from another perspective and highly germane to public
administration ethics discussion, his analysis suggests how
administration is usually able to resist new political
mandates without entering explicitly the debate over
substantive values. The term dilettante denotes the idea of
amateur and, in this regard, the characteristic relationship
between politics and administration is more one of deference
than challenge. When expertise has the charismatic stamp of
office, or officialdom, it becomes particularly potent. Felts
and Jos (1996) summarize that situation as follows.

“—Expertise is acquired through a progressive

exchange of broad based knowledge for progressively

specific knowledge. This result is a narrowing of

one’s focus. Experts become unwilling to relinquish

control in their own areas of expertise and are less

and less likely to recognize the limits of that

expertise.

-Expertise itself «creates a pattern of deference

among experts. Acquiring expertise entails precisely

that (...)Experts will more readily acknowledge their

own limits when they are confronted with one having

(or claiming expertise) in another area.

-Expertise leads to a more or less patrimonial

attitude towards non-experts. The non-expert simply

does not understand but, in principal, can (if one

but has the discipline and perseverance to do so).

Thus, expertise can <c¢laim to be non-aristocratic
while being so” (p. 29).

It 1s easily understandable from this characteristic of
relationship between expertise and office that bureaucratic
domination entails more than just an organizational form. So
long as the debate between bureaucrats and politicians becomes
based on expertise, 1t ceases to be a normative exchange and
becomes an arena confined to instrumental rationality. The
result is that political debate (read the determination of
arbitrarily given ends and values) takes on the qualities of a
spectacle in which administrative (read technical,
instrumental) means are determined. Instrumental rationality
overwhelms substantive consideration of value choices in the

modern world. When the debate between bureaucracy and politics
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is conducted in a vocabulary that reflects instrumental
rationality, executive-legislative-administrative exchanges
are cast in terms of a competition among experts. In such a
situation administrators may well resist both executive and
legislative mandates not so much because they have a desire
for power. While executive and legislative responses are
predictable; that 1s, they have resorted to micro-management
techniques, responses of administrators to external control is
much more institutional because of the fact that they have
day-to-day knowledge and can not see clearly why they should
follow legislative or executive experts rather than their own.
Analogously, it might be said that the way of preventing the
debate occurring on a plane of instrumental rationality and of
new appeals to substantively different wvalues is to shift the
debate to an entirely new plane, where the instrumentalities

do not lie at the hub of the matter (Ibid. 26-27).

In Weber’s analysis, instrumental rationality is all but
inevitable because expertise and technical rationality could
sustain social order and legitimate authority even in the face
of inherently subjective and arbitrary wultimate ends,
regardless of substantive consideration of value
considerations. More importantly, the hope connected with
sustaining of social order and legitimacy finds its most
systematic and sophisticated expression in Weber’s work,
Bureaucracy represents the principal bulwark against the
forces of unreason in modern times because it 1is the most
important locus of rational means (Jennings, 1991: 73), but if
we try to move outside the boundaries of expertise, then we
are faced with the dilemma of considering the implications of
the imbued ‘charisma of office’. Bureaucracy, in the end,
suggests a validation of expert-based knowledge and power that
transcends bureaucratic organizations. Then, it begins to

speak to the very possibility of substantial value
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determination in a charismatic sense (Felts and Jos, 1996:

30).

On the other hand, Jennings (1991) states, “nothing stands
between the prophet and engineer”. And he adds that in a nice
reversal of tradition, for Weber it is the latter, not the
former who will deliver us, if only into an iron cage” (p.73).
Felts and Jos (1996), however, see Weber’s iron cage ™“not a
distant worst case scenario but a contemporary reality” (p.

30) . They conclude

“[M]uch of the current rhetoric focusing on the
administrative state, and the charge that it has
failed to sustain a satisfactory system of values,
appears to echo many of the central concerns
expressed by Weber. At a various points in his career
and in various ways, Weber hinted clearly that there

would be a spiritual (read “walue”) failure of
modernity as it seemed more and more to be expressed
by the administrative state(...)” (p. 22).

So viewed, ethical issues in public administration and failure
of the field to pursue appropriate normative ends are directly
related with the very legitimacy of the administrative state.
However, a Weberian analysis -an analysis focusing on his
account of the rise of bureaucratic forms of authority and the
dynamics of political efforts to control it- of the
contemporary challenge to the administrative state obviously
shows that Dbureaucracy can not “articulate and defend
substantive values properly or wisely” and that
“administrators (notwithstanding their considerable talents)
are an especially threatening participant in struggles over

the ends of the state” (p. 22).

Consequently, it can be said that a conceptualization of
public administration as a discipliine in its early years,
relying on explicit distinction Dbetween ©politics and
administration on the one hand, and the specialized knowledge,

scientific expertise and instrumental (technical) rationality
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on the other, has become a Trojan horse. It has concealed a
thousand hostile elements since the establishment years of the
field. After giving Weber’s ideas briefly, we can continue our

review and turn forming years of administrative ethics.
2.2 FORMING OF PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION ETHICS: 1940-1960s
2.2.a 1940s: Increasing Discretion and Rejection of Neutrality

As I have stated earlier, my tendency regarding the
specification of a beginning for the second period in
development of administrative ethics is that the change may be
dated from a debate between Friedrich and Finer and to the
inauguration of PAR. Friedrich-Finer debate, like publication
of PAR, was a very critical turning point in ethics
discussions because, as Dwight Waldo emphasizes, it was
“occasioned by the discipline’s growing realization that the
politics-administration dichotomy was neither an accurate
description of nor a ©prescription for the conduct of

administrative duties” (quoted in Wall (1991: 136)).

In 1941, in the first volume of PAR, Herman Finer published an
essay. In this essay, he was continuing his debate with Carl
Friedrich over the concept administrative responsibility that
should be applied in a democracy. Finer’s essay was a
milestone in PAR because it opened the door continuing series
of commentaries on the nature of the public administrator’s

responsibilities.

In fact, the debate between Friedrich and Finer started in
1935. The former stressed the inadequacy of external controls
to maintain responsible administrative conduct in modern
complex organizations and called for the ‘inner check’ in his
“Problems of the American Public Service” in 1935, the latter,
on the contrary, emphasized the weakness of internal controls

in the face of human propensity for rationalization and
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reaffirmed the necessity for political control of
administrators through laws, rules, and sanctions in an
article in Political Science Quarterly, titled ™“Better
Government Personnel” in 1936. The debate was inflamed by the
inception of PAR. In his 1941 essay, Finer expressed little
sympathy for Friedrich’s concept of responsibility as a
largely subjective matter involving the individual’s sense of
duty and obligation, intellectual integrity, and loyalty to
professional standards. He urged, in contrast, a definition
centering on “an arrangement of correction and punishment” (p.
335). Patently, Finer tried to find out some ethical guides or
frames of reference which public administrators should look to
for assistance in determining how best to assure that
democratic government and popular sovereignty are preserved in
the context of an inevitably powerful administrative state.
Herman Finer indicated primary obligations and other external
means 1n order to cultivate strong political institutions and

assure responsiveness and accountability. He asserted

“Never was the political responsibility of officials
so momentous a necessity as in our own era. Moral
responsibility 1is likely to operate in direct
proportion to the strictness and efficiency of
political responsibility(...)While professional
standards, duty to public, and pursuit of
technological efficiency are factors in sound

administrative operation, they are but
ingredients(...)and they require public and political
control and direction(...)Thus political

responsibility is the major concern of those who work

for healthy relationships between the officials and

the public, and moral responsibility, although a

valuable conception and institutional form, is minor

and subsidiary” (p. 350).
On the other hand, in 1940, R. G. Tugwell’s article,
“Implementing the General Interest,” focused on the notion of
“the general interest” as a central criterion for evaluating
the planning commission of the City of New York. At an earlier

time “efficiency” would have been a more likely candidate.
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governance" (1991; 23-24, italics original). Now we can return

to the discussion regarding the nature of ethical codes.

Ralph Chandler (1983) states that there are three important
"virtues of codes:" objectivism, community and courage. He
thought these three principles, first, describe existence of
the T"external transcendent values"; second, indicate a
situation in which moral behavior is not seen only as a matter
of personal preferences but is perceived as "community
judgment"; and third identify "the idea that codes can promote
courageous behavior". In this regard, ethical code of ICMA is
criticized since it does not meet the first characteristic -
objectivism- in Chandler’s description. on the other hand, it
is asserted that ASPA's code has more missing points in terms

of all three characteristics.

Of course, criticisms directed to the ethical codes are not
merely confined to whether they have important ‘virtues’ or
not. For some, these codes 'trivialize' ethical behavior and
reduce it to simply staying out of trouble. Others believe
that they are simply irrelevant and fail to intellectually
challenge and inspire those for whom they are written (Streib,
1987:16). It is important to note that these criticisms have
also a historical background. For instance, in 1976, Wakefield
was talking about vague and general nature of ethical codes
with their tendency to dwell on proscribed rather than
prescribed behavior and their inability to answer specific
behavioral questions (p: 663). As we saw in Chapter I, she
suggested public interest as the unifying moral imperative for

public servants.

Nevertheless, existence of effective and successful ethical
codes is an undeniable fact in modern world. One and perhaps
the most popular one of these codes is in the field of

medicine. Some public administration scholars argue -even with
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However, Tugwell went on to prescribe an obligation to
represent the public interest: “This implementing, for once,
of a general interest rather than of special interests is the
most significant feature of the Commission’s activity” (p.
33). It seems that Tugwell assumed a sufficient general
agreement about the meaning of the concept to make it useful.
Yet it can be asserted there was no real conceptual or

theoretical development, only general application.

In a specific chapter authored by Fritz Morstein Marx (1940)
in “Public Management in the New Democracy,” also edited by
Marx, one can see a synthesis of the Friedrich-Finer debate.
Although Marx accepted legislative control as necessary as a
foundation for responsible conduct he tried to show and
underline to move beyond legislative control. His view is a
good example of deontological approach in public

administration and deserves to quote:

“The heart of administrative responsibility is a
unified conception of duty, molded by ideological and
professional precepts; a firm determination on the
part of the official to sacrifice personal preference
to the execution of legislative policy and to infuse
his energies and his creative impulse into his task;
a wakeful consciousness of the deference he owes to
the people and its vital interests. Administrative
responsibility emanates from an attitude of true
service. In the shaping of this attitude, the ethical
outlook of the official is only one, though a very
important, factor” (p. 251, emphasis mine).

By 1942, a respond to Finer’s line of reasoning came from
David Levitan. He 3joined the growing chorus against to too
firm and precise a notion of the neutrality of public
administrators. Although he did not question in fact that
public servants should be responsive to their superiors, he
asserted that the requirement of administrative loyalty to the
citizenry and a devotion to democracy. This meant, according

to him, a “change of emphasis” and a “renewed devotion to
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political ideals and <concepts” (p. 318). He advocated
education in citizenship and democratic tradition for the
entire civil service because “a civil servant in a democracy
can not properly discharge his duties and responsibilities
unless he has a firm appreciation of the meaning of democracy,
of the dignity of the citizen, and of the concept of being a
servant of the people” (p. 319). Public administrators, in
this sense, were obligated to political commitments. Levitan
emphasized that the “the complete doctrine of neutrality is an
anachronism and a fiction which well may be discarded” (p.
320) thus, he challenged Finer’s idea that professional norms
and the individual’s definition of his or her moral
responsibilities should be secondary elements of a theory of
administrative responsibility. Instead, he required that
administrators were obliged not to be instruments of policies
with which they had fundamental differences. Interestingly,
this was so important and at the heart of administrative
responsibility in a democracy “even at the expense of

resigning from the public service” (p. 323).

In a like manner, Lynton Caldwell (1943) rejected a “value-
neutral” public administration through an analysis of the
administrative thought of Thomas Jefferson. He found in
Jefferson an understanding of the responsibility of the
administrator to the constitution as having priority over
their accountability to the legislature. To address the
problematic nature of the emerging administrative state for
democratic control he, like Levitan, reminded public
administrators of their obligation: “Jefferson’s thought on
administration thus constitutes a perennial directive to
ambitious public servants never to forget that they are indeed
the servants of the people and not their master” (p.253). If
public administrators follow this directive, there is nothing
to fear from the expanding role of administration in the

contemporary state.
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Although the first half of the 1940s did not see any
systematic development of a study of administrative ethics,
one of the outstanding exceptions was the work of Wayne A. R.
Leys. He (1943) argued in his “Ethics and Administrative
Discretion” that administrative discretion is not merely the
result of legislative vagueness, but a positive necessity in
modern industrial society. He expanded on this theme by
asserting the need for ‘“wisdom” in the @exercise of
discretionary power. Such like wisdom was, according to him,
“one of the safeguards that stand between us and tyrannical or
disorderly handling of our most vital interests” (p. 10). He
called for greater attention to ethics, but he was not
particularly interested in <codes of ethics. Besides,
“moralizing about the power of sin”, as ethical codes try to
do, was relatively unproductive because of the fact that while
they tend to “prescribe standards for the administrator’s own
conduct,” they said 1little about the “standards which an
administrator ought to prescribe for other people” (p.l1l). He
then concerned with administrative decisions that affect
others such as citizens, departments, corporations, and
subordinates. He labeled these decisions as “policy decisions”
which we now generally refer to them as administrative
decisions as opposed to decisions concerning policy proposals,
implementation, or interpretation. Therefore, policy decisions
as identified by Leys may be only discrete decisions in the

case of one’s administrative work.

In his later book, “Ethics and Social Policy,” Leys (1944)
discussed ethics in terms of making good public policy
decisions. Even though custom 1s often accepted as a
substitute for thinking through the problems of public policy
that confront us, in his view custom is seen as inappropriate
or misleading when administrators face with new areas in which
public policy decisions make (Denhardt, 1988: 5). He further

pointed out that our ancestors did not leave us with customs
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that could provide all the necessary guidance in addressing
moral problems, but they did leave us with “arts and sciences
which tell us how we may go about the business of thinking for

ourselves” (Leys, 1944: 12).

Leys proposed a threefold and complex typology of situations
where discretion must be used and he tried to show how ethical

principles might provide applicable guidelines in each case:

“We shall distinguish three classes of discretionary

powers: 1) technical discretion, which is freedom in

prescribing the rule but not the criterion or end of

action; 2) discretion in prescribing the rule of

action and also in clarifying a vague criterion -this

is the authorization of social planning; 3)

discretion in prescribing the rule of action where

the criterion of action is ambiguous because it is' in

dispute -this amounts to an instruction to the

official use his ingenuity in political mediation”

(p. 18, emphasis original).
Ley’s essay was explicitly to apply the philosophical study of
ethics to the administrative process (Nigro and Richardson,
1990: 625). A similarity between the philosopher and the
administrator —constructs a philosophical foundation for
administrative ethics in Leys’ (1943) work. It was the
administrator’s need to move from general legislation to
particular actions, as well as from specific deeds to the
general principle which informs them that connected him or her
to the philosopher’s focus on how one links general standards
of conduct to specific standards. In this regard,
administrators might employ two approaches to philosophical
ethics. One of them is duty to certain values and principles
and the other is utilitarian concern for the consequences of
one’s acts. As we analyzed in detail in Chapter II, these are
known in philosophical terms as “teleological” and
“deontological” approaches to ethics and base the
philosophical foundations of “bureaucratic” and “democratic”

ethos. Leys (1943), furthermore, observed that ethical
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reasoning was not static and required continuous and permanent

searching:

“The sort of ethics which may improve administrative
decisions 1is concerned with the discovery of
standards for right action rather than with the
exhortation to do what has already been declared
right” (p. 11).
He further asserted that the “classical methods of ethics,”
that is teleology and deontology, should be helpful with all
three forms -- technical discretion, discretion in social
planning, and discretion in reconciling political conflict.
Teleclogy and deontology would be wuseful 1in “testing the
compatibility” of “technically defined rules with a settled
criterion,” clarifying and articulating the vague criteria
which may be inherent in social planning, and in
“rationalizing debate where the criteria are in dispute”
(p.23) The realm of technical discretion may safely be turned
over the Jjudgments of “experts” or specialists, whereas the
others imposed “vital differences in the kind of choices which
the administration has to make” (Idem). It can be asserted
that delineating more precisely those areas of discreticn
within which public administrators may be responsible for more
than just technical or instrumental choices was the most
important and practical effect of Ley’s argument. In this

respect, Nigro and Richardson (1990) write

“Leys [asserted] that the ethical content of public
administration included far more than a commitment to
instrumental rationality, efficiency, and neutral
competence. [He] argued that public administration is
often a value-laden enterprise which required the
exercise of conscience and moral Jjudgment(..)He set
forth the outlines of an ethical “methodology” or
frame of reference designed to balance public
administration’s early emphasis on means as opposed
to ends” (p. 625, emphasis added).

Consequently, several important characteristics of his work

can be enumerated here. First of all, his works represent the
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earliest explicit treatments of ethics. Second, he challenged
the Wilsonian distinction between pclitics and administration
as well. But he did that by <clearly linking the fact of
administrative discretion with the need for greater attention
to professional ethics. Third and related with previous one,
his work is very relevant for the present-day administrator in
light of the significant role played by administrators in the
policy making process despite the fact that his work has not
been figured as prominently in administrative ethics research
as it might have been. Fourth, Leys used philosophy as the
primary focus of study. His work 1is a good example of how
philosophy can be an important and necessary addition to both
ethics scholarship and ethical practice. More importantly and
highly germane to the topic of our study, it must be
acknowledged that he was well aware of the teleological and
deontological approaches to ethics since he benefited from
philosophy in his works. His works, therefore, can be seen an
important theoretical step towards the conceptual
clarification and crystallization of two ethical frameworks in
public administration literature which we shall view in detail

in Chapter III --bureaucratic and democratic ethos.

In 1943, like Leys who sought to balance earlier emphasis on
means as opposed to ends in public administration, Levitan
urged, in his “Political Ends and Administrative Means,” that
(American) public administration had to resist dangerous
tendency to stress techniques and “universal principles” at
the expense of broader, more basic democratic values.
Administrative systems and procedures, in his view, could not
be separated from political values and institutions because “a
system of government can not be considered as a democratic
system(...)if it is not accompanied by administrative
machinery for the realization of the principles” (p. 355). In
addition to the administrative machinery which has democratic

spirit and ideology and respect for the dignity of man,
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Levitan attributes a critical role to the public
administrators. They must follow democratic principles in and
through administrative organizations and structures, and “have
a high degree of democratic <consciousness among the
administrative hierarchy” (p. 357) in order to protect the
citizen from administrative authoritarianism and

arbitrariness.

In the second half of the 1940’s, specifically in the
immediate aftermath of World War II, there were little real
advances towards administrative ethics as a field of study.
Although, in his article, “Toward Better Public
Administration,” Paul Appleby (1947), for example, set forth a
political frame of reference and advanced a set of derived
ethical obligations for public administrators such as to
participate in “the criterion of opportunity for the
fructification of moral ends” (p.95), to support democratic
values, to be responsive to the citizenry (p. 99) and to focus
on the public interest, his additions to the literature can be
seen more contribution to the development of a political
theory for public administration than to the study of ethics.

He wrote

“[PJublic administration properly has a political
character from which we must not turn away(...)It is
not merely “management” as ordinarily treated in
technical terms, or “administration” as ordinarily
treated with only a slightly broader meaning. It is
public leadership of public affairs directly
responsible for executive action” (p. 95).
In the closing year of the 1940s, an important call for
attention to administrative ethics and a new impetus toward
its development came from Fritz Morstein Marx’s (1949)
“Administrative Ethics and the Rule of Law”. Marx’s work was
the second exception to the tendency that did not have a
systematic approach to administrative ethics. Cooper (1994: 9)

praises his effort to outline an ethical theory for public
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administration. He stresses that Marx began to his outline
accepting that the highest task of public administration is to
serve as an effective instrument in attaining the purposes of
the political order. But, was not this simply a revival of the
politics-administration dichotomy? The Cooper’s answer is no.
Marx (1949) had a broader and deeper recognition of
“administrative morality(...)acquiring its inner logic from
the political ideology which the machinery of government 1is
expected to translate into social reality” (p. 127). In this
context, the core of administrative ethics lies in the ideas
that nourish the political system. For Marx, the morals of
public management are inseparable from the equalitarian
conception of popular government embedded in the American

tradition.

In my opinion, Marx’s approach is very crucial progress in the
development of public administration ethics, if for no other
reason than its heralding arguments for regime values,
founding thought and citizenship put forth later during the
last three decades of the twentieth century. As we shall in
Chapter III, values discussed in these arguments construct the
‘content values’ of democratic ethos. Through grounding
administrative ethics in democratic political theory, Marx’s
approach differs from Ley’s earlier emphasis on philosophy as
the principle normative source for the field, and the New
Public Administration’s preoccupation with one particular
philosophical ethic, that is Rawlsian social equity, another
content value of democratic ethos. Furthermore, as Denhardt
(1988) shows when she discuss the tension between the ‘content
and process dimensions’ to ethics -a tension which can be
visible, for example, in a conflict between the acceptance of
a process of accountability and defining rules (content) to
compel administrators (p. 14)- Marx (1949) maintained that
“infinitely more important than compelling administrative

officials to live up to minutely defined requirements of
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control is their acceptance of ethical obligation to account
to themselves and to the public for the public character of
their actions” (pp. 1134-1135). If we think this statement by
Marx with his view asserting “ways of stimulating civic
participation in public management” as a “corollary of the
ethical derivative-that administrative officials are bound by
duty to promote the healthy growth of a free society (p.
1131), it is not too wrong to talk about that Marx has, at the
same time, the earliest communitarian emphasis in public

administration ethics literature.

To sum up, 1940s saw the suggestion of internal controls to
maintain responsible administrative conduct. The general
interest, loyalty to the citizenry, devotion to democracy and
democratic values and conception of duty were central criteria
of 1940s, instead of efficiency. 01d consensus about the
value-neutral role of public administrators was strongly
rejected. Moreover, increasing administrative discretion was

accepted as a positive necessity in modern society.

On the other hand, Wallace Sayre (1951) was concluding in his
article, reviewing the role of values at the end of the first
decade of PAR’s publication, that the 1940s ended “with a more
complex set of administrative values than that with which it
began” (p. 2). Although neutral competence, efficiency and
executive management were the dominant values and constituted
“orthodoxy” of public administration at the beginning of the

decade, by 1951, “heterodoxy” was the norm:

“The guest for a science of public administration
divorced from all values(...)continues to attract the
energies of some students; others seek a theory of
public administration in which values are seen as the
indispensable essence” {(p. 3).

It should be said here parenthetically that from the
perspective, which I try to develop in this study, the
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conflict admitted by Sayre, means historically crystallization
of the distinction between bureaucratic and democratic ethos.
Besides, Sayre’s following statement further supports our view

and indicates a change started to be experienced in 1940s.

“[Tlhe basic search in the study of administration is
more for a theory of government than for a science of
administration. The inclusion of public
administration within a theory of government brings
into the range of emphasis other important
values(...)Among them the new emphasis upon purposes
as the value which gives clearest meaning to the
machinery of administration can hardly be exaggerated
in its future significance” (p. 9).

2.2.b 1950s: Codes of Ethics and Return to Neutral Competence

In the 1950s, attention turned to an examination of a variety
of external controls over the exercise of administrative
discretion. To illustrate, in Moneypenny (1953) and Wood’s
(1955) articles the emphasis was directly on external controls
pertinent to Herman Finer’s earlier arguments. In 1953, major
parts of a code of ethics for public officials were reprinted
in PAR. This code was developed by a citizen’s commission in
Arlington County, Virginia and chaired by Fritz Morstein Marx.
The citizen’s commission (1953) declared the purpose of the
code as to help officials and citizens alike come to a better
judgment about what is right and what is wrong ethically in
the exercise of public functions (p. 120). Furthermore, to
strive for efficiency, to respect and be responsive to legal
authority and to heed the commands of morality were identified
as three basic responsibilities of public administrator (p.
121). Though prescriptions broadly stated in this code
included what have now become standard topics such as
official’s obligation to accept responsibility for their
actions, disclosure, and conflicts of loyalty and interest,
the code was an important turning point in PAR’s treatment of

ethics because it was the first time the journal saw fit to
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signal a need to ‘educate’ public administrators, officials
and citizens with regard to basic objective standards of

conduct (Nigro and Richardson, 1990: 627).

Similarly, Phillip Moneypenny (1953) presented an argument for
developing a code of ethics for public administration and
referred to some efforts underway by a U. S. Senate committee.
Importantly, he was well aware of two crucial points. One of
them was the conflict between personal standards of conduct
and ethical codes as potential sources of control. The other
was a need to implement codes of ethics which involved making
them a part of the normative systems of working groups and to
make them functional control devices as opposed to “pious
declaration{s]” (p. 185). He acknowledged the necessity for
internalization of external controls, but such like
“conversion”, in his approach, was through a heavily external
control orientation by management rather than a cultivation of

internal professional standards and ethics.

“The sanctions of a code are less escapable. A code
may have definite consequences attached to it as a
private standard may not. It presents more clearly
differentiated alternatives by which a choice may be
made. And it will not be surprising if, after a
period of acting according to externally imposed
consequences, the standard of action becomes an
internal one as well -a habit of action which it
takes considerable effort to displace” (p. 187,
emphasis mine) .

In my opinion, it is evident, to use the philosophical jargon
developed in Chapter 1II, that code of ethics theoretically
framed by Moneypenny had a consequentialist character.
Obviously, public administrators, in his view, should have had
an ethical code through which they can internalize definite
but externally imposed ‘consequences’ as ethical standard of

their actions.
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In a like manner, Robert C. Wood (1955) urged more mechanistic
controcl orientation in the hands of superiors and advocated a
highly legalistic definition of ethics in his article,
entitled “Ethics in Government as a Problem of Executive
Management”. His article, like Moneypeny’s, in fact was in
response to corruption within several federal agencies,
involving the Internal Revenue Service. He wanted public
executives to develop the staff resources needed to protect
the integrity of the public service and to increase public
confidence in government. These resources would be “the
systematic employment of administrative investigatory
facilities,” in other words, “staff devices that provide an
executive with information about the personal conduct of his
employees” (p. 3). Not surprisingly, Arthur Flemming (1953)
was proclaiming two years ago before Wood’s article that a
“return” to a dominant ethic of neutral competence and
redrawing of once sharp line between politics and

administration was a necessity. He wrote

“The career civil servant, or the employee who

desires to become a career civil servant, must do

everything within his power to insure that every

policy the newly elected representatives of the

people desire to put into effect is administrated in

an effective and expeditious manner, whether he

believes in it or not. A career civil servant who can

not bring himself to do this should have the courage

to leave the career civil service” (p. 77).
To me, appeal for a return to old dichotomy and value-neutral
public servants reflects the fact that the fear of
authoritarian and fascist political leadership embodied in
Nazi Germany of 1940s was overcome in 1950s. Furthermore, in
the American political conjuncture of the period, Flemming’s
article, as Nigro and Richardson (1990) point out, was trying
to neutralize federal «civil service vastly expanded and
empowered during last twenty years on the one hand, and

revitalize bureaucratic values deeply rooted in the
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intellectual traditions of American public administration (p.

628) .

However, at the same year, while Flemming was suggesting a
return to pre-war old consensus, Hurst R. Anderson, president
of The American University, was delivering a speech to the
Society for Personnel Administration on the topic of “Ethical
Values in Administration”. This speech later was published in
January 1954 volume of PAR. Anderson discussed “ten values”
upon which a society operates, consisting of the significance
in the individual human personality, common consent as a basis
for social action, and devotion to truth (Anderson, 1954: 4).
In this speech, he tried to sign the “relationship between
ethical principles or assumptions upon which we all live and
work and the problem of administration” (p. 1, emphasis mine).
Significantly, his work implies a much broader scope of what
is ethically relevant for ©public servants since all
administrative decisions are based on some implicit, often
unexamined assumptions or decision standards. He concluded
that if public administration can identify these assumptions
and determine standards, it can “agree upon{(...)the foundation
upon which to <construct a philosophy and technique of
administration” which is ethical (p. 3, emphasis mine). As
remembered, Leys (1944) earlier showed ethics as one of the
fields which serves as “sources of doubt”. However, unlike
Leys, Anderson’s approach to administrative ethics specifies
‘core values’. It must be accepted that this might provide
more adequate {ethical) guidance for administration. Further,
Anderson differs from Leys at one more point: ethical
questions, in the former, are important not only in those
intended to formulate public policy but also in all
administrative decisions. Anderson sees ethics as the

assumptions that guide the lives and work of all of us:
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“I don’t see how it is possible for the individual

who is an administrator in this period to divorce the

technique of administration from a fundamental

philosophy of personal and social life. You can do it

in a superficial sense, but every time you make a

decision about an administrative problem, or any time

you seek to resolve an administrative tension, you

have to resolve it in terms of some assumptions that

lie at the heart of what we may call a philosophy of

personal and social living” (p. 2).
To sum up, in the fifties, external control over the exercise
of administrative discretion was at the focus of attention.
Ethical codes were the potential sources of such control.
Definition of ethics in this mechanistic control was highly
legalistic. Also, return to ethic of neutrality and re-drawing
of the sharp line between politics and administration were

suggested.

2.2.c 1960s: Re-emergence of the Themes of 1940s

The 1960s were not characterized by intense interest in public
administration ethics. Yet, a number of articles, reviews,
commentaries and books deal with the subject. For instance,
Robert Golembiewski’s (1962) article treated organization “as
a moral problem”. His later book “Men, Management, and
Morality” (1965) expanded the same issue. Golembiewski’s
concern was the relationship between ethics and the
organizational context. The “traditional theory of
organization” had “one way” authority, detailed supervision,
and respect only for the physiological properties of
individuals and routinized work at the lowest level (1965:
60). In order to remove the traditional theory he tried to
incorporate new organization ethics. For Golembiewski,
“organizing has been considered a technical problem” in the
traditional theory of organization. However, “the neglect of
organization as moral problem can not be condoned” since “the
man-to-man relations implied in patterns of organization have

more than a technical aspect” (1962: 51).
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