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INTRODUCTION



INTRODUCTION

The growing complexity of social life and the
multiplying effect of the extension of the state's regula-
tive functions have made the 'bureaucracy', an epitome of
institutionalized social power. Be it a liberal democracy
or a totalitarian State, bureaucracy in some form exists
and governs primarily because of its farflung system of
professionalized administration and its hierarchy of
appointed officials upon whom society is thoroughly
dependent. Its importance has led it to be one of the
most examined concepts in academic social scilence where it
has been studied, individually and comparatively, within
the structure of the government and outside it by
sociologists, political sclentists and psychologists. The
vast outpouring of books, monographs, research reports
and journal articles serve as able indices to guage its
significance in social research. However, the increase in
the quantity of literature assoclated with bureaucracy, its
personnel and their role, has led to a concomittant increase
in the perspectives reflected in these works. On the one
hand the institution has fanatic defenders who back its
growth to the hilt and justify its existence in their
works. On the other, it faces scathing criticism from
philosophers who foresee within the growth of bureaucracy



a corresponding growth of dehumanization. The most severe
of its critics is the Marxist school which characterizes
it as an instrument of the dominating class. The liberal
school based on the theory of‘free market economy
criticizes the bureaucracy for 1ts interventionist
attitude. Both these schools of thought have a wide array
of prolific and vocal philosophers who have contributed to
the ambivalence with which the concept bureaucracy has now

become lcaded with,.

The coining and the subsequent acceptance of a term
in social science theory is a sure guide to the importanca
or level of concern about a phenomena. Bureaucracy as a
term has been fortunate enough to have an extraordinary
reception, though it has been almost from the start, a
vessel into which many different meanings have been

poured.

Etymologically it represents an addition to the
Greak classification of governments monarchy, aristocracy
and democracy, suggesting government by a new group of
rulers « officials. The term was used with a pejorative
bias during the struggle against¢ absolutism by liberal

critics of the years preceeding the French revolution,



The neologism is attributed to Vincent de Gournay, who
is alleged to have also coined the term‘'laissez-faire?®,
which implies minimum interference of the State in the
economy especially in the industrial and commercial
sector. It is quite possible that both attributions are
accurate because the chief vice of which bureaucracy was
initially accused, was an inability to leave anything

alone,

Thus bureaucracy was initially conceptualized as a
perversion and carried only negative connotations. In
modern times, the term has been defined variously,depending
on the interests and focus of particular writers.

Martin Albrow perceives this situation rather well and
suggests that instead of investing time and energy to
precisely define bureaucracy one should treat the term as

a kind of sign post concept. 1In order to assist conceptual
clarity and facilitate greater accuracy and detail, it is
important to analyse the breadth of implications the term

bureaucracy is laden with,



Bureaucracy as a Political System

In this usage bureaucracy is interpreted as a form
of government, government by officials characterized by
its tendency to meddle, to exceed its proper functions.
Baron de Grimm writing on the French bureaucracy remarks -
"...Not to over govern is one of the greatest principle
to govern, which has never been known in France. The true
spirit of the laws of France is that bureaucracy of which
the late V. de Gournay used to complain so much; here the
bureax secretaries and inspectors are not established to
benefit the public interest, indeed the public interest
appears to have been established so that there might be
bureax."l In Prussia, Christian Krauss wrote "The Prussian
State far from being an unlimited monarchy ... is but a
thinly veiled aristocracy which blatanily rules the country
as a bureaucracy."2 John Stuart Mill followed this tradi-
tion when in 1861 he wrote: "The work of government has

been in the hands of ‘'governors by profession', which is

1 Baron de Grimm and Diderot - Correspondence,
Cf. Martin Kriyger, 'State and Bureaucracy in Europe :
The Growth of a Concept', in E, Kamenka ed.,
Bureaucracy, (London, 1979), p.22.

2 1Ibid,, p.23.

i



3 Mill did not

the essence and meaning of bureaucracy”.
use the concept simply as a blanket characterization of
continental overgovernment but.as a specific almost
technical description of one way of governing. In 1930,
Harold Laski reiterated Mill's view point. For him, the
word bureaucracy is usually used "for a system of govern-
ment the control of which is so completely in the hands

of the officials that their power jeopardizes the liberties

of ordinary citizens."4

Bureaucracy as a Class of Officials

This usage of bureaucracy does not confine its
meaning to a ceitain kind of government but is characterized
to a group of people or a life style.5 Reflection is more
on the nature and working style of bureaucrats., Emphasiz-

ing the increasing unpopularity of the Prussian government

3 Ref. J.S. Mill, Cons tions on Represepntativ
Government, (London,l1905), p.ll3.

4 H.J. Laski, Burg%ugracy. ?n Egc%clogedla of
Social ences, \New Yorkj, p.70.
5 Drawing parallels with the shifting meaning of

Aristocracy, from a political system, to an elite
class as power-holders.



Gillis writes, "...the target of political agitation in
the decade before 1848 was not the monarchy itself but

the form that monarchy had assumed since the late 18th
century. Bureaucratic absolutism and not royal despotism
was the iSSue."6 In 1844 an anonymous pamphlet,
Bureaucracy and officialdom in Germany appeared in Hamburg.
The author was of the opinion that bureaucrats formed a
caste with purposes of its own 'a people within the people,
a State within the State. Bureaucracy, for him, was of no
productive use, but on the contrary, was a powerful cancer
which feasts' voraciously, insatiably and lives off the

7 From this dramatic characteri=-

marrow and blood of people.
zation one can shift the emphasis to a more academic one,

the characterization of Mosca. In the 'Ruling Class',

Mosca postulated a fundamental structural distinction between
the feudal and bureaucratic ruling class. His conclusion
was that 4in a modern State the ruling class 1is

8

necessarily the bureaucracy., Robert Michels expanded

6 J.R. Gillis, T ussian Bureaucracy jn Crisis -
1840-1860, (sz§ﬁ¥§§arr§9%r, Lo =

7 Quoted from Herman Finer, Theo Practice
Modern Government, (London,lgzlg. P.7138.

8 Ref, Gaetano Mesca, Ruling Class, Tr. by Hannah Khan,
(New York,1939).




the scope of Mosca's conception of bureaucracy to include
salaried professionals in non-governmental voluntary

organizations especially political parties.9

Bureaucracy as an Apparatus

This conception transfers attention from officials
as a group to the organizations in which they serve. This
use of 'bureaucracy' is important as a forerunner of the
widespread 20th century habit of applying term ‘bureaucracy’
to organizations rather than to the officials employed in
them. Emphasis is therefore more on the administrative and
less on the political aspect of it, A familiar parallel
distinction is made between an 'army' as an organization
and the 'official' who serve in it. F.M. Marx viewed
bureaucracy from this perspective, when he defined it as
a type of organization used by modern goverhment for the
conduct of various specialized functions embodied in the

w10

administrative system. For John Dorsey, bureaucracy is

9 Refer Robert Michels, Political Partjes, a
Socioloaical Study of the Ollgarchical Tendencies
of Modern Democracy, \Glencoe,1948).

10 Freitz Morstein Marx, Administrative State,
(Chicago, 1957), p.20.




the civil governmental administriative components of

11 Parsons more or less adheres to

political systems,
this view point when while characterizing modern society,
he says, "one of the salient structures characteristics
of such a society is the prominence in it of relatively
large-scale organizations with specialized functions,

what rather loosely tend to be called bureaucracies.,"12

Bureaucracy as a Manifestation of bad Administration

From this perspective bureaucracy is viewed largcly
as a maleconstruct. The sickness is attributed both to
the organization as well as the individuals comprising it.
Richard Bendix, highlights some of these negative fcatures
of tho bureaucratic organization ~ empire building,
conflicting directives, rigid rules and routines leading

13 Gne of the

to red tapism, slow operation and the like.
nost beligerent attacks on bureacracy has come from Bzlzac

in his novel °lLesemployes®, He sees it as "a gilant power

11 . John Dorsey, Bureaucracy and Development , ed.,
Joseph Lapaiombora, (Princeton, 1963), p.322.

12 Talcott Parsons, Structure and Process in Modern
Societies. (Glencoe,1960), po.2.

13 Richard Bendix, Bureaucracy in Intematjon .
Encylopedia of Social Sciences, 1968, p,206,




wielded by pygimes... a natural kindness for mediocity,

a prediliction for categorical statements and reports..."l4
Michel Crozier in his Bureaucratic phenomenon defined
bureaucracy as the maladaptations, the inadequacies or
the dysfunctions which necessarily develop with human

organizations‘.15

Bureaucracy as a Type of Society

An extension of the earlier definition of bureaucracy
as a political system of rule is the characteristics that
now seems to be more relevant = bureaucracy as a society.
The underlying assumption is that if a polity is dominated
by bureaucracy, then all social relations are marked by
the bureaucratic style. Tendencies towards bureaucrati-
zation even in the less political, state-free sections
of the society like the industry, churches, and the legal
circles have been studied by Gouldner, Troeltsch and

16

Olszewski respectively. James Burnham pointed out that

14 Krygler, op.cit., p.23.

15 Michel Crozier, Bureaucratic¢ Phenomenon,
U enicago, - 1973), pes.

16 Refer, Article on Bureaucracy in the Encyclopedia of
Marxism, Capitalism and Socialism,
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a bureaucratic class now dominates not only the polity but
all of society, through private corporations as well as big

17

governments. Brunno Rizzi thinks in similar terms when

he holds bureaucracy responsible for having created a

bureaucratic society.18
As far as the sociology of bureaucracy is concerned,

it would be definitely ambitious to claim that, it originated

and developed as an independent branch of study. For from it,

sociologists studying bureaucracy have been influenced by

other more traditional streams in the discipline. For

'example, the sociology of organizations provokes interest

in the public sector, in difference between public and private

organizations, in change in public bureaucracies. Those

interested in the study of social stratification have found

a rich field in bureaucracy for both their general studies

on the social and educational background of the elite and

for their focus on social class and power issues, Social

psychology is called upon implicitly and explicitly in a

variety of studies of values, attitudes, job satisfaction

17 James Burnham, Managerial Revolution,
(London, 19435, pe 157,

18 Brunno Rizzi, Bureaucratization of the World, Tr. by
Adam Westoby, (London,1985].



11

and the norms of civil servants and in studies of attitudes
towards the bureaucracy. The sociology of development
drawing on studies of the power of civil service, finds a
wide range of queries pertaining to the role of public

bureaucracies.

However, very few sociologists and especially not the
recent ones have approached the subject in totality, from
all its dimensions, It is extremely important for a
sociologist to try and examine the relationship of the
administrative apparatus to the specific soclial context in
which it arose and to define that relationship in terms of
a larger conceptual framework. This will help to recognize
and comprehend the implications of the bureaucratic
structure both from an individual as well as from a

societal perspective,

This dissertation attempts to be a modest effort in
this direction. Efforts have been directed at analyzing
the soclo~economic conditions which gave rise to the modern
bureaucratic structure. The first chapter deals with the
evolution and growth of bureaucracy under absolutism,

The second chapter attempts to link industriallzation,



12

bureaucracy and social class by analysing the theories
of Hegel, Marx and Weber. The third chapter attempts
to link socialism with bureaucracy. Lenin's theory of
bureaucracy and Mao's model have been compared.

The post-revolutionary exercise of restructuring the
bureaucracy is extensively dealt with, The final
chapter is devoted to the analysis of the nature of the

Indian bureaucracy, its genesis and development.



RISE OF BUREAUCRACY IN THE WEST
ITS REFLECTION OF SOCIO~-POLITICAL THOUGHT
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Chapter~1I

A crucially important element formed in the develop-
ment of the absolute monarchies of 17th and 18th century
Europe was the growth of powerful, centralized, hierarchical
administrative institutions. A powerful centre gave
birth to huge centralized administrative structures,
Conversely the centre relied heavily on its daughter
structures for the subdueing of provincial powerholders and
for tax collection, The consequence was an increasing
concentration of military and administrative power in
centrally directed institutions at the expense of churches,
estates, local aristocrats and provincial centres.l

The emergence of the bureaucratic structure has been
associated with the separation of functionaries from the
king's household necessiated by the growing size and
complexity of governmental affairs, The corps of officials
earlier managing the kings task from within the royal

household came to live in households of their own and to be

1l Refer, Ernest‘Barker, Development of Public Services
in Western Europe 1660-1930, (London,1945),
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paid for their service in money rather than in kind.
Service to a ruler in the capacity of both, a household
functionary and person of official responsibility soon
resulted in the conferring of honour and social standing
for the incumbent., High royal officials used their
advancing position to gain more independence from the
ruler in.the conduct of governmental affairs as well as
for their own advancement, This form of struggle between
the growing independence of groups of officials and the
consequent renewed endeavour by the ruler to butress his
authority led to myraid bureaucratic formations in the

European continent,

In France, effective and centrally controlled
administrative institutions began to develop in the second
quarter of the 17th century primarily because of the need
for effective collection of taxes., Bureaucracy however
did exist before but was not all that effective., The
earlier bureaucrats were appointed for a temporary, specific
purposes; they were not administrators but inspectors of
the activities of the local independent officers, However

in the 1630s the role of French bureaucrats known as the
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‘provincial intendant' underwent a transformation from an
inspector - reformer to administratoro2 By 1650s the
intendants supervised the assessment and collection of
royal taxes, the organization 6f local police, the
preservation of order and the conduct of the courts. The
institution of provincial intendants was vehemently opposed
by local officers but got established firmly around 1660,
The king's insistence on full and accurate reports had the
effect of extending the intendants function as information
officers and led to the development of a hierarchy of
subordinate officials. Meanwhile at the Centre, adminis-
trative apparatus was reorganized into functional
ministries with'staffs of assistants and secretaries.
linked to the intendants and local officers in the
provinces, By the end of Louis XIV*s reign a system of
administration had been established which was clearly
under tho direction of the central authority. and extended

virtually over the whole territory of I-‘rance.3

2 dartin Krygier, "State and Bureaucracy in Etrope
The Growth of a Concept'in
E. Kamenba ed., Bureaucracy: The Career of A

Concept", (London,1979), p.d.
3 I_‘bidcg poso



16

It is important not to exaggerate the efficiency
of this burgeoning administrative machine. The inten-
dants constantly vied with independent officers, local
notables and local traditions. MMoreover the intendants
themselves were not always easy to contreol. In the
years before the French Revolution, central direction
of intendants became far less effective then under
Louis XIV and there was a great deal of confusion and

turn over among certain officials.4

The French Revolution changed this situation
dramatically, French officials began to form a bureaucracy
in a modern sense ¢ they became public servants (no longer
the kings servants) who were paid regular salaries by and

vwere answerable to the State.

The Prussian Bureaucratic structure of the 17th and
18th century serves as a better model of analysis.
Development here has been a lot more neat as compared to
the French bureaucracy. In fact most classical

philosophers including Hegel and ilarx have formed their

4 For an interesting analysis on the confusion
prevailing in French Bureaucracy, refer,
F.L. Ford, Robe and Sword , (New York,1965), pp.35-6.
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theories by using the Prussian bureaucracy as an empirical

model., A detailed analysis follows.

The rise and the subsequent evolution of the
Prussian bureaucratic structure started in 1722 when
Fredrick William I introduced a centralized supervisory
body called the 'general directory' and provincial domains
boards as a result of which local associations, estates,
municipal corporations and provincial courts were subordi-

nated to central direction.>

It was under Fredrick II (1740-86), that Prussia
became a major European power and the outlook role and

organisation of its administrators changed remarkably.

Bureaucrats started functioning in an enormously
increased scale.large scale institution of specialized
training and reqularlized recruitment of civil servants

started; a merit system applied to all posts, a deqree

5 For details on the administrative reforms of
Fredrick I, refer, Hans Rosenbergs, Bureaucracy,
Ar%stocrac d Autocracy ¢ The uss Experience

1815, (Boston, 1960
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in Cameralistics was required for higher posts followed by
a period of practical training and a further oral and

written examination.

An important innovation in this period was the mode
of organization of administrative structures. The 18th
century, Prussian monarchies had 'collegial' organizations.6
The colleges or boards were organized on territorial rather
than on functional basis, Under Fredrick 11, new specialist
functionally based ministries were established which
surrounded the collegial bodies and made them almost
impotent. A gradual'disengagement' of public officialdom
from the king or dynasty occured. As a result the
bureaucracy "...'derived great advantage from the impersonal
basis of its strength; from its huge size as an organizaticn,
from its permanence, functional indispensability and

monopoly of expert knowledge; from its self-consciousness

eee 35 a power elite.. "7

The ever increasing power of the bureaucracy resulted

in the drafting of "The Prussian General Legal Code of 1794"

6 Colleges in Prussia comprised of a body or community
of persons having certain rights and privileges.
All affairs were discussed here collectively and all
members were responsible for the actions of the

majority.
7 Rosenberg, op.cit., p.176.
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which subjected the monarch to binding rules in matters of
personal administraton, curbed his power and placed him
under the law and generally 'depersonalized?® government.8
However, the de¢isive change in the form and role of
bureaucracy came after Prussia's defeat by France in 1806,
Ministries were reorganized; the jumbled, overlapping
collection of central agencies was rationalized, and the
connections between these ministries and the administrative
agencies were clarified and organized in a hierarchical and

relatively efficient manner,

The success of the French and the Prussian
bureaucratic structures in administration led to quick
diffusion of structure throughout the continent. The
successful diffusion was primarlly because of the common
socio-political and economic changes the European sStates
faced; a steady growth in population and the industrial
revolution., The former required great expansion in the
number of officials to perform traditional tasks whereas
the latter led the states to perform functions hitherto
not performed at all., Continental administrative organi-
zations grew enormously during this period and were

constantly reorganized and reformed during the 19th century.

8 John R. GilliS, .O_Q'.C.é;tn! pp.22-24.



The analysis of both the French and the Prussian
model have in a way helped to discover the common
denominator of bureaucratization. In other words, "the
earlier involvement of public empldyment vwith family
prerogative and the identification of office with property
have been superseded in the course of long and diverse
developments, by the emergence of the nation-state in
which public officials administer a service-rendering
organization for the protection of rights and the

enforcement of duties of a national citizenry.“9

The profound changes in the nature, size, organization
and role of the state and its administrative structures was
reflected in the prevalent socio-political thought of the
17th and 18th century. Thomas Hobbes, perhaps the first
.i:-1losopher to assert that the political institution which
mattered most was the central sovereign power, was bolstered
by Saint Simon's conviction that administrators would inherit

the earth.lo By the end of the 18th century a substantial

9 Barker, op.cit., p.6.

10 Saint Simon's views on the dynamics of society has
been discussed by Sheldon S, Wolin, Pglitics and
Vision, (Boston,1960), p.412ff.
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body of ideas about the executive had emerged from the
focussed discussion on the *administration' that began
early in the century.

An extremely popular view that emerged was one of
government as a serviceerendering institution that
ought not to be preempted by either individuals or groups
contending in the political arena., Rulers were expected
to hold power in *trust' for their people and had to
exercise their power in accordance with the terms of that
trust, Locke's doctrine, that the supreme legislative
authority had no right to breach the terms of his trust
and Rousseau's distinction between "sovereign people and
mere government". are persuasive examples of this school
of thought.!! With this dynamic conception of states
responsibility, the quality of administration became 2
matter of public concern, and the purposes which officials

served became public purposes,

The conception of government as a public trust is

“*“important for our theme, for the governments of European

11 Edmund Burke was an exponent of this school.

Refer in his Selected Writings and Sgeeches, ed.,
Peter Stanlis, (New York,l 3?, pp .370=71.,

Diss
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states were beginning to be assessed in terms of success
in achieving public goals rather than simply in terms of
the geneological or divine claims, This criterion of
assessment placed demands on and furned attention to their
executing machinery i.e., the bureaucracy for achieving
these goals.? The study of politics thus warranted how
given ends of government could be attained with the utmost
economy of effort, the end being the welfare prosperity

and happiness of citizens, Proposals for governmental
reform came increasingly to focus not merely on legislative
institutions and reforms, but also on Specificallf
administrative ones. The theorists of "enlightened
government" regardgd themselves as scientists of adminis-
tration entering on a new way in the study of politics

ignored hitherto by scholars.13

With this shift in emphasis from the functional goal
orientation of the state to the more specific 'means'
required to achieve these goals bureaucracy assumed a more
or less independent status in socio-political writings.

Efforts were directed at studying various aspects of its

12 Leonard Krieger, An_Es onp_the Theory of
Enlichtened Despotism, iChicago,l9757, P2,
13 Ibid., p.56.
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efficiency and achievement. The result was that, the
structure of bureaucracy became increasingly analogous,
during the process of examination, to a 'machine’'.

"... By the end of the 18th century the machine had
become an obsessive image. Anson used it to describe the
projected ministry of the interior, Camus to describe the
entire administration and Marat t¢ represent municipal
administration. The writings of many others seem to show
that this generation thought of administrative agencies

as analogous to machines, "%

The conceptualization of administrative institutions
as machines was particularly suited to rationalist reformers
in the enlightened state for it legitimized both their role
and that of their ruler. An administrative machinery needs
*o be looked after by qualified mechanics and it can be
designed, redesigned and manipulated according to the
technical knowledge these mechanies monopolize.15 Viewing

administrative institutions and machinery allowed many of

14 J.F. Bosher, French Finances, 1770-1795 : From
Business to Bureaucracy, (Cambridge, 1970), p.296.

15 J.H.G. Von Justi used this mechanistic model in his
writings. Refer his quotations in
Geraint Parry, "Enlightened Government and Its Critics

in 18th Century Germany", Historical Journa}l, vol.6,
1963, p.l182.
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these thinkers to distinquish and stress the central
gulding role of the ruler, who did not function as part of
the machine but was required to run and oversee its
workings., Moreover, alongside there was also a concomitant
increase in attention given to its parts - the officials -~
and a heightened perception of the importance of their
role within it to ensure that they were good parts suited
to the task they had to perform. The latter notion found
reflections in administrative theory which now dealt
extensively on the importance of recruiting competent
officials, Models of education and recruitment practices

were designed, altered and improved.

Along with the increased attention to the official
went a much more definite attention to 'function' well
conveyed in the mechanistic terms that prevailed towards
the end of the 18th century., This preoccupation with
function was at the root of the discussion on the colleglal
versus individual responsibility and the debate on terri-
torial visea=vis functional based administrative units.
The shift in emphasis was quite apparent., Bosher writes,
"whereas the posts of officials during the ancient regime
had been offices or places, they now began to be called

functions and the officials themselves were for the first
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time described as functionaries. This utilitarian
vocabulary was used to describe organizations with quasi-
mechanical virtues, ..., the idea qf function became a
principle of quasi mechanical organizations."16
Perhaps it is these mechanical analogies which led
to the birth of a rational-legal approach to bureaucratic
structure. Legal, because legislation was treated as one
of the most important means of implementing administrative
reforms; rational, because of the concern to establish
streamlined, simplified, harmonious administrative
structures in which all parts fitted and worked smoothly,
Within these broader functional concerns specific
suggestions and préctical measures like rules specifying
a department's function, payment by salary, use of recerds,
inspection and reporting were almost universally recommend.
These schemes and proposals contain a great deal which

anticipates Weber's ideal type of bureaucracy.

In conclusion, it can be said that the general chara-
cter of these writings was that of technical advocacy, not
of social theory and certainly not of revolutionary ideology.
An indepth discussion on social theory of bureaucracy has

therefore been attempted in the following chapters,

16 BOSher. _9_209__1‘_1;_.’ p.297o



CAPITALISM AND BUREAUCRACY
REFLECTIONS ON THE PHILOSOPHIES OF
HEGEL, MARX AND WEBER
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Chapter-I1

Important for the rise and growth of capitalism was
the dual revolution in Western Europe - i.e., political
events between 1789 and 1815 in France and industrial

1 This dual revolution was

revolution in England.
therefore the cause of rapid transformation in 19th
century Western European society. The French Revolution
with its violent and creative changes made men realize
that they could substantially alter their institutions if

they wished.

The new individual of liberal theory was the master,
not merely of natﬁre but of his own economic and social
destiny, and he was deemed capable of looking after
himself in equal competetion with others who were conceived
as rivals rather than fellows. The rich, supportive
network of social relationships associated with traditional
life and the laws, conventions and habits which helped
protect it were denounced as impediments to the free,

productive individual.

1l Graeme Duncan, Marx and Mill ¢ Two Views of
So Conf d Soc Harmony \Cambridge University
ess, 1973), p.l19.
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However, it became more and more obvious during
the 19th century that the free status and equality of
men were matters of theory rather than reality, as
inequality and power of an extremely damaging kind emerg:4.
The issue was whether soclety itself should become a
market place subject only to economic laws and criteria

and driven forward by an endless thirst for gain.2

Outraged by what seemed to them large scale social
devastation, forward looking socialists alongwith conser-
vatives complained of the costs of progress, and
contrasted present decomposition with warm human communi-
ties, which they sometimes located in the actual past.
They were appalled by many aspects of the fragmented,
differentiated, contractual and individualistic society
.‘hich was emerging. It was the market place writ large -
divided, abstracted, cold and pervaded by a selfish and
calculating utilitarian morality.

There were thus some common elements in conservative

and radical denunciations of the 19th century capitalist

2 Ibido. p0220
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world, But there were substantial differences over the
conceptions of history within which changes werc perceived.
ilost social critics preferred community and closeness to
division and anomic, but some looked back to an harmonious,
patriarchial and unequal system while others looked forward
to a cooperative egalitarian social order, marked by

3 It wss

widespread and diverse individual achievement.
this latter school which aimed to control and civilize
capitalism thereby sowing the seeds of an alternative
political philosophy. The thrust was towards a democratic
community in which industrial growth was to be regulated
according to ethical priorities and the pursuit of profit

be subordinated to human needs,

One of the earliest critics of the modern industrial
system was G.#.F. Hegel. His work assumes importance .5 it
was one of the very first attempts to establish a necessery
link between the emergence of machinery and the intensifi..

cation of alienation of man.4 Hegel®s position 1s betwecn

Ebido : PPo 24,23,

4  Refer, Raymond Plant, Hegel ¢ An Introduction,

(London, 1983), pp.207:-10,
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the idealizers of machine and the machine-smashers ¢
while recognising the alienation caused by the intro-
duction of the machine, he sees it as a necessary element
in the anthropological determination of modern society

based on increasing production.

For Hegel, the ultimate power in the commodity -
producing society is the power of the market, The power
of the market is connected with the transformation of the
use value of objects into the exchange values of
commodities, Thus man's labour which had been aimed at
achlieving power over objects thus ultimately places man
in a diametrically opposed condition of utter dependence
and total impotence vis-a-vis the powers which were created

by him - over which he now lost all control.

Hegel's account of commodity - producing society
abounds with explicit references to the sociological
structure of this society. The basis of this society is
the system of needs; yet human needs are not raw natural
needs, rather they are mediated through man's labour ¢

'Through labour the raw material directly supplied by



30

nature is specifically adapted to the numerous ends by
all sorts of different processes'.5 Labour is thus the
mediator between man and nature and therefore in labour
there always exists an intrinsic'moment of liberation,
since labour enables man to transcend the physical limits

set upon him by nature,

For Hegel, it is precisely this liberating aspect
of man as not being limited in his needs by his natural
determination which also drives human society to the
endless pursuit of commodities. The power driving men to
act in the market thus becomes infinite. The rapid
expansion of the market necessiates ever expanding and
continually-changing needs, For Hegel, it is this
economic expansion of civil society which brings about
social polarization and intensifies it, "The wealth of
nations can be built only at the expense of the poverty
of classes, Factories and manufacturers base their

existence on the misery of class".6

5 G.W.F. Hegel, osophy of Right (1821) Tr. by
T.M. Knox, (London,1942), para=-196.

6 Shbomo Avineri, Hegel's Theory of the Modern State,
(Cambridge,1972), p.96.
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The condition of poverty, in which this mass finds
itself is endemic to commodity-producing society. Modern
poverty is accompanied by industrial overproduction which
cannot find enough consumers who have sufficient purchasing
power to buy the products offered in' the market. It is not
the malfunctioning but the smooth=functioning of the powers

7 The ultimate

of the market which creates poverty.
consequence of this condition then pushes the helpless mass
of the poor into personal dependence upon the wealthy who
are their employers. Economic inequality calls for a
situation of domination, and out of economic relations there

emerge a dangerous pattern of inequality and power.,

Hegel thus points an astonishing picture of civil
society. At this point one would expect Hegel to argue for
a radical transformation of this society. But at the height
of this critical awareness of the horrors of industrial
society. Hegel, ultimately remains quietistic, searching
for a solution that would incorporate this horrifying

7 Refer, David MacGregor, The Communist Ideal i
Hegel and Marx, (London,1984), pp.223-35.



reality into a system that would integrate and accommodate
jt. For him, philosophy can c¢nly integrate the world and

not change it.8

It is in this context that Hegel looks at the poli-
tical structure proper and introduces the state as a system
of integration aimed at ovgrcoming the atomistic individua-
lism of the economic sphere., The State is shown as a force
regulating and integrating economic activity, transcending
by its very universality the centrifugal forces of the
market. "It becomes necessary at the moment when society
seems to be heading for disruption and chaos ¢ it is the
re-integration of the self into itself as an universal
being after economic life has particularized and atomished

3£,

In developing his theory, Hegel endows the state
with a dual quality which accentuates the dialectical
nature of his whole attitude. On the purely subjective

level, the State is merely instrumental; people view it as

8 Shlomo Avineri, op.cit., pp.98=99.
S Ibid., p.99.
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a convenient device to sccure their ends, to smoothen

and polish the functioning of economic institutions. But
on a higher plane, the State embodies mans' basic
universal nature, the immanent necessity of man to

transcend individualistic interests.®

However the State, while incorporating the individual
in a universal unity, doesn't subsume his activities under
its existence. This ambivalence is represented in the
individual in his dual role as a particular as well as
universal being. Hegel says that man is both a member of
the civil society and a citizen of the State and therefore
has to strike a balance between these two aspects of his

existence.ll

These two aspects of human activity lead to Hegel's
discussion of social classes. The crucial point here is
that Hegel doesn't see the contradiction between man as a
member of the civil society and as a citizen as something
to be overcome in a total, new entity; it is part of the

dialectical progress of man towards his self-recognition.

10  Ibid., p.10l.
11  Ibid., p.104.
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For Hegel, the institutionalization of class
relationships into the political structure is the way
through which the atomism of civil society becomes
integrated into a comprehensive.totality° Each class
is in itself an expression of universality, cince it is
based on what is common to its members, It is through
belonging to a class that a person achieves his ties with
other persons. "Every individual, by virtue of his
belonging to a class is an universal and thus 3 true

individual, a perSQn."12

The main function of the classes for Hegel is to
medliate the physical dependence, inherent in the relation-
ship of the civil society, into an ethical relationship
of mutual interdependenée9 in which the brute force of
physical and econcmic power is sublimated into political
organization. Belonging to a class links a person to a
universal and hence classes medial between man's purely

individual existence and the wider context of his life.13

———— e e s

12 Ibid., p.1l05.
Slaves, who cannot constitute a universal are not
a class; the Slave relates to his master as a
particular,

l3 Go\hoFo Hegel, _nggé.io’ para~*207.
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It is also important to note that class divisions, for
Hegel, determine not only a person's purely economic mode
of life but are a totality which impinges on the whole of
his 1life. A person's consciousﬁess is moulded in
accordance with his membership of a partic Yur class. The
three classes « the agricultural class, the business class
and the bureaucracy, thus reflect three modes of

consciousness, conservations, individualism and universality.

The agricultural class is inclined to subservience,
it has little occasion to think of itself. What it
primarily obtains is the gift of a stranger,of nature,
Therefore, the feeling of dependence is fundamental to it
and with this feéling there is readily associated g3
villingness to submit to whatever may befall it at other
mens® hands. It is a class of immediate trust, of
unreflective consciousnessol4

The business class is more inclined to freedom.
Craftmanship, mass production and exchange are the three
main modes through which this class establishes itself,

A higher level of consciousness can be felt in this class

14 Ibid., para 2034
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as natural products are treated only as raw materials.15

The business class expresses already a sort of
universality - the universality of the market - but it
is still abstract. Universality becomes concrete only
in the class of public servants who represent ‘the
intervention of the universal into all particularity‘o16
Bureaucracy thus becomes a crucial link between the
particularism of civil society and the universality of the
state. On the one hand, it is one class among the classes
of civil society; on the other, it does not have its own

interests as the goal of its activities but is motivated
by the interests of the society as a whole,

Hegel defines the universal class as follows:

"The class of civil servants has for its
task the universal interests of the
community., It must therefore be relieved
from direct labour to supply its needs,
either by having private means or by
receiving an allowance from the State

vhich clains its industry, with the

resulte ‘that private interest finds its 17
satisfaction in the work of the universal,”

15 Zbidog para 204,
16 Shlomo Avineri, on.cit., p.108.
17 G.W.F. Hegel, 9;!292_5_-_&09 pa.205.
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The Fredrikian idea of a meritocracy is strongly
echoed in Hegel's insistence that:

"individuals are not appointed to office
on account 4f their birth or native
personal gifts. The objective factor in
their appointment is knowledge and proof
of ability. Such proof guarantees that
the State will get what it requires;
since it is the sol:¢ :ondition for
appointment, it also guarantecs to

every citizen the chance of joining the
civil service."18

Universalistic, achievement oriented criteria imbue
the whole structure of civil service, and a place in civil
service should never be construed as constituting a claim
to something resembling private property. According to
Hegel, the property-oriented criteria of civil society are
totally out of place in the public realm of the civil service
and he sees the institution of a modern, rationally organized
bureaucracy as one of the characteristics of the new State,
"The individual functionaries and agents are attached to

their office not on the strength of their immediate personality,

18 Ibid., para 291.
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but only on the strength of their universal and objectivo

qualities.... The functions and powers of the State can

never be a form of private prOperty."19

Civil servants should also have tenure and be thus

independent of immediate political pressure ¢

"Once an individual has been appointed to
his official position by the sovereign's
act, the tenure of his post is conditional
to his fulfilling his duties., Such ful-
filment is the very essence of his appoint-
ment, and it is only consequential that he
finds in his office his livelihood and the
assured satisfaction of his particular
interests, and further that his external
circumstances and his official work are
freed from other kinds of subjective
dependence and influence. What the

service of the State really requires is
that men shall forgo the selfish and
capricicus satisfaction of their subjective
ends; by this very sacrifice they acquirz
the right to find their satisfaction in -
and only in -~ the dutiful discharge of
their public functionso"zo

19 Ibid., para 277.
20 Ibid., para 294.
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According to Hegel the modern State needs a tenured
bureaucracy with an ethos of service, to the commonwealth,
recruited according to its merit and compensated according
to its performance. In its autonomy and independence from
the economic powers of civil society, this bureaucracy acts
as a brake on civil society itself and ensures that public
policy shouldn't be an immediate reflection of the
interests of the civil society.

Hegel is aware of the danger that members of such
a bureaucracy may tend to view themselves as owing the
State, He therefore envisages a series of educaticnal
mechanisms as effective checks and balances on the power
of the civil service., The first in the series is the
factor of socialization itself. In Hegel's view,
bureaucrats are recruited from among the middle class which
1s characterized by a combination of cultural sensitivity
and sense of law and order, This class consciousness acts
as a backdrop to educate them regarding the will and
knowledge of the universal interest. Among the more
concrete educational mechanisms are the control exercised
from above by the constitution and from below in the form

of grievances, petitions from corporations, press and
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public opinion. Ecucational mechanisms operate also from
within bureaucracy also. The State machinery operates
according to what Hegel considers to be rational rules of
division of labour - i.,e., hierarchy, specialization and
coordination, where the view of the whole is combined with
the familiarity with details.?l This creates a type of
bureaucratic ethos which polishes the universal insight
and universal will of the bureaucrats. Because Hegel was
aware of the immense power of civil society he saw as the
utmost necessity the development within the social
structure of focii of power that would be relatively
independent of it.

An important question to be raised is - what are the
effects of functions of the bureaucracy on the larger social
order? Some of these effects have been mentioned in passinge.
But in order to review Hegel's position in a proper
perspective, we have to come to terms with the general
problem of the relationship between fhe State and the

civil society.22

21 Victor M. Perez-Diaz, State, Bureaucracy and
Civil Society, (London,1978), pp.l12-3.

22 Refer, G.V.F. Hegel, Political ¥ritings, Tr. by
T.M. énox, (London,l§64), pp .56-68,
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Hegel's position, as we shall see, i5 an ambiguous
one. The main line of reasoning is as follows: civil
society is an order of universality in-itself, While
the State 1s an order of universaiity of an higher degree
- i.e2., the State represents the development and actuali-

zation of these universal aspects of civil society.

In order to understand Hegel's view of this
harmonious relationship between civil society and the
political state in modern times, we may compare this model
with that of civil society and the political machinery in
the framework of a society, which is not an ethical
community. Such was the case of the Roman world. There
we have = (a) a civil society composed by self-seeking
individual atoms, by masters and slaves who have no bond
of moral reciprocity, by antagonistic social classes; and
(b) a machinery of the State that is external to and

oppressive of that civil society.23

The bourgeois society, or the civil society of modern

times, is far from being such an atomistic and conflictual

23 Refer, G.W.F. Hegel, Philosophy of History, Tr. by
J. Sibree, (New York,1955), pp.278-318.
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world: To begin with, the system of needs (or market
system) contains a set of self-requlatory mechanisms -
which in Hegel's opinion replace the chaotic regulations
of the ancient regime's economic interventionism, with
much better results. Besides this system combines within
the ‘corporations! -« a term that denotes associations of
a local and professional character-that-defend and
educate their individual members and help them to acquire
a quasi-public diSposition.24
At the same time, Hegel's discussion of the State
includes frequent and crucial statements with quite a
different message ¢ notably that civil society is a very
unstable social equilibrium eroded by self-seeking and
conflicting individual strategies as well as by insoluable
problems (such as the accumulation of wealth and poverty) =
and that, as a consequence, civil society 1s not to be
trusted by the political State and has to be checked by
and subjected to it.

As a result, we are confronted with a set of
contradictory *functions' or effects of the bureaucracy

on civil society. The bureaucracy is supposed to make

24  Victor M. Perez Diaz, op.cit., p.l4.
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explicit the latent universality of civil society - while
at the same time it has to check its (basic) particularism.
It has to increase civil society's public disposition -

and it has to deactivate it.25

What ever may be the ambivalence, one function of
the bureaucracy is crystal clear. It expresses and
reinforces the differentiation between political State and
civil society, 1In his earlier writings Hegel makes the
universal class occupied with defending the State and
latter on there is a shift from mere defence to adminis-
tration; this occurs parallel to his own growing awareness
of the power of the civil society., Hegel's theory of
bureaucracy is thus not only a reflection of the functional
needs of a complex and differentiated society, but also
represents a critique of the claims of the civil society to

absolute power.26

It is important to understand the distinction Hegel
draws between the rational state and the existing political

states, the former involving a just and ethical relationship

25 Ibid,, pp.14-15.
26 Shlomo Avineri, op.cit., p.160.
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of harmony among the elements of society, an ideal against
which existing political states are to be measured. The
extent to which it really is a state depends on this
closeness to the ideal. The 'present situation' Hegel refers
to is one in which the Western European States present all
the necessary elements for a potentially rational order -

an efficient and stable government, a system of represen-
tates, a free press and an increasingly educated public
opinion, a market system checked by some public regulations,
laws which have been publicly discussed and enacted, equality
before the law, liberal principles and basic individual
liberties (of conscience, academic freedom, private property,
choice of profession, etc.). However this is not to say

that the concept of State is fully realized in all and

each of these nations. But the closeness to the rational

State cannot be denied either.27

The essence of the State is then, for Hegel, internal
not historical. For him, its aim is the realization of

rational freedom, as an association of free men mutually

27 Victor M. Perez Diaz, gp.cjit., p.l6.
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educating each other. It is the great organism in which
judicial ethical and political freedom have to achieve
realization, The frame of reference for Hegel is then,

not necessarily anything that actually exists but rather
what should exist. Further the *state of reason' doesn't
refer merely to the political institutions of society, but
all public affairs and life in a broad sense. It embraces
the totality or collectivity of humanity's communal concerns;

it is the institutionalization of communality in society.

II

Following Hegel, the young hegelian movement held
that errors committed by the constitutional monarchical
State could be eliminated or corrected through rational
argument, Using the 'Prussian State' as a model of analysis,
the young Hegelians maintained that it could eventually
develop into the 'State of reason'. They continued to
adhere to their belief that everything bad and ‘irrational’
in the State could be corrected through the use of

reason.28

28 A, Hagedus, Socialism and Bureaucracy, (London,
1976), p.l2.



Karl Marx was the first to lift the last veil of
this illusion., He established that the State is not some
incorporeal - it is people, certain individuals, involved

in a particular set of social relationship. He says:

"The affairs and operations of the State
are bound up with individuals (the state
operates only through individuals) ...
Hegel forgets that the State affairs and
operations are human functions ... that
the State affairs etc., are nothing but
modes of existence and operation of the
social qualities of human beings."29

It is interesting to note that like Hegel, the
young Marx believéd that the rational State must represent
the universal interests of the community, but he insisted
that the existing State did not do so, and the prominence
of the bureaucracy within it was one of the major reasons
why it could not do so. He rejects Hegel's claim that the
bureaucracy is an impartial and thus ‘universal® class.30

Reversing the Hegelian dialectic, he asserts that, though

29 Kar) Marx and Frederick Engels, Collected Norks,
vol.3, (Moscow,1975), pp.21=2,

30 Ibid., p.45.
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the function of the bureaucracy is in principle a universal
one, the bureaucrats have in practice ended by turning it
into their own private affair. Certainly in the past the
bureaucracy fought on the side of the monarch against

the corporations and against separatism ¢

"When bureaucracy is a new principle, when
the universal interest of the State starts
to become something 'apart' by itself and
thereby an ‘actual' interest, bureaucracy
conflicts with the cérporations just as

any consequence conflicts with the existence
of its presuppositions,"3l

But once the victory had been won, the bureaucracy needed
constantly to maintain the appeérance of the separation in

order to justify its own existence, For,

"the same spirit that creates the corpo-
ration in society creates bureaucracy in
the State., The spirit of bureaucracy 1is
attacked alongwith the spirit of the
corporation., If bureaucracy earlier
attacked the existence of corporations

to make room for its own existence, it now
attempts to sustain forcefully the exis-
tence of the corporations se as to preserve
the corporations' spirit, which is its own
spirit,."32

31 Ibid., p.45.
32 m.-‘



48

In other words, on the one hand, the bureaucracy
considered other corporations as rivals and fought
against them, On the other hand, it presupposed the
existence of corporations, or atléast the 'spirit of
corporations', for like them it sought simply to serve
its particular interests : it tried therefore to defeat
them but could not do without them,

Thus bureaucracy allocated to itself a particular,
closed society within the State, the consciousness, will
and power of the State., In the battle against the
corporations,thg bureaucracy was necessarily victorious
as each corporation needed it to combat other corporations,
whereas the bureauéracy was self-sufficient. In short:
'*The corporation is the attempt of civil society to become
the State; but bureaucracy is the State which in

33 Thus bureaucracy,

actuality has become civil society.'
which came into existence to solve problems,
. ... in order to continue existing, turned

"into an end in itself and achieved nothing., It was this

33 Ibid,, p.46.
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process that accounted for all the characteristics of
bureaucracy : the formalism, the hierarchy, the mystique,
the identification of its own end with the end of the
State. Marx sumsvup these characteristics in a passage

whose insight merit a lengthy quotation.

"Bureaucracy considers itself the ulti-
mate finite purpose of the State. Since
bureaucracy converts its formal ‘purposes®
into its content, it everywhere comes into
conflict with 'real purposes, It therefore,
changes the purpbses of the State into the
purposes of bureaus and vice versa,
Bureaucracy is a circle that no one can
leave., Its hierarchy is a hierarchy of
information. The top entrusts the lower
circles with an insight into details,
while the lower circles entrust the top
with an insight'into what is universal,and
thus they mutually deceive each other. The
universal spirit of bureaucracy is the
secret, the mystery sustained within
bureaucracy itself by hierarchy and main-
tained on the outside as a closed corporation,
The open spirit and sentiment of patriotism
hence appear to bureaucracy as a betrayal of
this mystery. Finally, the bureaucracy holds
the essence of the State in its possession;
it is its private property - that is for the
bureaucracy State power plays the same role,



in terms of the material basis of its
assendency as private property does for
the property ownership classes. For the
individual bureaucrat the State's purposes
become his private purpose of hunting for
higher positions and making a career for
himself."34

Marx®s fundamental criticism of Hegel hinges around
the fact that the attributes of humanity as a whole had
been transferred to a pérticular class; which thus
represented the illusor? universality of modern politiéal
life. The bureaucracy was just another class with parti-
cular interests like thé others; peculiar only in that its
particular interest base was the State. It too was based
on a sort of ‘*property', but its private property consists
of the State itself - the political power, It was this
peculiarity that created the illusion of universality.

But it is all based on a lie = "the lie that the State is
the people's interest or that:the people is the Statefs

interest."35

34 Ibid., p.47.
35 Refer, Ibid., pp.28-33,
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It is important to note that the foregoing analysis
is based on the writings of the young Marx of 1843, With
his hisforical materialism not yet fully developed, Marx
allowed the bureaucracy more autonomy than he was later
prepared fo concede. For, while the bureaucracy discussed
in 1843 can be said to be serving the corporations ih a
weék sense, by preserving their existence, Marx doésn‘t
make the stronger claim that it merely serves their interests,
The objection:to its control over the State is not that other
estates thereby control the bureaucracy, but that bureaucracy
is itself a particular interest and that no particular |
-interest should have such controivover a State supposed to

represent the whole of society, the universal interest,

By 1845, however,.the doctrine usually taken to
characterize ‘'classical'’ Marxism}had beén developed.
Thereafter Marx insisted that productive economic activity
is fundamental in human affairs, that the 'bearers' of
relations of production are social classes and that their
conflicts are the motor of historical change. Within each
"mode of pféduction“ a fundamentally important distinction
exists between that class which owns the means of production
and that which doesnot; these two classes are the funda-

mental actors in each society, and their relationship and
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conflict are at the root of the definition and cépacity
for change of the society. In-this theoretical context,
neither bureaucratic activity nor bureaucrats were

needed to be central foci of attention. In class societies,
bureaucracy was not a class but the servant of classes;
not basic, but ultimately subordinate to the ruling class.,
In capitalist society, that class is the bourgeoisie. In
the German'Ideology of 1845-46, Marx and Engels claim that
the State in bourgeois society is simply "the form of
organisation which the bourgeoisie are compelled to adopt
ees Tfor the mutual guarantee of their property and

interests."36

- The independent State, they insist, is an
anomalous and pre-bourgeois phenomenon which only remains
where estates have‘declined but classes are still not fully
developed and where no group has the power to overque the
rest. The State in thisfsituation is relatively autonomous,
free from control by any of the contending classes but not

from society as such., The historical moorings of Germany

was a case in point as distinct from the more advanced

36 Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, German Ideology,
(Moscow, 1976), p.99.
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countries of that time, England and France. Engels hints
at this relative autonomy in an article on the Prussian

Constitution:

"Thus the king, representing the central
power of the State, and Supported by the
numerous class of government officers,
civil and military was enabled to keep
down the middle class by the nobility

and the nobility by the middle classes,

by flattering now the interests of the
one and then those of the other; and
balancing as much as possible, the
influence of both., This stage of abso~
lute monarchy has been géne through by
almost all the civilized countries of
Europe, an in those most ‘advanced it has
now;given place to the government of the
middle class. This is because the nobility
and middle classes are placed in such a
situation that by natural progress of
industry and civilization the latter must
increase in wealth and influence while

the former must decrease and impdverisho“37

37 Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, Collected Works,
vol.6, (Moscow, 1984), p.65.
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Further for Engels,

"a constitution, in the pre-bourgeoisie
set up gives an appearance of guarantee
to the aristocracy and middle classes;
for the reminder there was everywhere

a bureaucratic government whose proceed-
ings are shut up as much as possible
from the public eye."38

)
Engels tries to find out the root of the situation
and in a brilliant article on the 'constitutional qﬁestion
in Germany' written in 1947 he refers to the formation of
bureaucracy as a result of the'resignihg of power by the
nobility and the petty bourgeoisie. Both contending classes
however contribute to the formation of ‘this third class,
with the nobility reserving the higher'positions and the
petty bourgeoisie confent' . with the lower positions
in administration. For Engels this regime represented
by the buréaucracy is the political summing up of the
general importance and contemptibility of the dull boredom
and sordidness of German society. The reason for this

situation of status quo according to Engels is the lack of

38 Ibid., p.30.
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capital in the hands of one class. He argues that it is
- only the bourgéoisie class which overthrows the compromise

established between nobility and petty bourgeocisie in the

bureaucratic monarchy°39

Marx realized the difficulty involved in bringing

about this change., He says,

"the absolute bureaucratic monarchy will
not itself be amicably changed into a
bourgeois monarchy. It will not abdicate
amicably., The princes® hands are tied
both by their personal préjudiCes and by
a whole bureaucracy of officials who are
far from willing to exchange their ruling
position for a subservient one in respect
of the bourgeoisie. Then the feudal
estates also hold back; for them it is a
question of life and death."40

Therefore bureaucracy which was a necessity for the
petty bourgeoisie very soon.becomes an unbearable fetter

for the bourgeoisie, Al;eady at the stége of manufacture

39  Ibid., p.79.
40  Ibid., p.333.
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official supervision and interference become very
burdensome, The bourgeoisie resorts to bribing the
bureaucracy for which Marx sayé they can't be blamed.
However it is impossible to bribé all officials with whom
a factory owner comes into contact = ‘“bribery doesn't
free him from perquisites, honoriums to jurists, archi-
tects, mechanics, nor from other expeﬁses caused by the

ndl

system of suspervision. The more industry develops,

the greater the pestering becomes.

The bouregoisie, therefore, is compelled to break
the power of this indolent and pettifogging bureaucra¢y.
From the moment the State administration and legislature
ﬁ%ll under the control of the bourgeoisie, the. independence
of the bureaucracy ceases to exist. For the. bourgeoisie,

to make itself dominant is a COmpulsion; Engels says:

"the bourgeoisie must develop itself to
the full, daily expand its capital, daily
reduce the production costs'of its commo-
dities, daily expand its trade connections
and markets, in order not to be ruined.
And to be able to develop freely and to
the full, what is requires is precisely

41 Ibid., p.S8s.
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political dominarice, the subobdination of
allcother interests to its own."42 A

Engels latter on refering to Prussia as a specific
historical model makes clear the growing power of the
bourgeoisie and the shift from absolute bureaucratic monar-
chy towards a bourgeoisie monarchy. The Prussian bourgeoisie
after the formation of the new Conétitution undexr Fredrick
William IV in_i947 refused to finance the State. The king
was in desbair and for the first fewvdays Prussia was
almost without a king. The country was in the throes of
revolution withéut knowing it., It was only aftér receiving
aid from Russia that the monarchy stabilized a bit. The
Prussian bourgeoisie was for the time being defeated. But
it made a great step forward, héd won for itself a forum,
"had given the king a proof of its power and had workéd
the couﬁtry up into a great stage of agitation.43 The State
‘bureaucracy.is seen here ‘as the main political obstacle to
social progress at the given point in history. Once the
bourgeoisie gains power, social and political thereby

taking over in its own name the direct command of the State,

42  Ibid., p.90.
43  Ibid., p.522.
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the bureaucracy gets reduced more and more to the stétus

of a social stratum acting merely}as the agent of.the
ruling class. This is the status it tends to be restricted
.to, as a rule, wherever the ruling class of a given society
is robust enough to exercise unchallenged socic=economic
'and.political swaY. Perhaps‘fhis suggests why the class
status of the bureaucracy has again become a moot queétion
in.the contemporary world, which sees the down phase of
bourgeois society and the increasing prevalence of autono-

mized State phenomena,44

In the United States, whiph had
started.on a more or less bourgeocis basis wifhout evolving
through feudalism, Marx noted'tﬁat the 'State! in contradis-
tinction from all earlier rational formation was subordinated
from the first to the bourgeoisie society and produciion and
could therefore never make the claim of being an end in |

itself 545

This tidy and uncomplicated formula dominated Marx's
writing about the modern State until 1851 - Napoleon's

coup detat of 2nd December, Marx recognized that the

44 Refer Hal Draper, Karl Marx's Theorv of Revolution,
vol.1I, (New York,1977), p.497.

45 Ibid., p.497.
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result of the coup appeéred to be triumph of Napolean and
the bureaucracy over society, a triumph of the executive

over Social classes. In the 18th Brumaire “he complained
of: |

"this executive power with its enormous
bureaucratic and military organization,
with its ingenious State machinery, with
a host of officials numbering half a
million ... Every common-intereét was
straightaway severed from society,
counterposed to it as a higher, general
interest; snatched from the activity of
society’s members themselves and made an
object of government activity."46

More important was the fact that the French bourgeo-
isies' economic interests depended directly on a huge
bureaucracy, for it offloaded ité surplus population and
received in salaries ‘what it caﬁnot pocket in the form

- of profit, interest and rents'.47

Politically, the
bourgeoisie was compelled to build up the power of the
State, in order to defeat the classes which it oppressed

economically, .-

46 Marx and Engels, Collected Works, vol,II,
(Moscow, 1979), p.1€5. -
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Marx writes,

"the bourgeoisie confesses that ... in
order to preserve its social power, its
political power must be broken, that the
private bourgeoisie can continue to
exploit the other classes and enjoy
undisturbed property, on condition that
their class be condemned alongwith other
classes to political nullity; that in
order to save its purse, it must forfeit
the crown..e”48

In the Bonapartist state, then, a class may rule

economically without ruling politically; indeed, its lack

of politicalvpower”is, in these circumstances, a condition

of its economic dominahce. ~French'Bohapartism in other

words is a regime which in times of bourgeois weakness

and fierce struggle within and between classes, serves

the bourgeoisiefs economic interests without being in their

control. It is not an example of a truely autonomous State

or bureaucracy but a response to the special nature of its

class base.

Ibid., p.l43.
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The sociolbgical significance of Marx‘'s analysis
of bureaucracy lies in his insistence that bureaucratic
structures donot automatically reflect prevailing social
power relations but pervert and disfigure them. Bureaucracy |
is thus the image of prevailing social power distorted by
its claim to universality. This insight may perhaps serve
as a clue to Marx's reluctance to systematize his views
on the modern State. Thqugh he never conceived the State,
or the bureaucratic strﬁcture,'as a mere reflection of ”
socio=-economic forces; he still éopsidered it as a
projection, even if a distorted one of those forces. The
basic contradiction in-whiqh the modern State finds itself
reveals that, to attain its expectations and standards it
must appear different ffom'what‘it really is = its
aliénation lies in its very essénce. Like feligion which
projects on to God what is lacking in this vale of tears,
the State ascribes to itself snd to bureaucracy those
attributes which should have been part of every person as

a subjecto49

49  Shlomé Avimeri, Ihe Socia% and Political Thought
of Karl Marx, iCamDridgesl 8), p.Sl.
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| ‘If so, why waste time in studying the distbrted
looking glass instead of looking through it at the
reality hidden behind it? Instead of discussing the
imaginary arrangements of the S{ate, why not analyse
the reality of civil society and its economic forms?
This is the way Marx summed up his own programmatic
position in 1859 in the Preface to 'A Contribution to a
Critique of Political E‘conomy.‘.50

Marx thus viewedvbureaQCracy.within the context of =
the class struggle; it represents tﬁe}tool of the ruling
classes, an inStrument.by which the latter eéxercises its
domination over the other classes. Its only with tﬁe‘
establishmentAof-élassless society will result the gradual

absorption of bureaucracy into ithe society as a whole.

- %Thus instead of'having an oppressive
structure which is separated from and
antagonistic to the rest of society,
in the communist State those functions
of bureaucracy which are not parasitic
will be performed by all social members.
The administrative tasks, losing their
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exploitative character will consist in

the administration of things and not

of people, as was the case with the
bureaucracy."9l _

In his manuscript for the fourth volume of Capital
Marx had approached the role of bureaucracy from the
economic side. He was concerned with the State official-
dom as one of those social strata that consist of pecple
who do unproductive labour but are nevertheless useful
to the ruling class in some way. The bourgeoisie
although initially'had a critical and severe attitude
towards the State machinéry soon discoverod and learned
by experience that it was out of its own organization that
the necessity arose for this class which was quite un-
productive, Having realized thisi‘the bourgeoisie gradually
began to justify the demands of its defender. The
dependence of the bureaucracy on the capitalism was thus

proclaimed.52

51 Cf., Nicos P. Mouzelis, Org NS
Bureaucracy : An Analysis of Modern Theories,
Tfondon 19677 s Pe lle

52 Ref., Victor M. Perez Diaz, op.cit., p.%0.
For the political rationale for bourgeoisie
justifying bureaucracy.
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I11

For Marx, the relationship between bureaucracy and
capitalism was established in stages; at loggerheads
at first and then discovering that one was beneficial for
the other. The second stage can be seen as a voluntary
ceasefire from both sides., Marx Weber had a different
story to tell in this regard. He viewed the relationship
frbm a much more rigid perSpective,vwhich led him to
conclude that bureaucracy is indispensible to modern.
economic organizétion; among the many preconditions
" necessary for it to develop in its purest form is the

rational economic base of capitélism.

Like Marx, Weber regarded the developed capitalist
order as a system with imperatives, with rules of actions
which the individual capitalist had to obey to survive,
In this system, the impeiatives of mechanized production
and incessant competitién_force_enterprises continuously
to maximize profit and therefore‘to operate in the most
efficient way possible. For this, bureaucracies are

essential in two areas. 'Internally, large scale capitalist



enterprises are ‘unequalled models of strict bureaucratic
organizationg?3 simply because bureaucracies get things
guone better than any other form of organization,
Externally,'the capitalist enterprise is equally de@endent
on the predictability and calculability provided by a_
rational legal order and state administration staffed
bureaucratically and working according to strict formal

54
Trules,

The framework of Weber‘s conception of bureaucrécy
is to be sought in his ideas on power, domination and
authority. For Weber, power is the prpbability that one
actor within a social rélationship will bé in a position
to éarryfout his own will despite resiétance. Domination
is power in a hierarchy; it is the probability that a
command will be'obeyed‘by,a»giveh group of person.
Authority exists whenevér obedience is based on a belief
in the command's legitimacy. The habit of obedience which
is essential to domination, however, cannot be maintained
over time without a continually functioning administrative

staff which enforces the order.55 Organized domination

53 Max Weber, Economy and Society : An Outline of
Interpretitive Socioleqy, vol.lll, (New York,1978),
P.974.

54  Ibid., p.1394.

55 Ibid., p.946.
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therefore is always éssociated_wifh and vitally dependent
upon administration, Such structures of domination become
politically crucial and attain some stability in form and
structure as soon as the group in which they éxist becomes

at all large and often as a result'of‘increase in size,
administration increases in complexity. Administration

can be said to occur in a wide variety of forms and

contexts. The bureaucracy is the most important adminise
tratiQe apparatus, and according.to'Weber, it is specifically

the most rational form of administration.

For Weber, bureaucracy referred to a quite Specific'
kind of administrative organization. Although he never
defined bureaucracy in the explicit way in which he defined
'class'. But on a number of occasions he outlined in some
detdil the characteristics of bﬁreaucracy. Specifically
they are: |

(1) There is the principle of fixed and official
jurisdictional areas which are generally
“ordered by rules, that is, by laws or
administrative regulationse.

(a) The regular activities required for
the purposes of the bureaucratically
governed structure are distributed
in a fixed Way as official duties.



(11)

(13)

(b)

(c)
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The authority to give commands

required for the discharge of these
duties is distributed in a stable way
and is strictly delimited by rules
concerning the coercive means, physical
or otherwise, which may be placed at the
disposal of the officials.

Methodical provision is made for the
continuous and regular fulfillment of

‘these duties and for the executive of

the corresponding rights; only persons
who have the generally regulated quali-
fications to serve are employed.

The principles of office hierarchy and the
levels of graded authority mean a firmly
ordered system of super ordination and
Subordination, in which there is a supervision
of the lower office by the higher ones.

The management of the modern office is based
on written documents.

(iv) Office management, at least all specialized
office management... usually presupposes
thorough. and: expert training.

(v)

When the office is fully developed, official
activity demands the full working capacity
of the official.
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(vi). The management of the office follows general .
rules, which are more or less stable.56

Central to the bureauarats way of working is the
separation of his official from his privéte life, work-
place, activity and equipment; Finally his professional
obligations are based nof on loyalty to person superiors
in or aone the bureaucracy, but rather to the organization's

impersonal purposes,

Because of these features; Weber-cl;ims bureaucracy
is, from a purely technical view point capable of attaining
the highest degree of rationality. From this viewpoint
the fully devéloped buréaucfatic mechaﬁism compares with
other organizations exéctly as does the machine with
non=-mechanical means of production. This is so, since
the division of labour minimizeé duplication of tasks as
well as friction. Hieravchy facilitates central planning
and coordination as well as control and discipline.

EZmployment on the basis of qualifications makes for a

56 H.H. Gerth and C.W. Mills (Tr, & Ed.),
From Max Weber : Essays in Sociology, (London,1958),
ppo 196‘"980 ' :
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higher level of knowledge and mcreléompetent work. Rules
save effort by standardizétioh; they obviate the need to
find a new solution fromeach individual problem, therefore
they also spell calculability of results, Impersonal
detachment promotes obje¢tivity and prevents irrational
action as well as such inequitable treatment as favouri-
tism on thé one hand or discrimination on the other.57

Two things should be noted about this conception.
First, it must be remembered that this is the ideal type
of bureaucracy, a theoretical construct, combining several
features of bureaucracy in its purest and most extreme
form., This pure unmixed form is never found in reality.
Weber never claimed that all modern organizations dispiay
all the afore mentioned féaturesg He merely claimed fhat
there is a general tendency in this direction and that
the closer an organization comes to displaying these
features, the more rational an&-effeotive it is likely to
be Weber thus refered to actual administrationé as
bureaucracies even when they displayed only in parts the

characteristics of his ideal type.

57 Ibid., p.337.
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Second, since Weber was interested in the form
of organization rather than to the uses to which it was .
put, he was not limited to talking of government., He
recognized that the State's monopoly of legitimate force
| puts its bureaucracy in a unique position, and in his
political writings he usually referred specifically to
state bureaucracy when he used the word, but he
repeatedly stressed that bureaucracies were found in all
kind of énterprise. The causes for this kind of a
developmeﬁt are several according to Weber three of which

however need speé€ial mention:

(1) - creation of money economy = Bureaucracies
based on compensation of kind had existed for
instance in Egypt, Rome and China. But payment
in kind could not ensure dependable revenues
for bureaucrats, Hence the practice was
to reward them by grants of land or the
collection of tax revenues from given
territories. This lead to the dlsintegration
of bureaucracies into feudal or semi-feudal
domains, A money economy ‘on the other hand
permits payment df secure, regular salaries,
which in turn creates dependable organiza-
tions. |



(11)

(141)
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the emergence of capitalist economy proper -
Two important elements of modern capitalism
are the rational estimation of risks and the
systematic calculation of profits. This
requires regular and stable market processes.
Capitalism thus encourages strong and orderly
governments based on bureaucratic organiza=-
tions. Moreover, the réquirements of
rationality and calculability have led
capitalist enterprises themselves to follow
bureaucratic principles of organization.

This has already been mentioned before.
Strange as it seems, it is thus the system

of free enterprise that has fostered

bureaucracy.

the more encompasing trend towards
rationalist, in Western Society = This
trend found expression in a general
'disenchantment' or demystification of the
world, in a more effective adaptation of
means to ends and;a more systematic organi-
zation of reality., For Weber, the protestant
ethic was the basic of ‘the spirit of
capitalism which called for the rational
investment of time and effort so as to maxi-
mize profits and achievements. The general
trend towards rationality is also evident in
the development of modern science with its
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~ combination of rational theory,
‘mathematical calculation and systematic
empirical observation. Protestantism,
.capitalism, science and bufeaucracy are
thus all part of one cluster of develop=
ments - the process of-rationalization.58

The pivotal political fact of the modern age was
the indispensability factor of bgreaucracy with its
expértise born of long and specialized traiﬁingo But Weber
was deeply concerned about its effects both on the indivi-
dual and society at large. The individual bureaucrat
reduces himself to a powerless cog'in a ceaselessly moving
machine ' which prescribe$ to him,an essentially fixed
route of march'.sg' Bureaucracy holds equally grave dangers
for society as a whole. 1In the past; bureaucratization of
society, as part of a growing rationality had for Weber
a liberating effect on society by destroying oppressive
traditions, But Weber saw further bureaucratization as

leading to the'permeation of bureaucratic values and ways

58 Ibid., pp.204-10.
59  Max Weber, op.cit., p.958.
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of thought throughout the population, a prospect he
didnot find heartening. While at the flrst sight
bureaucracy brought liberation, it is now apt to bring .

about the opposite = overorganlzation. Weber sounds quite

radical when he says:

"jt is in such an evolution that we are
already caught up and the great question
is therefore not how we can promote but
what can we oppose to this machinery in
order to keep a portion of mankind free
from this parceling out of the soul, from
this supreme mastery of this bureaucratic

way, of life,"

If one follows the political writings of Weber
a little more closely one will discover that there are
two principal foci of Weber'fs uneasiness regarding
bureaucracy.v The first aé mentioned before is the
bureaucratiiatibn of tﬁe whole of society in the sense
of the percoalation of bureaucratié values, ways Of.-
through and behaviour throughout a population. It is
important to note that although Weber drew attention to.

60 Cf. Martin Kriger, "Weber, Lenin and Reality of
Socialism", in E, Kamenka ed., Bureaucracy,
(London, 1979), p067
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‘the *socially levelling! effects of bureaucracy on status
structure, he was more aware and disturbed about the kind
of status hierarchy which bureaucracy itself encoufaged -
é hierarchy based on the 'patent of education' and on
education of a uniquely important kind in SpecialiZed.
functional skills,®!

His second concern was more directly political in
focus. It was the fear that those who man the bureau-
cratic organization might come to be the actual rulers of
a State. It was less a fear that we would all become
bureaucrats, than we would all coﬁ% to be ruled by
bureaucrats., In one sense Weber believed that this was
already the case-in every modern society because all
domination was exercised through bureaucratic agencies.

But ‘ruie',in the sense of ultimate directive power, did not
ihevitably lie in the-hands of officials for there was a
fundamental difference between the functional indispensa-
bility of bureaucratic forms»of organization and of bodies
of trained officials and the ;power‘ of those officials.

Weber's stand in this regard is a little ambiguous for

61 Max Weber, op.cit., pp.998-1002,
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he'SaYS -

"It must ... remain an open question
whether the 'power' of bureaucracy is
increasing in the modern states in which
it is spreading. The fact that bureau-
cratic organization is technically the
most highly developed power instruments
in the hands of its control doesn't
determine the height that bureaucracy
as such is capable of procuring for its
own opinions in- a particular social
structure."62 | '

~ But Weber aruged that while the power position of the
bureaucrats could not beiprédicted in general terms, it was
always great, under normal conditions. He realized that
the bureaucrats had enormous power resources at their
disposal which might enable them to rule unless they were
kept under political control. Unlike Hegel, who argued
that officialdom represented the general common interests
of the society; Weber insisted that bureaucrats far from
constituting a tuniversal class' fostered quite particular
sectional interests, For examble in Prussia, they wefe

recruited predominantly from one class = the economiqally

62 Ibid., p.99l.
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declining 'junkers® - and iherefore they over emphasized

the latters' conservative interests. For Weber, officialdom
generated its.own values and a conscicusness of its own
special interests, which it was uhiquely placed to

promote.

What Weber feared most was that modern Sociéty miqght
have to be dominated by the bureaurrats who controlled an
incomparably effective and inescapable administrative
machinery and that throughout society only those attitudes
and values would be generated which were apprepriate to
this machine. Weber coﬁcludedithat itjis only the non-
bureaucratic political head who could put a check to such
a move, and this is brecisely why Weber is. at to mention
dearth of people who have taken "politics as their vocation".
For Weber, the relationship of the official vis-a-vis the
political master is the'relationship between an expert
and a dilletante. Generally speaking, the trained
permanent official is more likely to get his way in the
long run than his nominal superior, the minister who is not
a Speciaiist. Thus the power of bureaucrat tends to
increase with respect to his political superior. Weber |

attributes this progressively increasing power to
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(1) practical effectiveness aﬁd increasing indispensability
of bureau¢ratic organizations; (ii) expert technical
knowledge; (iii) administrative secfecy. The first two
points have been dealt in the papefo The codes of
bureaucratic secrecy assumes significance because of the
fact that most important spheres of bureaucratic action

are withdrawﬁ from public scrutiny. Weber says, "The
concept of the ‘fofficlial secret' is the special invention
of bureaucracy, and nothing is so.fahaticallyvdefended by

n63 If it chooses

- the bureaucracy as this attitude....
to overrule its master, there is nothing to prevent it from
~doing so; "against the bureaucracy, the ruler remains

powerless.“64

Weber fears that if the top administration of State
is in the hands of the bﬁreaucrats, then there will be a
strong tendency for = (i) the political direction of the
bureaucracy to be irrespoﬁsible and ineffective; especially

in times of crisis; and (ii) the behind-the-scenes

63 Gerth and Millsg _Q_Qog_i_._'_t_o, p.233¢
64  Ibid. |
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influence of big capitalists in the running of the Stateqs

For Weber, 'the essence of politics is struggle over ends

and the power to accomplish ends; Effective and responsible
political leadership consists in knowing how to wéigh _
competing and conflicting}ends, how to negotiate compromises,
~ sacrificing the less important with the more important..."66
The entire structure and ethos of bureaucracy makes the
professional bureaucrat unsuited for such a political
directorate. As regards to the Secon&vaint Weber was
aware of the covert influence of big capitalists interest
_in state administration especially in its monocratic form.
Monocratic chief is more o¢pen to personal influence.
Although the influence of the big capitalisi cxists even

when there are strong political institutions yet it assumeé

unrestricted form when bureaucracy is least controlled.

Weber was of the opinion that ohly a working
parliament could provide the institutional means for
'effectively controlling the unrestrained power of bureéu-

'cracy. He also saw it as a breeding ground which would

65 Eric Wolin Wright, Class, Crisis and State,
(Londoh, 1979), p.186,

66 Ibid., p.187.
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generate the talented political leadership necessary for
responsibly difécting'bureaucratic activity. This analysis
is quite significant because towards the end, Weber was
arguing for a charismatic leader who would appeal directly
to the masses and would thereby acquire the independence
necessary for controlling and setting the goals for
bureaucrats.67 _ ,‘ |

This solution propounded by Weber was in sharp
opposition to the Marxist solution of fhe withering away
of the State and bureaucracy under éommuﬁism. Further
unlike Marx, for Weber the real danger of capitalism Was
the rise of more and mofe almighty bureaucracies, and not
simply the pri#ate.ownership of the means of production
and the relative or absdlute>exploitéfion of the working
classes to the advantage of their masters, He pointed out
thatvthe nationalization of the means of productibn would
not substantially alter the situation under socialism.
'Any socialist economy organized on rational lines ...
would retain the expropriation of all the workers and merely
bring it to completion by the expropriation of the private

owners.'68 A socialist revolution according to Weber

67 ibid., pp.188-89. B
68 Max Weber, Economy and Society, vol.I, p.139.
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cannot result in a dictatorship of the proletariat. 1In
modern mass society it can only result in a consolidated
dictatorship of the bureaucrats. In economic enterprises
bureaucrats would now be in the highest positions,

formerly held by private enterpreneurs; strikes would be
more diff?cult than ever beforé,'and the possibility of
appeal ofﬂsupport from one enterprise against another would

be gone, If private capitalism were destroyed =

* What would be the practical result?
The destruction of the steel frame of
modern industrial work? No! The aboli-
tion of private capitalism would simply
mean that the top management of the
nationalized or socialized ehterprises
would become bureaucratic... There is
even less freedom, since every power
- struggle with a State bureaucracy is
hopless and since there is no appeal to
an agency which as a matter of principle
would be interested in limiting the
employer's power, as there is in the
case of a private enterprise. That
would be the whole difference. State
bureaucracy would rule alone if private
capitalism were eliminated. The private
and public buréauCracies,'which now work
next to and potentially against, each
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other and hence check one another to
a degree, would be merged into a single
hierarchy."69

Weber's case against socialism Waé'good ¢ first,
in so far as he argued that it was not the ownership of
prqperty as such, but rather the éontrol of the entreprene=-
urial positions which matters; 4secondly, when he pointed
out that the real cause of the-'aliénation' not ocnly of
the working classes, but of the great majority of the
population in modern socialism, lay in the emerging
bureaucratic structures and not so much in the particular

modes of the distribution of wealth.

Weber was not a champion‘ofvcapitalism either
although he was an enthusiastic admirer of the capitalist
system, Weber clearly perceived that capitélism creates
social trends which are detrimental to a humane social
order. No doubt, he pointed out time and again that it is
only the "market economy" which is capable of attaining
a maximum degree of fofmal rationality, particulerly

regarding the exact rational calculation of all economic

69 Max Weber, Economy and Sociefg, vol.III,
pp. 1401-02 . :
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operations. Any socialist economy, for Weber, especially
if it goes so faf as to abandon a market—oriehted system

of prices, would have to cope with a substantial diminution
of ’formal calculating rationality’. On numerous occasions
Weber strongly emphasized that capitalism is infinitely
'superior to all other known forms of economic organization
precisely because it alone is capable of organiiing all

its activities on a purely fofmalurational basis;7o

But Weber, himself pointed out on various occésions

| that 'formal rationality® and 'substantive rationality’

are by no meané identical and as a rule not compatible
with one another. The concepf'of fformal rationality'® is
identical with the principle 6f maximization of efficiency,
whereas, 'substantial rationality® in Weberian terms refers
to social systems or social institutions or eVén to forms
of social conduct that are rationally oriented towards the
realizafion of certain fundamental ideas as for example,

the principle of social justice.. On one occasion Weber

70 Wolfgang, J.Mommsen, The Age of Bureaucracy,
(Oxford, 1974) , p.65.
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declared explicitly:

‘"The fact that the maximum of formal
fationality in capital accounting is
possible only provided that the workers
are subjected to domination by the
éntrepreheurs is a further s$pecific case

of the substantive irrationality of the
capitalist economic system.® 71

That is to say that aﬁ econonmic system which in economic
terms is rationally organized throughouf can well be and
is extremely irrationél9 when analyzed from the angle of
particular value posiﬁions. Weber was also convinced that
all socialist economies had to face serious problems which
resulted from the fundamental contradictions between formal
and substantive ratibnality. .Although he did not state
this explicitly, it wés in his eyes a key argument against
the feasibility of soclialist systems.'?

All the three philosophers Hegel, Marx and Weber
are aware of the inhuman consequences of modern industrial

capitalism. For Hegel, it stems out from the chaotic

71 Max Weber, Economy and Society, vol.I, p.138.

72  Mammsen, op.cit., p.69.
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conditions prevailing in the civil sociefye Marx attributes
it to the close exploitative nexus between bourgeois
soclety, state énd bu:eaucracy, whereas for Weber the
in-human consequences are a result of bureaucratic -
domination. For Hegel, bureaucracy, the universal class
has a positive role in resolving the crisis in the civil
society. For Marx bureaucracy is the lesser villian,
characteristically impotent, serving the greater villian,
the capitalist ruling class. Conversly for Weber bureau-
cracy is a necessary evil. The way out therefore, for
Marx is a socialist revolution and the subsequent
esfablishment of communist society whereas Weber feels the
neceésity of a strong-working parliament to counter
bureaucratic doﬁination. Hegél envisages a positive
relationship between the state and bureaucracy, and
stresses on their crisis solving capabilities. Marx also
sees the close link between the two but attributes a very
negative role to them. Arguing from a more humane
perSpeétive he denounces the state, the bureaucracy and
the capitalist system. Whereas Weber, while makihg
bureaucracy the target of his attack, reserves a lot of.
admiration for the capitalist setup and pins lot of hope

especially on the political/governmental role of the state.
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It is important to note that the relevance of these
theories in analysing the 1ﬁdustrialized capitalist
socleties .of today have become a hot point of debate speci-
ally in the light of the growing power of the state. The
issue for Marxists has been to account for the prominence
of the modern state while at the same time remaining
faithful to traditional Marxist assumption that the
political realm is ultimately a consequence of the intein
action of economic forces., The solution that has proven
most popular has been to'tﬁfn to extend Marx's analysis
of Bonapartism in French politics,‘into the theory of
relative autonomy. Thus felatiyé autonomy would méan, an
autonomy from particular capitalist‘intérests, so that the
state can represent the léng term needs of the capital as
a whole. The concept of relative autonomy accommodates
the growth of the modern welfare sfate and also helps
account for frequent conflicts between state agenté and
capitalists, a tension hard to explain in MarxismIWhich
treat the state as the captiVe of the ruling class. The
relative autonomy theory allows us to understand bétter

some of the structural constraints upon direct exercise of
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power by the capitalist class, but it still sustains the
traditional Marxist practice of dismissing the possibility
of bureaucrats being an independent”force in political

struggle. Poulantzas arguing in this line says:

"the bureaucracy cannot constitute a
particular class nor even a fraction
of a class and thus it cannot have its
own political power. The socalled
*hureaucratic power® is infact the mere
exercise of the state's functions,
functions exercised on behalf of the
| hegemonic class. To exercise power on
_-behalf of another class is not to have
power by itself,"73 |

A more realistic analysis is by Fred Block who refers to

the dynamics of the modern State, derived from the conflict
bétweeﬁ bureaucrats pursuit of separate class interests and
the necessity for capitalists to heep bureaucratic in their

place.

~Although Marxists have resisted recognizing the power
of bureaucrats in contemporary capitalism, the neo-

conservative stand within the liberal tradition of analysis

73 Nicos Poulantzaé9 Political Power and Social Class,
Tr. by Timothy Hagan, (Loﬁaon,1978§a
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have made bureaucratS_power their target of attack. These
neo-con;ervatives would have us interpret government
regulations and welfare expansion a§ the growth of the

new bureaucratic elite imposing its interests, against

the public good. To establish that the growth of the
welfare $tate primarily reflects increased bureaucratic
power, it is necessary to show that the welfare state grows
at the expense of the interests of the dominant capitalist
-class., Caplitalists are somehow missing from the neo-
conservative analysis; anti-bureaucratic tracts ignore

- an entire liberaturé and ﬁerspective showing that
precisely these extensions pf state perr are a necessary
and an integral part of the development of monopoly

capitalism .

In summary, the sociological analysis of the power
of bureaucracy in advanced capitalism has been distorted
by strong political feelings. Liftists have been unwilling
to confront the indepéndent_power of state officials,
thereby clouding thé ﬁndersténding of the State's relative
autonomy within a cébitalist class system., At the same
time neo-conservative analysis have éttributed unreal
qualities to State officials directing attention away from
the ongoing class conflicts in which bureaucrats play a

significant but limited role.



SOCIALIST BUREAUCRACY ANALYSIS
OF THE THEORIES OF LENIN AND MAO
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Chapter-II1

Weber's model of bureaucratic development centres
on the need for rational, predictable administration for
capitalist enterprise to be able to make efficient-
Calculations in their production decision. Thus given
the conditions of modern technology and production,
bureaucracies are inevitable and neceséary. However,
Weber seems concerned about-the uncontrolled bureaucratic
domination and its tendency to serve the capitalist class,
Sensing the fact that bureaucracies cannot be eliminated,
Weber feels the necessity to create and deﬁelop institu-
tional guarantees, like a strong working parliament, |

that will control and politically direct the bureaucracy.

Like Weber, Lenin arguéd that the real centre of
State power is located in the bureaucracy which serves
the interest of the capitalist class, But bureaucracy,
for Lenin, was not avtechndibgical imperative necessiated
by modern technology and mass administration but as a
specifically political imperative for stability of
capitalism and thé dbmination of the bourgeoisie.
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Especially in the age of imperialism, when the working
class political parties becdme-potentially strong, the
bourgeoisie cannot rely on representative institutions
to guarantee its rule and will tend to move increasingly
to the executive as the primary structure of class |

domination.

For Weber, State is a compuléory political organi-
zation with continuous operations. It is not possible to
define the State in terms of the end té which its action
is devoted as it corporates all incldsive ends, starting
from the provision for subsistence to the patronage of
art, The State for Lenin is conceived more as a structure
“than as an organization, It is assumed to have a specific
function, the sﬁppreSSion of the class struggle and the

maintenance of the domination of the ruling class..

Both, for Weber and for‘Lenin, bureaucratic power
feeds on the political incapacity of the nonbureaucrats
and reinforces that incapacity. However, in Weber's
.analysis, the piQotal category of nonbureaucrats was the
parliamentary elite and thus he was preoccupied with the

problem of developing their political capacity. Whereas



Lenin's theory, true to the Marxist tradition, made the
working class the critical category of nonmbureaucrats,'
therefore the decisive factor, for him, was to develop

and strengthen the political capacity of this class,

The comparison between Weber and Lenin raises
three important questiohs regarding Lenin's theory of
bureaucracy, the answers to which shall be sort by

analysing his work:

(1) To what kind of a structure is
bureaucracy?

(i1i) To what extent can the bettle be
fought against it?

(iii) Is it possible to achieve victory
over it?

Before the Russian Revolution, European Marxists
had not made much attempt to predict institutional
arrangements of a post=revolutionary phase. Evén where
it was attempted it was not the central preoccupation

because of the problems associated with effecting
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revolution. However most Marxists including Lenin agreed
with Karl KautSkyvthat the proletariat should take over
and use the existing‘State apparatus rather than smash it%
The odd man out among the Marxist theoriticians was
Bukharin, who propagated the theory of smashing the State.
Dubbing Bukharin as an anarchist Lenin stated that the
"socialists are in favour of utilising the present Stéte
and its institutions in the étruggie for the emancipation
of the wbrking class, maintéining also that the State
should be used for specific form of transition frbm
capitalism to socialism. This traditional form is the
dictatorship of the'proletariét which is also a S;ate."z
HoweQer after undertaking a systematic research on the
works of Marx and Engels on the jStaté in the early months
of 1917 Lenin abandoned the views of Kautsky and adopted

a theory of smashing the 'State'machinery'. This view is
different from Bukharin's version of smashing the 'State’

and has been elaborately dealt with in this chapter.

1 Unlike Kautskyy Lenin did not believe that the State
should be taken over peacefully. ,

2 V'Ié Lenin, Collected Works, vol.23, (Moscow,l1965),
p.165,
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The State, for Lenin, is a product and manifestation
of the irreconciiiability of class antagonism. "The State
arises where, when and insofar as class antagonisms -
objecti?ely cannot be reconciled, And conversely the
existence of the State proves that class antagonisms are

irreconcilable."3

Following Marx, Lenin believed that

the State is an organ of class rule, an organ for the
oppression of one class by another. The State is. a

special organization of force; it is the organisation of
violence for the suppression of some class."® This is the
chief function of all states including the socialist state
where the proletariat'ruleé and the capitalist is suppressed.
"A State would be required to suppress counter-revolutiona-
ries and it would alsoc be réquired to suppress cqunterQ

‘revolutionaries and it would also be required in thé first

stage of socialism to administere"s

3 V.I. Lenin, State and Revolution, (Moscow, 1979),
pp.10-11,

4 Ibid., p.ll.

5 Lenin, Cg;lectéd Works, vol.25, (Moscow, 1965),
P.425. ‘

J
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The bureaucracy is the basic structure through which
the capitaliét clas; rules, Furthermore, bureauqratic
organization is suited only for capitalist domination.
Lenin attributedq the growth, perfection and strengthening
of bureaucrac?'to the fall of feudalism and the growth
of capitalism. As class struggle intensified with the
development of capitaliém; the pfogressive expansion and
centralization of the bUréaucratic apparatus became
necesséry.6 Further the era of imperialism has clearly
shown an extraordinaiy strengthening of the State machine
and an unprecedented growth in its bureaucratic qpparatusz
Bureaucrats for Lenin are "the most faithful Sef§ants of
the bourgeoisie8 cnnnected to the latter ‘by thonsand of
threads'."’ Bureaucrats could not be neutral, let alone
amiable to the proletafiat;’as a result of their social
position, connections and conditioning, they woula
necessarily take the side of the Bourgeoisie. They would‘
simply be unfit to carry out the orders of the proletariat

State.10 '

6 Eric Olin Wright, Class,Crisis and the State,
(London, 1979) ', pp.l197~9€, '

7  Ibid., p.198.

8 Lenin, Collected Works, vol.24, (Moscow, 1965), p.181,
9 Lenin, Collected Worgs; vol.25, (Moscow,1965), p.407.
10 Ibid., p.434. |
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But Lenin was not arguing that the proletariat

~dictatorship would do withouf a State. To him the

existing State rested in efféct on two separate apparatus;
bne = police, bureaucracy and érmy - was highly oppressive
and had to be smashed; the other apparatus however had
textremely close connections with the banks and syndicates.
It is an apparatus which performs an enormous amount of
accounting and regisﬁratign work ... This apparatus must
not be smashed. It must behﬁrested from the control of
the capitalists...l! ‘one should not invest the organiza-
tional form of the work but -take_it’readymade from

capitalism'e12

The image which emerges 1is less that of a monolith
which must be razed to the ground to be replaced by
something totally néw and dif}erent; than that of a
grqwing‘and potentiélly healthy organism afflicted by a
harmfil parasite. Harsh treatment must be administered

to’destroy the parasite and certain precautions must be

11  Lenin, Collected Works, vol.26, p.106.

12 Ibid., p.l10.



95

followed to’keep it at bay. I quote Lenin to strengthen

my argument:

" ™Once we have overthrown the capitalists,
crushed the resistance of these exploiters
with the iron hand of the armed workers
and smashed the bureaucratic machine of
the modern State, we shall have a splendid-
ly equipped mechanism, free from the
‘parasite', a mechanism which can very well
be set going by the united workers them-
selves, who will hire technicians, foreman
and accountants and pay workmens' wages,"13

Lenin had clearly visualized the limited amount of
smashing the State héd to undérgo. iBefore revolution, in
one of his articles, he wrote: "in all probability we
shall introduce complete wage equality only gradually and
. shall pay these specialists higher salaries during the

transition périod."l4

And after the revolution Lenin
made it clear in his writings that the average Russian
workers did not know how to administer the State, The

reason for Lenin was that, there was no cancnical guide

13  Lenin, Collected Works, vol.25, pp.426-27,

14 Llenin, "Collected Works; vol.26, p.l1ll0,
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to show them the way: "We know about socialism but
knowledge of organization on a scale of millions, knowled-
ge of organization and distribution of goods = this we
donot héve ees The Bolshevik ?arty cannot boaét of this

w13 Lenin therefore insisted that lessons

in its history,
.had to be taken from the bourgeoisie, in techniqueé of
management, industrial production and trade, He exhorted
communists to bear in mind that 'the engineers way to
communism.is different from that of the underground
proepegandist and writer'.16 Further, he fought for better
treatment and higher wages for bourgeoisie specialists |
higher indeed than those of workers and even of party
leaders.l7» He‘argued that "unless our leading bodies ...
guard as the apple of their eye every specialist who does
his work conscientiously and knows and loves it - even if
the ideas of communism are alién to him - it will be

useless to expect any serious progress in socialist

construction."18 He called for German and American literature

15 Lenin, Collected Works, vol.27, pp.296-97.

16 Lenin, Collected Works, vol.32, p.l44,

17 Lenin, Collected Works, vol.33, p.193, also
%%Ag%ted Works, vel.Il, pp.368=69, 472«73, 642-44,
0"' )

18 Lenin, Collected Works, vol.33, p.194.




to be obtained: "everything more or less valuable should
be collected, especially as regards normalizing |
bureaucratic work = pfocedufe for dQSpatch9 cohtrol,
business forms, typing of copies, inquires and replies,

etc, "19

Lenin was fascinated by any technique which promised
to increase industrial production‘- piece work, adjusting
wages to prqductivity'and in particular the Taljlor system,
Lenin reviewed the b6§k '*Taylor System and the Scientific
Organization of Labour' by O.A. Yerhansky and recommended
it as a standand text book for the trade union schoois.

In this review article Lenin writes:

"To learn how to work is now the main,
the truely national task of the Soviet
Republic, Our primary and most impor-
tant task is to attain universal
literacy, but we should in no circum-
stances limit ourselves to this target.
We must at all costs go beyond it and
adopt everything that is truely |
valuable in European and American
scienbe.“zo

It is further important to note that Lenin fought for

single as opposed to collegial authority in industry by

19  Ibid., p.58l.

20  Lenin, Collected Works, vol.33, p.368; and
Selected Works, vol.II, p.603.




98

advocating that the latter be restricted to discussions
of questions preliminary to execution. Although he
agreed with his opponents that oneQman management was
dictatorial, yet he considered dictatorship of the
competent, necessary., His resolution of introducing
the man management inspite of strong opposition passed

at the 9th Party Congress in 1920,%%

Lenin's views exhibit many tensions and strains:
He emphasized the érimacy of politics in a revolutionary
state, yet decried'the excessively 'political' orientation
for communist administrators%2 he emphasized the need for
bourgeois Specialists yet continually blamed them for
| their 'bureagcratiém'; he insisted that they be treated
well vyet oidered'that they. in particular should be

harshly scrutiniiéd.23 But it seems clear that he sought

21  J.R. Azrael, Managerial Power and Soviet Politics,
v (Cambridge ,M_aSS oy 1986 ) ® po460 &

22 At the Eight Congress-of Soviets in December 1920
Lenin applauded "the beginning of that very happy
time when politics will recede into the background,
when politics will be discussed less eften and at
shorter length ,.. Henceforth less politics will
be the best politics." (Collected Works, vol,31,
pp.513-14). -

23 A, Ulam, "Lenin and the Bolsheviks", Cf.
"Martin Krygier, Weber, Lenin and Reality of
Socialism", in E. Kamnenker ed., Bureaucracy,
(London, 1979), pp.82-83.
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an efficient bufeaucracy Siaffed increasingly by workers.
His attack on bureaucracy in the post-revolution phase
was centred around abusés, excesses and inefficiency.

The flaws which Lenin most often identified with
bureaucratic methods were of three general kinds. The
first kind is a prediliction for authoritarian dictation
from above, for ‘'bossing' and ‘ordering’. A second flaw,
related to‘}he first is the making of plans withqut any
kind of test, or realistic assessment of their effects.
Finally he referred to the inefficiency and red-tape by
bracketing them with the sin of bureaucratism, His fury
with inefficiency, his tendency to view 'bureaucratism?
as a moral fault led him tb encourage punishment of
anyone found guilty of redtapism by peoples court. But
he did realize that the cure for bureaucratism was not
possible only by throwing inefficient people out, but by
recruiting a new type of persons into it. A way out for
him was "to pour as many workers and peasants as possible

w24 In 1919 the Workers and Peasants

into this apparatus.
Inspection also called Rabkrin was setup under Stalin as

a means of drawing the masses into supervising the

24 Lenin, Collected Works, vol.33, p.35),
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bureaucracy and training them in State administration.
But in no time 'Rabkrin’ grew to some 12,000 officials,
very few of them were workers and it became ‘one of

the most bureaucratic « ridden agencies in the whole

government'.25

How did 'bureaucratism' become such a widely
prevalent a malaise of thé Soviet State? To Lenin the

answer was simple,

"The Czarist bureaucrats began to join
the Soviet institutions and practice
their bureaucratic methods, they began
to assume the colouring of the
Communistsj to procure membership card
of the:Russién Communist Party to
succeed better in their careers. And
so, they have been thrown out of the
door but they creep back in through
the window."26

The answer perhaps can be categorized as vulgar Marxism
at its best for Lenin himself wrote extensively on the

skills of the old officials'and communists' and workers'

25 M.C. Morgan, Lenin, (London,1971), p.205.
26  Llenin, Collected Works, vol.29, p.l183,
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lack of skill. Thus since many of the former had never
been thrown'out of the door', there was no need for them

to return through the window.

The fundamental problem with Lenin's formulation
is that it confines workers' control to the administra-
tive sphere of bureaucratic organization. Bureaucratic
functions of control and accounting Leniﬁ claims, ®have
become So simpli}ied.;othat they can be easily performed
by every literate persons ... for ordinary *workmen's

wages ' eeca ﬂ27

The technical services and operations, which
Lenin regards as noh—bureaucratic and hence not a possible
source of elitist structires, are not subject to”political
control. "The question of pontrol and accounting”,

Lenin states, "should not Ee confused with the question

of the scientifically trained staff of engineers..o“28
The first question is concerned with political necessity,
the second with technical necessity. Control and
accounting functions compriSe the power dimension of
bureaucracy and to the extent they are democratized,

bureaucratic domination is precluded., Technical functions

27 Lenin, 'State and Revolution', in
Collected Works, vol.25, p.42l.

28 Ibid., p.473.
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- are independent of this political dirhension9 and therefore
technically determined subordination is not open to
political challenge., The technique of modern, industrial
enterprise, Lenin comments, "makes absolutely imperative
the strictest discipline, the utmost precision on the
part of everyone carrying out his alloted task, for
otherwise the whole enterpfise may come to a Stop.,.“zg

It was therefore natural that technical necessity
came to dominate more and more spheres of activity in
the bdreaucracy and beyond. Concurrently there was a
narrowing of those areas of concern subject to political
control. This is evident in a series of prOposais Lenin
offered in 1918 which as summarized by Bendix, proclaim
that: | .

. "The masses of the people must partici-

pate actively in planning the policies

which should govern production and

distribution, but during the work day

" they must observe iron discipline and

subordinate themselves unconditionally

to the dictatorial will of one man,

the Soviet Manager ... Towards this

end the courts must be used to incul-
cate labour discipline. Anyone who

29 Lenin, Collected Works, vol.27, p.317.
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violated the demands of labour discipline

must be discovered, brogght before the

courts and punished.:."

Technically necessary SUBordination, requiréd for
the development of the ‘*higher! phéses of communism,
underlie the progressive depoliticization of socialist
" Russia, not with the abolition of private property but
with the emergence of a technically expert bureaucracy.
Detached from the political will of the masses by
‘technical necessity' the experts in industry and in

the party éuccessfully and efficiently supervised the
-modernization of the Russién'society. But they did so,

as Weber predicted, by esfablishing a highly repréSsive

and an immensély powerful bureaucratic organizatibn. This

is not to suggest either that the bureaucracy'beéame
independent of political controls or that the teéhnicians
and managers came to assume central positions within the
party. What happened was that the Party incfeasingly
justified its demands for unity and obedience with
reference to technical necessity, thus placing théSe demands

outside of the realm of political or collective discourse

30 Ibid., p.317. See also Reinhard Bendix, Work and
Authority in Industry, (New York, 1956), p.193,
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and debate, Party officials in this context are viewed
as social technicians and experts and ofcourse this view
doesnbtvdiverge significantly from Lenin's conception of
the Party as the vanguard of the proletariat, a vanguard
comprised of professional revolutionaries, scientific
socialists wity an expert knowledge of the laws of socio=
historical development. COmpiiance with Partyvcommands,
then was seen as a matter of 'technically necessary’
subordination, since these commands were based on specialized
scientific knowledge which like the knowledge ofvthe
engineers was not yet widely diffused, and since such
compliance would contribute to the haterial advancement
required for the full development of consciousness. In
short, the bureaucratic teehhicians did not become Party.
officials, rather, the Party 6fficials became political
technicians and as such the&vwere beyond challenge and

criticism,

It will perhabs be fruitful here to recall Weber's
distinction between formal and substantive rationality
and compare it with Lenin's ’rationality of technique' and

rationality of 'conséiousnesS'.‘31 Weber says - 'the fact

31 By distinguishing the two aspects of rationality
Lenin's theory envisages the possibility of a
society where the application of instrumentzal
rationality and technical reason is confined to
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that the maximum of formal rationality in capital acccunt-
ing is possible only provided that the workers are
subjected to domination by the entrepreneurs is a further
specific case of the substéhtive irrationality of the
capitalist economic system'.32 From the Leninist viewpoint,
the class siructure%of capitalism impedes the rationali=-
zation of consciousness. As a result, the rationalization
of technique, although furthered by the develcpmeﬁt of
capitalism, defies rational control and strengthens the
irrational domination of social life. Thus the central
problem concerns the eradication of claSSIrestrictioas,

But the rationalization of.fechnique is also simultaneously
seen to establish the material conditions necessary for

the rationalization of consciousness, In more familiar
terms, ideological changes are dependent on substructural
changes, the realm of freedom is contingent upon the

- realm of necessity.: Technically determined subordination,
so long as it occurs within an organization stripped of

its class, functions and establishes the material
conditions of classlessness -which permits the acquisition

of rational understanding and consciousness.

the material world and critical rationality or
pelitical consciousness permeates every other
sphere of life to the degree that domination
becomes virtually impossible.

32 _ Max Weber, Economy and Society, vol.I, (New York,
1978), p.138.
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What Lenin fails to realize, however, is that
*it is not only class power but any source of societal
domination that inhibits dialogueiand undermines
rationalitf.33 Domination and unfreedom, whether
technically or politically determined, inhibits dialoque,
understanding and consciousness, and this inhibition allows
the rationalization of technique to penetrate unchallenged
throughout society. 1In this way technological rationality
' protects rather than cancels the legitimacy of domina-
tion, and the instrumentalist horizon of reasons open on
a rationally totalitarian society’.34 The extensiorn of
technology and‘technocratiC'bufeaucracy severely delimits
- the spaée where communication free from domination is
possible and thus deteriorates the ideological and
political discourse that preceeds rational underétanding.35
Pelitical goals are transformed into technical problems
whose solution require not public discussion, but

subordination to the technically necessary.36

33 Alvin Gouldner, The Dialectic of Tdeology and
Technology, (New York, 19735, p.o¢.

34 Herbert Maxuse, One Dimensipnal Man, (Boston,
1964), p.159, :

35 Refer Jurgen Habemas, Knowledge and Human Interest,
(Boston,1971), pp.25-42. .

36 For details,.réfer Jurgen Habemas, Towards a Rational
Society, (Bosten,1970),
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The Maoist model of bdreaucracy can be seen as
an atiempt to reconcile the limits of rationality'of
conscliousness and rétionélity of technique, to strike
a balance between 'the reds and the experts®, tﬁe‘social
and the technological revolution. The emphasis on the
critical and politically pivotal role of consciousness
which shapes this effort is accompanied by the recognition
that changes in superstructure = ideology, culture and
consciousness = donftjautomaticaily or mechanistically
follow changes in the technical-material base.37 According
to this view, it is necessary that ‘politics take command’,
that is, the rationalization of consciousness be actively
pursued, and this requires the politicization of all
spheres of decision making and the expansion of areas
hospitable to critical discouiseo ‘Feliance on technique
and organizational efficiency is by no means surrendered,
but the development of each is circumscribed by the

development of political consciousness, Modernization

37 James Peck, "Revolution versus Modernization and
Revisionism®", in V, Nee and J. Peaks eds.,

China's Uninterupted Revolution, (New York,1975),p.ll7.
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entails an inérease in the level ofvproductivity and of
equél importance, an increase in rational understanding,
and the former must not be permitted to happen at the
expense of the lattér. In short, "while a principél
aim.,. should be to raise ihé level of material welfare
of the population, this should be done only within the
context of the development'of human beings and of
'ehcouraging tﬁem to realize fully their manifold creative

38 Thus rationality of technique and the

powers,"
rationality of consciousness is placed in "a dialectical
relatiohship of growth of ptoduction, institutional
change, developing socio-political consciousness and
cultural advance. Each elément feeds tﬁe»other.., in a
sense that is literally dialectical = it is dialogue,
its motive force depends on fhe‘community's discussion
of past experience in relation to present choices."39
Consciousness is rescued from the epiphenomenal level

of superstructure and made an integral part of the

38 John Gurley, M™Capitalist and Maoist Economic
Development®, in E, Friedman and M. Selden eds.,

America's Asia, (New York,1971), p.232.

39 For details refer Jack Gray, "Politics in Command;
the Maoist Theory of Social Change and Economic

Growth", Political Quarterly, vol.45, 1974, pp.26-48,
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dialectic of development. Accordingly, the socialist
route to modernizatiph must steadfastly avoid those
developments such as technical specialization and
bureaucratic elitism and centralization which inhibit
critical discourse. A program of combined development
in which consciousness and technique (as well as manual
and mental labour the city and the country, industry and
agriculture) develop together is the Moaist alternative

to the position of Weber and Lenin,

-Iﬁ the 1950s, attracted by short cuts to rapid
industrialization pfomiSed by the Soviet model, the Chinese
socialists led by Liu—Shaé?Chi reduced the emphasis on
consciousness, initiative and participation.4o 'One-man
ménagement' replaced dialogue and fhe industrial.Sector
increasingly exhibited an unresponsive bureaucratic

structure.4l The focus of this model was on specialization,

40 Since Liu was discredited in the G.P.C.R., it is

difficult to ascertain whether the implementation

of the Soviet model was due entirely to him.

It could perhaps be correct to say that routinizing
behaviour in the fifties may have had tacit approval
from Mao and that the "Maoist vision of modernizae
tion™ as an alternative to the Soviet model relied
on ideological work of Liu as well as that of Mao.

41  Stephen Andors, "Revolution and Modernization : Man
and Machine in Industrializing Society, the Chinese
Case"™, in E, Friedland and M. Selden egs.,

‘America‘'s Asia, (New York,1971), p.399,
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hierarchy and an elite corps of cadres and professionals.
China‘®s break with Russia at the clese of the 19505
fostered a rejection of the quiet~model and a return

to the principles of dialectical development. Affirmation
of these principles abpeared in the Great,Leap forward
which was launched to bring about a shift "from
centralized to decentralized decisione-making, from one-
man factory management to greater roles for the party
committees and greater initiatlve by the workers, from
the extensive use of’ materlal incentives to increased

reliance on social responsibility."42

Essentially =z
reaction against elitism, the Great Leap Forward sought to
politicize bureaucracy by incorporating innovations such

as the “triple’combinationﬁ in terms of which technical
decisions were made at all levels of the organization by
committees comprised of workers, administrators and
‘technicians. Despite these developments, strong tendencies
toward, hierarchial control, restricted participated,

and the use of material incentives remained in industry

and in the Party. Instead of the anticipated balance

42 James Peck and J. Peak, "Why Uninterrupted
Revolution", in V. Nee and J. Peak eds.,
China's Uninterrupted Revolution, p.Z0.
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between red and expert, revolution and modernization,
China wasvexperiencing an intense struggle between the
'two lines'. 1In describing the situation of through the
early -sixties, Vogel states that "in a very fundamental
sense, what has happened to.the organization of cadres
$ince 1949 corresponds more closely to the vision of

Max Weber than to those of Mao."43

The rift between suppo:ters of the Soviet model of
industrializat&on ana the Maoist model finally culminatéd
in the Great Proletériat Cultural Revolution which began
in 1966, According to Macciochi, ®cultural revolution,
(as that aspect of modernization which concerns the
rationalization of consciousness) is above all a maturing
process that involves discussion, mass criticism and

public debate at all levels."*® The considerable force
of the G.P.C.R. was directed towards reversing the growth

of a bureaucratic and technical elite which sought to

43 Ezra Vogel, "From Revolutionary to Semiw
Bureaucrat : The Regularization of Cadres",
China Quarterly, vol.29, p.38,

44  Maria Macciochi, Daily Life in Revolutionary
China, K. Brown (trans.)] (New York,1972), p.485.
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depoliticize and to diminish extensive participation in
the decision-making process. An ideological struggle,
the Cultural Revolution sought, first, to eradicate
the elitist tendencies sustained in consciousness and
second to infuse this now politically purified |
consciousness into the administrative apparatus, And
this transformation of consciousness, this cultural
revolution, would fdrther the technological revolution
by creating a highly motivated, knowledgable and
conscientious labour force.45 In short, the cultural
revolution demanded the extensive application of th=

Maoist directive to combine revolution and production.

The re-examination of the possibility of a
socialist bureaucracy prompted by the'culturél révoiution
ultimately led Chinese socialism to its first serious
consideration of the Paris‘Communet The Chinese
interpretation of the Commune, like Lenin's was indebted
to Marx's assessment, and”shared_his emphasis on those
provisions such as election, recall and equal wages

which discouraged the formation of an unresponsive elite.

45  Chumg-Wu Kung; "Cultural Revolution in Modern
Chinese History", in Nee and Peck eds.,
op.cit., p.292. '
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The Chinese go beyond Marx and beyond Lenin in particular
to find the fundamental significance of the Commune in

the fact that:

"The masses were the real masters of the
Paris Commune. While the Commune was in
being, the masses were organized on a
wide scale and they discussed important
state matters within their respective
organizations o they made proposals
or advanced critical opinions on social
and political matters great and small

«es This revolutionary, enthusiasm

and initiative was the source of the

Commune's strength."46

Applied to the present situation, this lesson meant that
the masses have the right to criticize leading cadres at
all levels no matter how meritorious their service how

high their position or how senior their qualifications.

The Maoist ideal type of bureaucracy, very much

unlike Weber's is presented as a moral and evaluative

46 Chih=Szu Cheng, "The Great Lessons of the Paris
Commune®, Peking Review, April, vol.l5, 1966, p.24.
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ideal, one which can and ought to be realized in SOCietQ.
The ideal typical features‘constituting this model of
bureaucracy are designéd to achieve three interrelated
goals: (i) the.rationaiization‘cf consciousness;

(11) the prevention of elitism, and (iii) the formation
of people and organizations strongly commitied to the
material development os socialist society. The injection
éf cultural revolution into bureaucratic structures
entails a significant reduction of the degree of both
centralization and bureaucrafic autonomy and neutrality.
With ’pblitics in command!, all bureaucratic problems,
even relativély minor ones such as accident proneness,
waste and abSenteciém; and made the object of political

dialogue.47

All organizational decisions and actions

"are seen as having political implications ... and‘this
means that every action is supposed to be based not only
on the desire to maximize internal efficiency, but on its
effect on the pursuit of revolutionary social gecals. When
the two are in conflict, tﬁe'latter should take

precedence.

47 Ezra Vogél, "Politicized Bureaucracy : Communist
China"; in L. Cohen and J. Shapiro eds.,
Communist Systems in Comparative Perspectives,

(New York, 1974), peib7.
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Placing 'politics in command! is a way of rem oQing
or at least diminishing the constraints which inhibit the
‘development of'consciousness.. The weakening of‘constraints
expands the opportunities for; but does not assure the
rafionalization.of, consciousness, The incorporation of
the 'massline? into bureaucratic sometimes is guided by
a concern to insure the actual use of these opportun1t1es48
The *massline' consists of the organization of study and
" discussion groups generally comprised of eight to fifteen
members representative of the various organizational
levels which afe linked by frequent consultation,49 The
mass line stresses the necessity for organizational
members to be both ‘red and expert'.so Expertise in a
particular task area is notithe only intension for
organizational membership. On must also show commitment
to continuing social change, To assure this commitment
higher-level peréonnel, administrators and techﬁicians
regularly one placed in manualvpositions, sent down to

suppiement their technical knowledge with revolutionary

48 Martin K. Whyte, "Bureaucracy and Modernization in
China : The Maoist Critique", American Sociological
Review, 1973, vol.38, p.153. '

49 Victor Nee, "Revolution and Bureaucracy", in
E, Nee and J. Peak eds., op.cit., p.394.

50  Stuart R, Schram, "The Marxist", in
- Dick Wilson ed., Mao Tse Tung in the ScaLgi of
History, (Cambridge, 1977) , Poo9.
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politics.>t With the 'mass line' then, "subordinate
participation is not just to be solicited but

guaranteed",52

- Together, ‘politics in command' and the ‘'mass line'
serve as an institutionalized checks against the emergence
of elitist and oligarchical structures. Technical
necessity thus assumes a subsidiary role to-political
necessity. However, technology and technical knowledge
is not deprecated. ARather the aim is to have those who
are reliable politiéally become experts at their w:rk and
to have those who are experts become politiéally reliable,
i. e.; to prevent a sharp differentiation of political
form rationai-fbureaucratic.53 Seen in this hight, "the
Maoist model of bureaucracy is an effort to establish a
strengfhened bargaining position for the working class in
its inevitable forthcoming negotiations with the

technoéracys . In so far as Maoism accomplishes that,

51 For details refer Stuart R.:Schram, The Political
Thought of Mao Tse Tung, (Harmondsworth, 1969;, -
PP. 316=17, ' .

52  Martin K. White, op.cit., p.153.

53 Ezra Vogel, gg.cit.,'(1974) s Pel65,
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rather than fostering contempt for the technocracy and
the technical intelligentsia, then, Maoism is a profoundly

progressive force".54»

It is important to highlight two important organi-
zational forms that developed from the conflict in the
‘Great Cultural Proletariat Revolution. They were oriented
towards promoting egalitarianism and participatory decision-
making. The first of these new forms consists of open-
door iectification and criticism, .These processes take
place at basic leveis - in schools, factories, hospitals,
communes and neighbourhood groups. Open door rectification
refers to open criticism of Party cadres and leaders by
the masses. Criticism is directed at an individual or
the group in a small group éetting.55 This form therefore
gives the masses an opportunity for and a sense of
meaningful participation. Further evaluation of leaders

by the masses makes the former more sensitive to the

54 Alvin Gouldner, gp.git., p.268.

55 For a brilliant analysis of post-GPCR institutions,
see E,. Freidman's artiéle in Dick wWilson, op.cit.,
pplo 30 9ff o ’ '
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latter's needs.56 On similar lines the 'May 7 cadre
SCh;ols' were setup ﬁo rectify administrative cadres?
bureaucratic working style éhd triple isolation from
the process of production, from the masses and from

o7 It involves a sysfem where cadres are

class struggle.

sent to rural areas or factories to live with the

peasants and dp the work théy do. The cadres experience

the life of a peasant, getting themselves engaged in

ménual labour, eating and dressing up as the peasants

or the workers. All cadres above the production level

. are required to spend six months every few years at a

May 7 school; In the eérly.seventies, visitors to China

reported that most cadres do indeed mingle well with

both workers and peasants after attending May 7.schools?8
There is no doubt that the forces of pfoduction

are underdeveloped in China énd as a consequence,

socially necessary labour time for the production of

necessary subsistence is great, Yet, if elitism is to be

56 R.M. Pfeffer, "Serving the People and Continuing
the Revolution", China Quarterly, vol.52, 1972,
pPp.620-~53. :

57  Ibid., p.630.
58 Ibid., p.632.



© 119

combated effectively, time for spontancity, mass criticism,
political discussion and debate = surplus time - must>be
created, The problem of surplus time has been combated

at the level of Communes and factories by politicizing
organizational decision-making in sucﬁ a way that time

for work is frequently also time for politics. This’
union of production and mass-line decision-making has
proveéd more difficult to secure at the national level.

The fundamental questions therefore are whether or not,
and to what ektent@-dialogue, discussion anq discourse as
the major vehicles of the raticnalization of consciouness
are free from constraint.. In fact critics of présent

day Chinese bureaudracy have asserted thé: hoth opehmdoor
rectification and criticism are now merely rituals and
examples of 'controlled Spontandityf. Indeed
'rectification is no more than a show in tha£ initially |
vpeople are told to say all that you know 'without reserve®
but that it criticism is directed at high level officials
the critic is accused of holding a"bourgéois ideology'.59
Zagoria notes that study groups, neighbourhood associations

“and rectification campaigns are merely "institutionalizing

59 Simon Leys, "BroWen Images : Conversation in
Hongkong®™, Dissent wvol.23, 1976, p.361.
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the practice of poking intc one's neighbours business"eéo

In addition, the eight grades salary system, the thirty
jevels of civil servants and the p@rquisiﬁes of party
membership are evidence of routinization of both gods and
.authority-decisioawmaking structures. It may be therefore
sald that the conditions of free public discourse necessary
@of the 'full'® development of consciouéness and undere .
standing do neot prevail in China todaye However, it‘
should be mentioned that many of these conditions are
approximated within established socio-cultural limitations,
Given these limitations, “the rationalization of |
consciousness 1s expressed historically and PoncreteTy
both as a resistaence to any regressive restoration of
censorship and in the develcpmént-of social movemenfs and
popular attitudes oriented toWards exposing and criticizing
pressure by Party officials, bureaugrats and technicians
to'imposeAéiitist control and structures".61 Infact

Schram suggests the durable presence of this historically
concrete rationallty of consciousness by observ1ng

presentmday China's readiness to criticize authority and

60 Donald Sk Zagoria, “"China by Daylight”,
Dissent, vol.22, 1975, p.l46,

61  Alvin Gouldner, gp.cit., pp.158-59.
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an absence of awe of hierarchical superiors, Thislis not
to suggest that organizational democracy has been
established, but that Mao's model has been able to avoid

the unaccountable, highly regimented oiganizational forms
that emerged in Russia during a comparable period of

development,

The Weberian position that socialism necessarily
entalls the penetration of formal rationality into all
areas of social life fests on a concéption of ratiohality
that relates, the rationalization of human conduct with
the extension of hierqrchical, specialized, impersonai
i.e., bureaucratic, ofganizatipng The Marxist theory in
’é;genéral and the Leninist theory in particular gains an

,~;:analytica1 advantage over the Weberian perspective by

distinguishing between the rationality of consciousness

and the rationality of technique. But this advantage is
quickly lost as the two aSpeéfs of rationality coverage

in the assumption that the elimiﬁation of class constraints
necessary for the dgvelopment of consciousness presupposes
a certain level technical material advancement. The
rationalization of consciousness (in the realm of freedom)

is regarded as contingent upon the rationalization of
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technique (in the realm of necessity). This convergence
of the two QSpects of rationality shapes Leninf®s treatment
of the political and technical functions of bureaucracy.
By assigning special importance to technical necessity,
the Soviet model of bureaucracy, consistent with Weber's
claim, brought about a technical elite and the application

of technical reason to social life.

The Maoist model of bﬁreauéracy is premised upnn a
clarification and a restatement of the relationship between
the two aspects of rationality, Abolishing the primacy
of the technical, the Maoist conception places the two
aspects of rationality in a dialectical relationship
such that each reciprocally contributes to the development
of other. This requireg that all constraints on
consciousness be eliminéted,vthat the technical realm be
politicized and technicians be brougbt into interaction
with workers., Anticipated is a social bureaucracy which
"in order to work, must rest on the workers® consent,
initiative and sense of responsibility; relations of
cooperation and mutual trust between work teams and
technicians or engineers become indispensable : the

latter can no longer give order and demand, obedience;
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they must seek the workers' consent and therefore have to

n62 Given

explain and discuss each other their concerns.
such conditioﬁs we may expect on the organizational level
highly innoQative, creative, adaptive and accurate |
responses to a given situation, and on the level of the
individual the development of commitment and sense of
efficiency. Thus the'social revolution can be carried on,

not in opposition to, but in support of, the raticnali-
zation of technique.

In fundamental respects, the Maoist model of
bureaucracy constitutes é valuable addition to Marxist
social theory. It takes Marxist theory beyond both the
critique of the bourgeois bureaucraticnéfate and the
technically necesséry strﬁctureS'of the.dictatorship of

the proletariat,

62 Andre Gorz, Technical Intelliqgence and the
Capitalist Division of Labour, qelyg vol .12, p.33.
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Chaptermlv

The theoretical analysis in the preceeding two
chapters helps one to comprehend the various dimensions of
bureaucracy, its evolution, compositions'structure and
role, its relationship with the State and social classes,
its ethos and doctrine, its power and reSponéiveness, its
maliability and its contribution to@ards social stability
and sccial change, True, that the conclusions drawn
have been different fdr different philosophers, but then
one has tc consider the fact that each philosopher had
studied . the situation within = a particular socio-
economic civilizational setup. Further one does find a
linear developmenf of the buréaucratic theory from Hegel
to Mao Tse Tung. The exercise in the earlier chaptefs
was fo establish a theoreticai'link between these philoso~
phies through the concept of rationality, a phenomena that
lay dormant in the works of Hegel and Marx but which served
as an important tooi to evaluate the works of Lenin, Weber
and Mao, None of the five theories can, on their own,
serve to analyse a bureaucratic structure in all its
dimensions., However, they can.help one to identify, to

locate significant elements, be they events, patterns or
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relations, in a bureaucratic structure. And this is a
crucial lesson to be learnt before attempting to study a

particular bureaucratic system, and its ramifications.

This chapter is devoted to comprehend the critical
issues associated with Indian bureaucracy. The evolution
of the Indian system'right from the Moghul period to the
present day has been traced so as to have an intellectual
grip over the nature and Characteristics of the bureaucratic
setup in the different periods of Indian history. The
rationale behind analyzing the Mughul bureaucracy is to
familiarize one self with the bdreaucratic tradition that
has prevéiled in this country fbr centuries, Further
there exists a functional continuity between the bureau-
cratic structure of the Moghuls and the British model;
it was this bureaucratic -apparatus that provided sociai
and political unity to imperial territofy and developed
a unifoimity in administrative pfocedures. The bureaucratic
form existing under the 'company' have been extensively
referred to, The gradual rationalization that the
bureaucracy uﬁderwent before and after the industrial
reveolution in England has also been closely studied, The

position and power it enjoyed before and immediately after



the independence of the subcontinent have also been Spelf
out. ‘Spécial emphasis has been given to phases where the

bureaucracy seemed to undergo a crisis.

I

The hall mark of the Moghul admiﬁistrativé system
was the absolute_sovereignty of the Emperor.  The centra=-
lization was to great that many a matter of detail was
referred to him fbr orders, Delegatioﬁ of authority was
rare as the monarch did pot possess any equivalent of a
cabinet; the highest incﬁmbents .. under him were heads
of departments. They were often consulted if the monarch
so desired, but they had no right to tender advice, nor
were there any institutions, the membership of which
could entitle them to express vieWs.l Only the higher
officers of the depattment of Finance were called
Ministers; the others were considered to be just high
dignitaries and servants of the State. The question of

mutual consultation or joint responsibility simply did not

1 Ishtiaq Quarishi, The Administration of the Moghul
Empire, (Patna,), pe7l.



127

arise, Each one was responsible to the monarch.2 The
head of the administration was thé 'Wakil®, considered to
be the emperors' chief advisor and responsible for all
appointments, dismissals, promotions and demotions.
Howéver, he could not exercise the final authority because
of the m&narch's interest in detail of administrative

matter.3

The 'Wazir® was the head of the fiscal administration
of the empire, His authority stemmed out of his expert
knowledge. In theory he was subordinate to the Wakilj
-however in practice he had independent aﬁthority,4
Practically all fiscal posts were under his patronage. He
kept a strict control ovef the provincial diwans and
tﬁeir offices and recieved for scrutiny detailed state-
ments about the income and the expénditure-continuously
from the provinces., The imperial treasury was also

under his control,

3 Ibidog pa72.
4 1Ibid.
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.The 'wazir' was assisted by three officials who
held almost independent charges and were directly
responsible to the monarch. These officers were the
*diwan-i-khalisah, diwan-i-tan and the mustafi, The
first was in charge of all the revenues which the State
received into its treasury, the second was responsible for
the payment of salaries to the servants of the State whether
~in cash or in the form of assignments‘upon-the revenues of
certain areas called 'jagirs®. The third was the auditor—‘

general of the empire.5

i
Yet another important office was that of the

*Mir-Saman, who only in a matter of precedence and formality
was considered subordinate to the'diwan. He was dependent
upon theAWazir in énly financiél matters; all other matters
were taken up with the monarch directly. This official
appointed the superintendénts, accountants, cashiers of
various karkhanas (factdries ) and departments of the

- palace., The menial staff of the place and such other
household officers not on the State payroll received

their monthly or annual salaries on his certification,

5 ‘ Ibidc, p0750
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f .
He drew up statements about the income from royal gardens,

shops and houses and was responsible for thg,realization

of all dues from those whe had leased such propertye6

The reason for such detailed description of offices
is that, these offices were only theoretically hierarchical.
In practice each individual officer was directly aécountable
fo the monarch, thu$ making the poéition of the latter
absolute., The system also helped the king to maintain a
balance of pcwer amongst the top -.. . echelon of the
bureaucracyo7

followed
The Mughul bureaucracy/ a lengthy method of trans-

~a¢ting business which involved endless paper work and
filing. Writers Qere employed by the court whose duty
was to record.all that was reported to the monarch, all

| that was said‘or done by him, -Even the arrivals and |
departures of importan£ officers were put down, All such

S
reports after having been corrected by a senior official

6 Ibn Hasan, ZIhe Cenfra;,Structure of the Mughal
' Empire, (New Delhi,1970), pp.<34=35.

7 Querishi, op.cit., p-80.



was presented to the emperor for his final approval.

The bureaucrats received their salaries through
various methods. A fair number of disbursements were
made in cash, A proper pay order was made out and the
treasurer concerned made the payment on obtaining a

receipteg’

The other method was of paying salaries
through assignment of the revenue of a particular area.
The categories of revenue were specifically mentioned
in the order giving thé assignment., Usually all the
sources of revenue of an area were assigﬁedﬁ making it

easier for the assignee to administer the area. The

assignment was called jagir and the asignee, jagirdare9

Those who received their salaries in cash were
better off because they were saved of the botheration to
administer an area, along with their normal duties. It
‘was like a civil or military officer of the government

simultaneously trying to discharge his duties and being

& B.N. Puri, History of Indian Administration, -
vol.1I, (Bombay,l975]), p.221.

8 - Querishi, gp.git., pP.i07.
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bo*l .ered w.:h the administration of a large personal
estate for mzintaining himself. A man may mismanagz his
péraanai orop. .ty with only financial loss to himself,
but a—jagirﬁar had to be vigilant over his agents as he
was primarily held responsible for their shortcomings,
Besides it was financially a poor bargain, because the
administration of the area cost roughly f%? of the income
which came out of the assignment, though the éssignment

was only for the amount of saiaryeio'

The Moghul bursaucracy was also yérfec%ly designed
for cogent provincial’aéministration@ The empire was
divided into pravinces.cailed?subahéi The progressively
$ubdivided provinces wereisarkaréz?parganagsemade and ihe
village r@spec%iveiya A province was under a governor who
was the head of the civil as well as military administraw
tion. Apart {rom his military duties of maintaining law
znd order and defending the area, he was experted to
encourage aﬁﬁ expand cultivation. He was required to extend
all help to the peasants including large scale irrigation

works, It was in his office that all the returns of

10 Puri; op.c.tss P.218.

o
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assessment and realization from the ‘*parganas‘® were
audited and then consolidated into abstracts for

‘transmission to the central ministry of finance.ll

- The‘fawjdaf'was the head of a Sarkar and élthough
he was subordinate to the Governor, he could write
directly to the Imperial Court. The 'aﬁil' headed the
pargana. He maintained an assessment staff who measured
the land, assessed the'yield and kept a record of the
fiéures,l2 | |

When an area wés assigned as a jagir, there was no
change in its administrative organization. The officials
were‘appoiﬁted by the jagirdar , but he contended himself
by posting his nominees to one or two key positions. The’
rest of the staff was bermitted to cdntinue functioning,
because this was in the interest of the jagirdar as thé
local officials were conversant with the conditions in
the area. If the central government found any deteriora-

~tion in the administration, it cancelled the assignment.13

11 Querishi, op.¢it., p.230.
12 Ibid., p.234.
13 Ibid., p.238.
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It is important to note the difference between the
office Ef the jagirdar and the zamindar. The former was
only the representative 6f the:govérnment;‘he only realized
the prescribed state demand. Ceftain areas Were however
unadministered. These were the territories of tributary
chiefs, called zamindars, who‘adminisiered their
territories themselves and whose agrarian administration
was not-under the supervision of the central government.
The government however did try to bring them into its
fold by enroliing them as mansabdars and giving them their
hereditary territories as jagirs.l4 Succession fo the
position of zamindars as well as right to sell‘the
zémindari could only be done Qith the permission of the

imperial court.ls

The State tried to protect the peasant from the
exactions of its officers as wéll as from local authorities,
Each peasaﬁt entered into an-agreeﬁent with the State,

The agreement drawn up by the officers representing the
State or the mansabdar ' mentioned the area under

cultivation, the crops and the amount of the demand. The

14  Ibid., p.l72.

15 Irfan Habib, The Agrarian System of Moghul India,
(London, 1963); r.llZ. '
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peasants acceptance of the assessment was also denoted.
to
This agreement was handed over/the peasant concerned and

a copy of its was deposited in the local revenue office}6

The Mughal government was thus a complicated bureau-
cracy which needed a large number of public servants., The
middle class was a chief source of bureaucrat recruitment.
A Persian manuscript of the Bangash Nawabs of Faruhabad
accounts for a well defined system of recruitmént. The
prdvincial governors usually recruited one hundred trainee
apprentices in the age group of 7~13 years° It was frowm
this group that pefmanent officials of the bureaucracy

were selected.l7

It has beeﬁ seen that the Moghul bureaucracy with
its prothrational'structure was entrusted with vast power
and authority by the Moghul Emperors., But the latter had
also very carefully designed institutional methods of

checks and balances to keep this apparatus under control

16 I, Querishi, op.cit., p.173.

17 B.K. Gupta, "Some Aspects of Indian Bureaucracy",
Journal of National Academy of Administration,
July 1961, p.70. '
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and make it responsive to the needs of the State, More-

land characterized this situation brilliantly:

"We have officers posted to their
charges by the king and transferred,
removed or punished at his pleasure,
administering their charges under his
orders and subjected to the strict
financial control of the revenue
ministry. DNone of these features has
any counterpart in the feudal system
of Europe ... The use of feudal termi-
nology was presumably inspired by the’
fact that some of the nobles of the
Delhi kingdom occasionally behaved
like feudal barocns, that is to say
they rebelled or took sides in
disputed successions to the throne;
but in Asia atleast, bureaucrats can
rebel as well as barons and the
analogy is much too slight and super=
ficial to justify the importation of
the feudal terms and all misleading
ideas which they connote. The king-
dom was not a mixture of bureaucracy
with feudalism; its administration

was bureaucratic throughout."l8

18 W.H. Moreland, The Agrarian System of Moslem
India, (Cambridge, 1929), pp.218-19,
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The bureaucratic structure underwent a significant‘
change after the death of Aurangzeb in 1706 A.D., with
the bureaucratic nobility breéking away from the central
authority ahd declaring themselves independent. Since
time immemorial the right to demand and collect revenue,
had been in the minds of the Indian rural population;
regarded as an attribute of sovereignty. The prebendal
nobility, as Weber would call it,made use of this popular
idea and began to exercise not only rights of ownership
of land but also magestrial and administfative powers,
This transformation in character assumed special signi-
ficanée because, while in France and England the *sale of
office® was gradually being replaced by pure bureaucracy,
in India, the bureaucrats were transforming their office
prebendals into hereditary estates. This phase, however
had a very short history beééuse of the rise of a
prosperous merchant class that came into existence in the
17th and 18th century as a result of the opening of trade
with the West. This trading class was largely responsible
for undermining the authority of the States and the power
of the office prebend holders, metamorphosed into landlords.

All the big landowners as well as the rulers of the various
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independent stands that had sprung up on the ruins of the

19 But

Moghul empire were heavily indebted to this class,
before this class could domihate‘the State affairs, the
internecine warfare among the feudal lords and ﬂhe
subseqﬁeht decline of the central authority created a power

vaccuum into which the British stepped in.
11

The Britishers who came into India with the first
fleet of the London Company in 1601, during the reign of
Akbar, represented the growihg trading class back at home,
They‘stafted their work with small commercial establish-
ments and had té emplby theif own agents to collect different
articles:of export., For arranging and stocking these goods
as well as those arfiving in India in ships from abroad,
special warehouses were erected, A warehouse together
with the office of the agent and the apartments for local

business, constituted what was called a ‘factory', and

19 M.N. Roy, Indian in Transition, (Bombay,1971),
pp L] 96""97 L)
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those merchants personing them were called 'facters’.go
In 1606 factors were engaged on contractual basis for
five years and that became the normal period of appoint=

21 The head of a small factory was designated as

ment.
*Agent® and that of a large factory as ‘President'. All
the servants of the company including the President and
members of thé respective presidential council were
responsible to the Court of Directors at home.,22 In the
initial stages, the Company made appointments and fixed
wages without having regular cadres. Though it had in

its service various categories of employees - apprentices,
writers, factors, junior merchants, and senior merchants

= they were appointed and paid not according to service

rules but on the basis of individual‘merit023

20 Edward Blunt, The ICS, (London, 1937),

21 L.S.5. O'Malley, Tndian Civil Service 1621-1930,
(London, 1931), ‘

22 A.K. Ghosal, Civil Service in India Under the
East India Compawy, (Calcutta, 1944, p.l9.

23 B.B, Mishra; The Admlnistratlve History of India,
1834-1947, {London,1970), P.329.
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In December 1674, however the Company introduced
“scmething like a regular service"%4'wiih a reguiar

25

gradation of postsoz A young man was usually recruited

first as 'Apprentice! for seven years on an annuél.salary
6f £ 5 for thé first five and £ 10 for the last two years.26
When he served out his term, hé could obtain preferment

vto the next grade, that of 'writer;, subject to giving a

27

security of £ 500. The writers were required to serve

28 The convenants

a 'convenated!' term of five years.
practically embodied their conditions of service, rights
and obligations,zg The qualificafions for a writer's nost
were generally limited in the beginning to good pén-manship
and willingness to serve 'uponlall ocgasions without
murmuring. Later, from 1682, a general education and
knowledge of commerciai accounts were required, The other

three superior grades of Factor, Junior Merchant and

Senior Merchant and their respective rates of pay during

24  Ibid.

25 O*Malley, op.cite., Po3.
26  Ibid.

27  Ghosal, op.Cites pe23.
28 O'™alley, op.Cit., Po3e
29  Ghosal,op.cites p.23.
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the first five years of their service were £ 20, £ 30 and
£ 40 respectivelye3o These officials performed varied
functions, Apart from routine work which included imposing
taxation, minﬁing currencies and settling immigrants on

the islands, these bureaucrats were sent out on various
missions = discover trade prospects in some new place,

a mission to the court of some prince or governor,fo
colleét an important debt or in—chafge of a caravan of
goods. These officials were occassionally called on to
read prayers when no chaplin was available and thus

received an extra allowances of £ 50 per vyear.

_ The turn of the 18th century witnessed the‘decliné

of the Mughal empire, The governors of Hyderabad, Bengal
and Avadh established ihdependeht kingdoms. Existing
offices and jagirs were transferred into hereditary ones,
In order to stabilize the financial crisis, the new
emperors auctioned land to the highest bidder and collected
revenue from him, The zamihdars too became rebellious and
withﬁeld revenue, Meanwhile the Franco-British war spilt

over to India in the 1740s, The Carnatic wars 17950s,

30 Mishra’ _O_EQCitgg p.379.
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the Battle of Plassey 1757, the Battle of Wandiwash 1760
and the Battle of Buxar 1764 lead to the suzerinity of
the British in India.

In 1765, the Company obtained the'Diwénf of three

Provinces of éengal, Bihar and Orissa from the Mughal

- Emperor. The grant of Diwani ihcluded the administration
of revenue and civil justice. But the Company's senior
servants had no acquiantance with public administration,
Hence for four years administratiyn was left to the
established native agencies. Clive justified this position:
“in the infancy of the acquisition of the diwani we are
under the necessity of confiding in the old officers of

" the Government from whom we were to derive our knowledge,
_and whom we therefore endeavoured, to attract to our -
service by the ties of interest until experience render

on
their assistance less necessary.31

A system of dual government thus evolved with the
revenues being extracted by the Compahy and the terri-
torial jurisdiction remaining in the hands of the Nawabs

or his ministers. This period is characterized to be

31 Ibid., p.109.
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one of misrule and oppression.- The recruitment procedure
of the Company's civil Servants underwent a‘change as the
Céurt of Directors started recommending candidates for

the various posts in the bureaucracy. "They saw no reasons
why they should not push a young friend or dependent into

a service wﬁich within an incredibly brief period would
bring him back énormously enriched."32 Junior and Senior
civil servants, because of the ‘uncertainty and insecurity
of tenure resorted to questionable practices Carrying on

private trades.

‘This sordid state of affairs led to the appointment
of supervisors, in all districts in 1769 with powers to
superintend the cpllection of revenue and the administra=
tibn of justice. Howev;: the heavy and miscellaneous
duties backed by inadeqﬁate training led to the complete
breakdown of supervisor's office. Supervisors themselves
got involved in the generally corrupt system prevailing
in this district. The practice.of private trade in which
the supervisors got involved did not leave them much time

to devote for the Company.33

32 G.T. Garrat and E., Thomson, Rise and Fulfilment
of British Rule in India, (London,1934), p.98.

33 Ramsay Muir, Makiﬁq of British India, (London),
p°81' .
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'In 1772 Warren Hastings abolished the dual system
and the Company stood forth as 'Dewan’ and the adminis=-
tration of the country was placed in thé hands of the
British officers, Supervisors turned collectors were
recalled from the districts at the instance of the Court
of Directors and Provincial Councils were established.
True to the spirit of merchantile capitalism the company
felt alarmed at the expenses on civil charges amounting to
£ 300,598 in 1770, which was cutting its profits and

4 The withdrawal of thé collector created a

dividends.3
state of confusion in district administration. A monoto-
nous list of large deficits, defaulting zamindars, abscond-
~ing farmers led to fhe'reappointﬁent of collectors,
independent of provincial councils, to realise outstanding
balances and to restore normaléy. Offices of revenue and
justice were united under the collector. This was

followed by a large scale Eurcpeanization of the office,

with the district administration vested only on the

convenanted servants of the Company°35

From 1786 to 1813 a policy of systematic exclusion

of the natives of the country from all share in the

34 B.B. Mishra, op.cit., p.119.
35 Ibid., p.133
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administration cohfinﬁéd under Cornwallis and Wellesley.
Civil and Criminal Courts were personed by a Governor
General and Members of‘the Supreme Council instead of

a gquazil‘. In 1792 zamindars were deprived of police
powers? Police jurisdictions were brought under the
authority of European magistrates, This attitude involving
the removal of Indians from positions of}authority and
rejection of traditional administrative forms was grounded
fundamentally in a sense of récial superiority and its
corollary contempt for'others.36 Politically, also,
elimination of Indians from the ranks of officers was
considered expedient in the sense a big force of European

officers was a necessity to maintain British rule in the

country.,

The claims of Indiané were entirely lost sight of
and their door to respénsible public employment banged
and barred. During thé twenty years, Indians were
practically nowhere in the public services and continued

in a State of dreamy si".agna’(:ion.C"7 There was no awakening

36 Michael Edwards, British India, 1772-1947,
(London, 1967), p.52. -

37 J.W. Kaye, Administration of East India Compaﬁx
(London, 1853) . -
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of facilities, no sign of progress within or without, for
the intelligence of the people was held ‘in small esteem
by their rulers.38

Further the Permanent Set£lemént Act of 1793
introduced by Cornwallis bred a new class of landlords
with hereditary and transferrable rights to the iand.
.A system similar to this was already prevalent during
the last-days of Mughal rule. Tﬁe new class of zamindars
were required to give %% of the rental they got from

gvithin, o ified time. Thus

the peasantry to the Stat
exploitation reached new heights as cultivators were
reduced to tenants being depfived cf leng standing rights

to the soil.

The system of deernment estabiished}by Cornwallis
proved unsuccessful in all its aépecf. Wellesley himself
pointed to the radical imperfection where no system was
adopted with a view either to conciliate the good will
or to control the disaffection of the peOple}S9 But
owing to his other involvements, little advancement was

made in reforming the administrative system.

38 Ibid.

39 P.N. Mathur The Civil Service of India,
1731-1894, (Jodhpur,1977), p.39.
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Until the beginning of the Industrial Revolution
in England, the main interest of the East India Company
was to monopolize exports. According to a report of the
Company's Governor, Verelest, during the three years
1766-68, India's exports amodnted to &£ 6,311,250,'while
her imports amount to only &£ 624,375.40 Thus, ten times
as much was taken out of the country as was sent into it.
The deficit in the balance of trade was paid from revenues
collected in India, which was termed the company's

‘'investment!. The House of Commons Select Committee

report, in 1783:

A certain portion of the revenues of Bengal
has been for many Years set apart in the
purchase of goods for exportation to England,
and this is called the investment ...
(Therefore), the whole exported produce of
the country, so far as the company is
concerned, is not exchanged in the course

of the barter, but is taken away without

any return or payment whatever.

40 R.P. Dutt, India Today, (Calcutta,1970),p.105.
4l A, Sen, The State, Industrialization and Class
Formations in India, (London,1982), p.52.
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The whole situation was stated more clearly by Burke:

In all other countries, the revenue,
following the natural course and order

of things, arises out‘of~their commerce.
Here, by a mischievous inversion of that
order, the whole foreign maritime trade,
whether English, French, Dutch or Danish,
arises from the revenues; these are carried
out of the country without producing any-
thing to compensate so heavy a loss, This
new system of trade must have unquesticna-
bly thrown the merchantile system of the
country into the greatest confusion,

As a result of this unprecedented organized
economic drain from India, the rising merchant and

43 The

artisan classes were completely wiped out,
destruction of this class eased the Wayvfor the emergence
| of the industrial revolution in England, which was

mainly agricultural until the middle. of the 18th century?4
The revenue transfer from India was one of the priméry

hidden fsources of capital accumulation' which ushered

the industrial revolution - “ .. With the rise of

42  Ibid. _
43 For details refer, R.P. Dutt, op.cit., p.103.

44 E, Hobsbawn, Industry and Empire,
(Harmondsworth, 1969}, p.36.
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a powerful industrial bourgeoisie, policy changes related
to trade and cémmerce-occured in.quick succession. The
export of Indian textiles and silk to England was
prohibited, to protect the intérést of Lanchashire and -
Manchester manufacturers. With the risé of the power

of the British bourgeoisie in parliamenf came the first
parliamentary interference in the Company's affairs, in
1769, It was decided tha! the Company should, during
each year of the term, export British merchandise to the

®  British manufactured goods were

amount of £ 380,837.%
forced into India through the.agency of the Company's
Governor General énd its commerbial residents, Mandfacture
of raw silk was encouraged in Bengal whereas silk fabrics

- were discouraged,f Silk winders were allowed to work only

in the Comapny's factory°46

Simultaneously an ideological offensive was launched
agaihst the East India Company's administration in India
by Adam Smith, the theoretical mentor of the rising

indusfrial boufgeoisie of England in 1784. He demanded

45 R.K. Mukherjee, Rise and Fall of the East India.
Company, (Berlin,l958), p.400.

46 R.C. Dutta, The Economic History of India, vol.l,
(London, 1956), p.256,
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that the opportunities to trade.in India should be open

47

to all. These growing pressures from the industrial

bourgeoisie resulted in the Charter Act of 1813 which

ended the trade monopoly of the Company in India.

The irony of this situation is that, while British
political economists propounded3thelprincipies of free
trade in the latter half of the 18th and early 19th
centuries; they were not ready to apply them in the

case of India. As E.J. Hobsbawm points out:

The one exception was India. 1Its
abnormality leaps to the eye. It was
for one thing the only part of the
British Empire to which laissez faire
never applied. Its most enthusiastic
champions in Britain became bureaucratic
‘planners when they'went there, and the
most committed opponents of political
colonization rarely and then much
seriously, suggested the liquidation of
British rule., 48

47 For details refer, Adam Smith, An Inquiry into
the Nature and Cause of the Wealth of Nations,
(London,1950), especially p.593,

48 E. Hobsbawn, op.cit.; p.148.



150

Iv

The Company did lose its trading monopoly in
1813. But the government and the revenue continued to
be in their hands. Further trade’in tea and trade with

China remained exclusively with the Company.

The investigation preceding the renewal of the
Company ‘s Charter in 1813 had exposed defects in the
established judicial and revenue systems, In 1813 the
Court of Directors circulated queries regarding the
working of the judicial system in India to several of
their 'distinguished' servants, then in England. ‘
Bureaucrats like Sir Henry Strachey, Colonel Thomas Munro
and Colonel Walker boldly proclaimed that India couldnot
be governed except through the cooperation of the'péoplé
themselves, Strachéy wrote: "although their education
is most defecfive ees they are'nevértheless found to
acquire easily the requisite qualifications for the
duties, which we are pleased to entrust to them, From
temper, habit and peculiar circumstances, they are in
many respects fitter for the office of a judge than

ourSelves.49 As a result of these views, the

49 Ro.P. Sikka, The Civil Service in India,
(New Delhi, 1984), p.32.
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November 1814 Despatch of the Company emphasised the
judicial functions of the Indian Munsifs. It also raised

~ ) g - - \ n
the power and status of sadar-amins whose office had

been reconstituted in 1803.50

But the recruitment procedure of the Eurbpean
bureaﬁcrats was still the privileges of the Court of
Directors. In a statistical analysis, Bernard Cohn shows
a director’s.pqssible reason for giving an appointment.
Among these admitted to the East India Company's Training
College at Haileybury (setup iﬁ'1806) between 1809 and
1850, business relationships accounted for 1.6 per cent
company service for 4,69 per ceht, political recommendation
for 0,70 pef cent, recommendation of the Board of Control
6,57 per cent, kinship connection 23 per cent and

o1 Haileybury

friendship connections 54.7 per cent.
soon began to be referred as ‘'that sacred'collegé of sons
and nephews'."52 This establishment was however the only

- source of supply of civil servant for ‘the Company. Though

50 Mishra, op.cit., pp.274-75.

51 Bernard Cohn, IThe Development and Impact of
British Administration in India, (New Delhl,
1961), p.105.

52 N.C. Roy, The Civil Service in India, (Calcutta,
1960), P61,
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nominations for admission to it were made by the directors,
to undergb a probationary period'and complete with success
a pre$cribed course of study at this college was regular
condition for appointment to the service.s It was

specially laid down that those who did not pass with

credit the final examination shall not be appointed to

the civil service of the Compan‘).53

Oﬁing to the expansion of territories and in the
administrative machinery of the Company, an acute
shortage of men in the covenanted service was faced by
the authorities in India the late 1820s., This undoubtedly
gave an impetus to an_increased employment of Indians
but only in the subordinate and unconvenanted service,
Acute shortage of the.covenant level however was handled
- by the Court of Directors conductinqﬁgfg%f%ations under
the newly formed London Board of Examinations. This
practice however ceased to operate by 1832 when the
deficiency in the supply of civil'servants ceased to exist
‘and thus Haileybury once again became the only source of

supply of civil servants to the company.

53 Sikka’ _O_Eo;g_i_to’ p91380
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The company by the 1830s had consolidated itself
as a stable ruling orgénization in India. The question
of a prdper selection of its civil servants was therefore
bound to be raised sooner lor later. Back at home, in
England, the industrial bourgeoisie through i¢s parliamentary
representatives put pressure bn the Company for a more
rational structure of the bureaucracy, which sparked a
debate between the system of recruitment through
competetive examination and the syétem of patronagé
recpruitment. The éase for c0mpetition was strongly
advocated by many Witnesses before the Select Committee of
Parliament on the Affairs of the East India Company;in
1931—32.54 The reaction of the Court to this proposal was,
'as expected, unfavourable. |The proposal materially
affected their power of patronage. Thus they proposed the
‘abolition of the Haileybury (College altogether and revived
the idea of a public examination of candidates nominated
by themselves after an education at the existing institu-
tions in the country; In other words, they were ready to
sacrifice the symbol of patronage, the Haileybury College,
it patronage itself could be retained’by the sacrifice,
The board howevef overruled the dissent of the Directors
and incorporated the principle of limited competetion in

the Charter Act of 1E€33.

54  Ibid., p.l143,
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Also important is the fact
made exclusion of any citizen fr
India on‘grounds of coiour or re
Several factors €¢ould be traced
policy of Indianizatidn of thé b
inadequécy of the covenanted ser
increasing volume of work, the g
of administration in the fast ex
possessions, the costliness of t

cheapness of the Indian element,
the sympathy of the newly educat
cause, the change in the vision

their obligations in India and f

liberalism in England.

Thus there was a conscious
class elite class, 'a class of p
and coloury; but English in taste

and in intellect.56

Macaulay thus: "we must at preser

a class who may be interpreters }

57

whom we govern. Thus, when in

The rational

that the Act of 1833

om the public service in
ligion positively illegal?5
for this deliberate
ureaucracy : the

vice to cope with the
Fowth in the complexity
panding territorial

he European.agency, fhe
the expediency of winning
ed classes to the British

of the authorities towards

inally the rise of

effort to breed a local
ersons, Indian in blood
, in opinions, in morals
le was expressed by

1t do our best to form

setween us and the millions 7

1835, English was made

55 N.C. Roy, op.cite, P«99. .

56 B.B. Mishra, The Indjan Middle Class, (London,
1961), p.l54, ' :

57 Ibid.
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the medium of instruction of higher learning and the
official language, it was not out of any intention of
making education universal, but for perpetuation of

imperial rule.

The Charter Act of 1833, however made no provisions
to secure the nomination of Incians to the convenanted
service of the Company. Indians remained excluded from
any but minor posts. However the Act, and specifilcally the
clause pertaining to the Indianizétion of bureaucracy,
became the sheet anchor of political agitation in India
towards the end of the century., Almost all the political
activities in the early year of the naticnal awakening
turned on this clause, which came very handy when démands
were being made for giving Indians equal opportunity in

administration.

The failure to Indianize the high echeleon ofwthe
bureaucracy on the part of the British even after a”
parliamentary act pfovides for an interesting analysis.
The nomination cum selection patlern reduced thé role of
the Directors in relation to appointments to a very
insignificant portion, confined only to a fourfold nomina-

tion of candidates for admission to the Haileybury college,
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giving all other powers to the Board of Control. Thé
average number of writers appointed in each year was
40 and it was obviously difficult for the directors to
provide 160 candidates a year. ‘The Act also provided
that if the directors failed tc prccduce the required

number the nominations would lapse to the Board.

ﬁaving failed to prevent its incorboration, the
directors defied it by lobbying and finally succeeded
_in amending it after four years.in 1839. What finally
emerged was only the control of the Board over a proposed
preliminary qualifying test for admission to Haileybury
College, and its hold over the administration of the
-college and its final examinatibn. Nominafions continued

to be made by directors.

The crux. of the_wholé problem was the patronage
system which circumscribed the civilIService'to a few
families, friends and favourities. After 1833 with its
commercial mohopoly gone, the company had been reduced
a mere patronagé concern., Since this very basis had
changed, there could be nc basis for its unfettered
patronage. Thereforg fwenty years later in 1952-53 a

twin attack on the system of patronage and the exclusion
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of Indians from the higher offices was launched with
much more vigour . The Charter Bill of 1853 was well
debated.,. It provided for an open competetion in place of
. nomination for admission to the Haileybury College. The
hither—to existing setup was seVerely criticised byv
Macaulay, as fhe 'most monstrous, the most extensive and
the most perilous system of abuse in the distribution of

patrénage ever witnessede'58

Therefore with a view to give effect to the provisions
of the Act of 1853 regarding open competétion a Committee
was appointed in 1854 to advise on measures and detailed
regulations for seleétion and appointment of candidates,
Popularlyvknown as the Macaulay Committee it submitted its
report in Novembef 1854 which marks an important epoch
in the History of the civil service in India. The

following are the recommendations jotted in brief.>”

1. No person under 17 or over 21 gould be
admitted to the college.

2, The compefetive examination should embrace
only Furopean Sciences, Arts, Languages,
Literatures and History. Subjects and
Italian language, literature and history;
Mathematics, Pure and Mixed; Natural Sciences

58 R.P. Sikha, op.cit., p.l6l.

59 The full text of the Report has been reproduced
in Appendices to the Report of the Public Service
Commission, 186806-87, (Calcutta,1888), Appendix-F,
Pp.35=42",
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including Chemistry, Geology, Minerology,
Botany, Zoology; Mcral Sciences. including
moral and political philosophy, the science
of logic and the inductive method.

Examination shculd be carried on by means
of written papers, whose objects was to
train the mind for the highest purposes of
active life, .

Successful candidates should undergo a
period of probation more than one but less
than 2 years,

In order &f their ranking they should opt

for the presidency or alternatively the
allotment should be done at random,

Probationers had to devote themselves to

four studies — (i) Indian History which
included geography of the country, national
products, manufactﬁres, qualities of different
races, doctrines and rites of important
religions; (ii) Commercial and Financial

Science including mode of keeping and checking
accounts, principle of banking, the laws which
regulate exchangeé, nature. of public dehts,
effects of different system of taxations(iii) the
sclence of jurisprudence; (iv) the oriental tonges.
There should be periodical exams at which

a probation must pass,on pain of forfeiting

his appointment.
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The Maculauy Committee recommendations were
accepted aimost in toto. Since the Committee had not
deliberated on the continuance or otherwise of the
~Haileybury College the Board of Control decided to close

it down in 1998,

The first competetive examination was thus held
in 1855 in London, Theoretically the Act of 1853 did not
exclude Indians from open competetion but in practice
its Indianizing capability was very little. Till 1868
the total number of Iﬁdian,candidates was just 12 out of
whom only one succeedea as compared‘to 2,376 Europeans
out of whom 659 were successful. It is important to
add here that one of the first and most vocal demand
of the Indian National CTongress formed in 1885 was for
simultaneous competetive examinations to be held in

India as in London.

With the raticnalization of the hureaucratic
structure at the turn of this century the entire system
underwent a metamorphosis, Efficiency improved alongwith

stability. The new Indian Civil Service was entrusted
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upon the task of maintaining 'Pax Britanica'., Although
the bverall size of the civil service was minute in
relation to the State structure in which it was located
yet it was tfuely an all India service, Officials were
located at all ievels - in the districts as collectors

or subdivisional officérs, in each provincial headquarters,
in the Secretariat or in some other leading capacity at
the Centre, A system of elitist administration thus came
into vogue, with the recruitment of a few young men each
year to a separate service and then giving them and only
them,a clear run tb the top, commanding handsome saléries.
This meant that other administrators who did not, or could
not, get into that service were for ever denied acéess,to
the top positions; however able they-might subsequently
become, Colonial administration was thus in consequence
‘highly stratified, with little movement up and hence
therewere few rewards or incehtives on offer for ambitious

civil servants at lower levels,

The characteristic patterns of the ICS administrators
during this period was clearly political even if persons
involved rarely levelled them as such. This was true of

the work they did both in the district and the Secretariat.
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Certainly they weiké irvalved in ovVersgeriig and @fgaﬁiﬁiﬁg
the implementation of the decisions made by pélitical
leaders. They also as leaders of‘ihe'gtate structure, wmade
authoritative decisions themselwves. M@s% importantly, they
Were centrally involved in pursuing partisan objective by
mobilizing groups in society to support and work for these

objectives, usually in opposition to those groups who had

different political orientation.

The relative autonomy for.the ICS was very pronouncad
as the leadership of the State was for away in LCthﬂa
Alongwith +the autonomy, the trust that went alongwith it
was also large. The salary and career opportunities, the
security of tenure and provision for retirement were
extra—ordinarily'advantageous. These characteristics
combined to place the ICS at the very top of the service
class. Any youngman, shaped to the ICS in course of time,
to take for granted his very elevated position as a
servant of the imperial State par excellence in India.
Given this elevated position, the ICS men were powerfully
motivated to use their conSidérable authority and knowledge
to preserve their advantaged pbsition and the special
privileges that went with it, inclining them to a conser=-

vative disposition with a substantial stake in the status
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quo. However this conservatisﬁ did not imply any intrin-
sic coﬁmitment to the continuation of British rule in India
as most ICS official were able ﬁ&-make the adjustments to
changing constitutional arrangements imposed in India by
the British Parliament during the 20th century.’C But

this does not mean that ICS men had no political views,

nor that they always agreed with the government policy.
There is extensive evidence to show that a wide range of
views on the constitutional reforms emanating from London

were held by ICS men and that these views changed over

time.

o
The hegemony of the civil servants was first shaken
by the Montague Chelmsford Reforms embodied in the

61 According to these reforms

Government of Indié Act 1919,
the Central Legislative Council came to have two houses
- the Legislative Council and Council of Sta£e, with a
majority of elected members, whereas the provinciél councils

were to have for the first time ministers with the then

60 See H.M.L. Alexander, " "Discarding the 'State
Frame' Changing Images Among Indian Civil Servants
in the Early 20th Century", South A51a, New Series,V,

(1982) , pp.l-12.

61 T. Beaglehole, "From Rulers to Servants : The -
Indian Civil Service and the British Dimension of
Power in India%, Modern Asian Studies, 11:2 (1977),
pPp.237=-38,
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minor portfolios of education, public health and local
self-government, Hubback, a civil servant then of Orissa,
remembers in 1918 opening thé MontagueFChelmsford Reform
development "one morning at breakfast and finding the words
'Ministérs' which seemed to me rather alarming at first
sighte‘f The Act of 1919 clearly mentioned that the
bureaucracy will not only provide the executive machinery
of Government, it will be their part.to assist, as only
they can do, inthe training of the rural classes for
self-government; their help will be greatly needed to

explain the new principles of government to many who will

find them strange.

'The first world war led to a general disinclination
to make a career service overseas and a more cynical view
about taking up the white man's burden. Failure to attract
new recruits also stemmed from the material conditions of
services as much as thé constitutional and political
changes. bThe result waé that Allahabad was made the first

Indian centre in 1922 for the Civil Service examination.

The Lee Commission Recommendations quickly followed
in 1925. The Report called for largescale financial

reforms which led to a dramatic rise in candidates from
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the London centre. The Commission also recommended

' stepping’up the rate of Indianization, It urged the
government that 20 pervcent_of the superior posts should

be filled by Indians promoted from the provinéial services
= %the:listed poéts. The rest 80 per cent direct recruit-
ment. should have a 50:50 ratio.between the Eufopeans and
Indians. This according to the Commission would equalize
the ratio of Indian and European bureaucrats'lS Years hence,
It is interesting to note that inspite of periodical
fluctuation of recruitment by the end of 1940 there were

597 Indian and 588 Edropean iCS officers,62 Although

a generalized and strong Sense of racial superiority
prevailed among the ICS Europeans vis»a—vis’ the Indian
society and culture yet relations’withiﬁ the ICS was quite
cordial., The ICS Europeans had frequently a high regard

for ICS Indians, and why not? After all it was an exclusive
fraternity group with a common socio-economic backgroﬁnd,

consciously alienated from the society to rule it,

The recruits whether Indian or European were made to
identify the fact that the ICS was a separate, closed

institution, Care was taken to ensure as far as possible

62 R.B. Jain, Contemporary Issues in Indian
Administration, (Delhi,1976), p.39.
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that those entering into that process were likely to be
receptive to the Specifié norms and values being trans-
mitted, After the appoinfmenf early postings and district
‘training reinforced the transmiésion of behaviour patterns,
norms and values, Gentlemanly norms and values however
were hardly unknown to youngmén comiﬁg from such socio-
economic background. But the Indian recruits were expected
to spend two years of their probation in London, in order
to be familiar with the European life style, so that they
could cbme back as Brown sahibs . It is true that Indiang
who entered the service did it not out of patriotic motives
but with an eye to the emoluments, security and enormous
power that were attached to the job., But these recruits
did not lose their traditionél‘identity. Religious and
caste affiliations weve quite consistent with the modern
admihistrative setting. Though the Indian recruité were
primarily Brahmins and Kayaéthas by caste, they handled
their traditional and administrative roles quite

63 Indians and Europeans could work together

effectively.,
within the shared ICS administrative tradition, and then

retire at the end of the day into separate social settings.

63 Refer . R.S. Khare, The'dhangigg Brahmans,
' {Chicago, 1970). ‘
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VII

When war came in 1939, the ICS, and the_colohial
bureaucracy more generally, were still basically loyal
to the British Government. The main opposition to the
raj and to the ICS as its agent came from the Indian
National Congress., Certainly there was no position for
a highly paid administrative elite in Gandhian ideology.
However Gandhian ethics in the late 30s was on its way
out and the right wing gained»strength in the Congress.,
It underwent a transformation from a forum dedicatedvtc
social upliftmentrto an organization contesting elecfions.
The suspension of the Civil Disobedience Movement and the
treation of the All India Congress Parliamentary Board are
indices to this metamorphosis. The change in the ideology
of the.Congress was largely because of the infilteration of
the big bourgeoisie at!the national level and of the
merchants and traders at the provinces, The main orienta—
" “tion of the Party therefore was towards, unity, stfength,
order and a political-pbsture not unfriencly tc the
capitalist enterprise. This position went in a long way
to continue the ICS tradition.iﬁ India after independence.

Retaining the ICS framework and the colonial bureaucracy
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reassured tﬁe capitalists leading to an increasingly
favourable attitudé of Indian business man toWardé
political leadership. For the most active element of

the big bourgeoisie, State cébiﬁalish was the only answer
if India was to shake off ﬁoreigﬁ capitals hecld on the
~economy and to speed up development while increasing
profits, It should also be said that once these goals
are approadh?d the big bourgeoisie demands a reduction

of the State's economic action. Rest of thé bourgeoisie
also for some kind of State capitalism because it offered
quicker industrializationS? Thus the bourgeoisie and the
Congress Party wanted freedom yet not a Gandhian Iﬁdiao
While the capitalist wanted freedom for a grip}over the
domestic economf, the Party wanted freedom so as to be
the natural successor. It was the young Indian bureaucrat
who was torn between the natidnal movement and Caregr
and»job. Most of the fresh recruits before indepénéenqe
were nationalists. Even the British recruits were
influenced by the mildly left-wing views prevelant in

the British University in the 30s. Being a nationalist,

the Indian bureaucrats perhaps made a subconsciocus

64 Refer C. Bettelheim, India Independent,
(New York, 1968),
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distinction between the government as the instrument of
a foreign power and in its purely administrative,
capacity, as the established government of the

country.

Thé continuation of the ICS did not pose any threat
to dominant classes or to the Party. But what it required
was a political support for its existence., The necessgary
support came and camé in a big way immediately after
independence. Jawaharlal Nehru's speech to the Constituent -
Assembly clearly conveyed the message that first things
to be looked after was the stability and security of India,
and thus there was no time to start tampering with the
bureaqcracy.65 But is was only the rigid support of the
Iron Maﬁ éxtended to the ICS which proved to be decisive.
ITn a speech to the Constituent Assembly, Sardar Patel in
1949 echoed, 'I have worked into them during this difficult
period', they are patriotic loyal, sincere and able,
remove them and I see nothing but a picture of chaos all

over the country.66

65 India, Constituent Assembly (Legislature)
Debates, vol.I, 1947, pp.793-95,

66  Ibid., vol.X, 1949, pp.48-52.
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With the political support strongly behind the
ICS took the shock of disintegration easily. A brief
period‘of crisis did occur with most Europeans and
Muslim ICS officers leaving the service, But then the
IAS succeeded the ICS 4ffémeg- Emergency recruitments
were done to fill in the necéssary posts and the
additional ones vacant because of the integration of the
princely States, The annual examinations also began in
1948, These brought in 30-40 IAS recruits each year

until 1954 after which the numbers increased.®’

Thus
the IAS tradition got fairly entrenched with very little
damage done té its It also made its way through to the
Constitution of India, The proposals of the Constituent
Assembly later numbered Articles 308-14 provide that,
central and all—Indiaiservicésvwould hold office during
the pleasure of the President of India and those in the
States during the pléasure of the Governor - this was
intended to make clear that civil servants were not the
employees of a particular minister; that a civil servant
could not be dismissed, removed or reduced in rank without

being giVen a reasonable opportunity to defend himself;

67 David C. Potter, Indiaz's Political Administrators,
(Oxford,1986), p.l45. o
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that a civil servant could'nof he dismissed or removed
by an authority subordinate to the one which appointed
him - this was ﬁeant to provide protection against
victimization by a mihiéter and’ also central government
protection for all=-India civil servants serving in the
States; and that Parliament be authorized to create
a?ditional all=India services and expressly specified
that the new IAS and IPS were already deemed to be

services created by Parliament,

. VIII

The survival of the ICS and the creation of an IAS
successor required initiélly in the late 1940s an aét
political will from the Centre, Once secured, however
the ICS/IAS then required cohtinuing political supbort in
order to survive mounting oppositioh to it.v Three factors

are required to be analyzed to show this situation clearly.

The first was the formal provision for a parliamen-
tary system of democratic government and the consequent
spread of democratic politics, with politicians increas—

ingly involved in administration at central, state and
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district levels. The relatiqnships between these new
democratic politicians and political administrators

'wefe bound to be uneasy. The pfeviously colonial
administrative machinery on the one hand and the democratic
goverhments.became‘the principal contradiction in the
Indian situation.v From the first day of independehce

the administration was indeed in politics, for politics
influenced the administration and administrators learnt

to be-sensitive to politicso68

This preoccupation with
the political and comparative negléct-of professional
problems of administration has perhaps been the greatest
single failure of civil service in India. L.K. Jha pcints
out that the declining standards_éf administrative
performance is the deterioration in work relations bétWeen

- . . 6
bureaucrats and ministers. 9

This unhealthy relationship
to my mind was produced in part by having retained an ICS

tradition of administration in a changed political context.

The second main feature to challenge :the ICS

tradition was the ideal of planned development for the

68 E.N. Mangat Rai, "Patterns of Administrative
Development in Independent India", Common 'Wealth
Paper 19, (London,1976), p.52.

69 L.K. Jha, "The Role of Bureaucracy in a Developing
Democracy™, TIraining Abstract no.2, -
(Government 6f India, Department of Personnel and
Administrative Reforms, 1983).
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welfare of the people, Implementing the Five Year Plans
for economic and social development affected the whole
posture of the state,'shifting it. from an essentially

laissez faire holding operatién towards a much more

interventionist ;ole.‘ This obviously began to affect

the administration; New ministries and departments in
development  fields emerged in the 1950s, .each with their
own separate hierarchies reaching down to the districts,
Many of them were set up to implement specialist
‘programmes, each having theif own technical requireﬁents.
They tended to resent having to go through an ICS or IAS
bdlifical administrator in the secretariat in order to

get ministerial approval for skills. At the district level
they were unhappy about being subject to the supervision
and control of a generalist Collector, the principal
repreéentative of the State government, These developments
led to increasing dissatisfaction with IAS generalists
being on 'top' and technical experts only on 'tap'.
Inequality, amateuiism,dilettantism were two of many
changes levelled increasingly from the 1960s against the
ICSiiraditioh. These criticisms were takén up by the

Administrative Reforms Commission and later in government
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reports and academic writings. Here again one can see
the origins of these conflicts in the contradictions
between the need for specialist expertise and the

generalist tradition,

The tﬁird feature was the federal structure of
government wﬁich'was hardly new, but in combination with
the democratic feature did set in motion forces opposed
to an all=India service., The IAS official was governed
by service rules made by the Central government and
these could,under great difficulty be altered or inter-
preted to his disadvantage. Such an arrangement largely
undermined the position of the 5tate ministers whose choice
of selecting officials for implementing their policies
was severely restricted. The issue became more serious
when political parties other than the Congress came into
power in the various states. Thus such an all-India
service, controlled from the centre, restricted the States!
- right, as they saw it,to recruit and control their own
civil.servants needed to implemenh the tasks allocafed to
them under the federal constitution, Ther_point, I wanted

to make here is that the institutional fit was pocor between
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the administration and polity..»The IAS as an institution
within a democratic fedéral Constitution committed to
developmentvset up contradictions that had unfortunate
administrative consequences. Deépite these tensions

the IAS reigns and rules supreme in this country today.

The reason why the IAS survived, indeed prospered
"despite increasingly hostility needs explanation. The
first important reason was that the IAS people themselves
had a major say invall attempts at adﬁinistrative reforms
till date. The second reason is that there was never
sufficient poliﬁical clout from the political leadership
at the cenfre‘for}radical reform of the existing
adminisfrative reform. Even Prime Minister Nehru during |
the 1950s and early 1960s, a ma; who had formerly been
-such a critic of the ICS offered only mild criticisms

of their 'colonial mentalit?' WEile stréésing their values
in the maintenance of unity. The rationality of technique
was recognized and lauded- Perhaps -the lack of rationality of
consciousness was redognized but only no efforts were made
to shake the insfitution*df its colonial legacy. Reports

on aspects of central administration by Gorwala in 1951,
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Appleby in 1953 and 1956, Chanda in 1938 and Krishnamachari
1962, each contained a number of proposals for reform
‘but altering the IAS institution was not one of them.’©
In 1961 when a high-powered Committee on Administration
was setup within the Government of India to cbnsider
administrative reforms as many as six members including
the Chairman were from the service itself. Thus apart
from meek efforfs being made, it can be also said that

the bureaucracy is quite energetic in working to preserve

their position within existing structures.

70 David C., Potter, op.cit., p.l67.
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CONCLUSION

The reason why an analysis of continuity and change
of the Indian bureaucratic tradition has not been
attempted before is because the subject falls between
the dominant concerns of the principal theories of State
both pluralist and Marxist. These theories have tended
to direct the attention of scholars interested in the
Indian State to areasvof research other than one explored
here. Pluralist theory'tended to concentrate either_on
the political inputs, plurality of groups, voters and
political parties as the motor of the political system,
while seeing the output of the State bureaucracy as
largely derivative,or totreat the State bureaucracy rather
separately in fairly conventionél public administration
terms, while seeing socid—political forces as vague
environmental factors. No such bifurcation of politics
and State bur@aucracy was evident in Marxist research
on the nature of the State, fheir work was also funda=-
mentally historical in conception. At the same time the
principal Marxist preoccupation was to try to discern
the dominant mode of production and the class charaqter

cf the State. The State was not seen as merely an
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instrument of the ruling class rule, but it did tend to

be viewed as a single entity-(with 1ittle in the way of
internal contradiction or conflicts) and as essentially
determined by the logic of its location within the

class structure, This partial emphasis of scholars both
pluralist and Marxist was cone the reasons which provoked
me to go back to the c¢lassical philosophers. These
philosophers manage te maintain an institutional fit
betwéen State, political organizations, classes = dominant
and dominated, bureaucracy and the sociprolitical'ecdlogy
irrespective of the emphasis they attach to one or morse

of these elements. This was the erucial lesson I learnt
while analysing the origin, development of and the crisis

in the Indian Buréaubracy.

Hegel's theory was analysed in great detail to get
a grip over the latter theories of Marx and Weber, both
of whom derive their basic premises from Hegel. However
the contradictory functions he attributes to the bureau-
cracy géggg-glg the civil society is quite relevant in
the Indian context. Let us take the situation that
existed immediately after independence. On the one hand

the Indian bureaucracy was expected to provide the ground
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work for the capitalist class, This is evident from the
fact that as an institution with éxperts it was expected
to sow the seeds of industrial infrastructure in this
country., The Industrial Policy Resolutions reserving

the basic, strategic and capital goods industry for the
public sector seem to endorse this fact., Yet at the

same time the bureaucracy wasvto cheék the basic parti-
culartism inherent in the business class. And hence

the doctrine of socialism adopted and.reflected 1n the
.Indian Consiitution, and the Five Year Plans. Hégel
highlights this dﬁalism quite clearly; the bureaucracy is
supposed to make explicit the latent universality,of‘
civil socieiy = while at the-#émeAtime it has to check
ité basic partic&larism, It has to increase civill society's

public disposition and it has to deactivate it,

As far as Marx is concerned, his theory of relative
autonomy of the State,:a sit@ation in which estates
decline but classes are stilllto develop fully, seems to
be a competent concept&al tool to’anaiyse the Indian
situation. The Moghul:kihgship representing the central
pcwer.of the.State and supported by the numerous class

of government officials was relatively autonomous from
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any kind of domihation and could esfablish its hegemony
over society at large. Later on as Marx predicted a |
powerful merchant class did grow with the_ growing trade
with the West and East Indies and threatened to over-
throw both the metamorphosed landed aristocracy and

the weak Moghul State. But it coﬁld not develop any
further because of the advent of the colonial rule. In
oxrder not to be ruiﬁed,the bourgeoisie must develop
itself to the full, daily expand its capital, daily reduce
the production cost, daily expand its trade connections
and market. However, the local Indian bourgeoisie did
get ruined as it was overthrown by thé developed British
bourgeoisie. The latter, survived as it expanded its
capital and trade through colonialism.  The end of'the
autonomy of the State was clear when efforts were made by
the East Iﬁdia Company to keep even their own bureaucrats
underpaid, Thus the colonial bureaucracy was only a
social stratum acting merely as the agent of first the
merchantile bourgeoisie and then the industrial bourgeoisie
of Britain., Whenever the ruling class of a giVen society
is robustvenough to exercise unchallenged socio-economic

.and political sway, the burea&#racy is reduced to such a
status, The 'transfer of power® to India however led to
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the triumph of the executive over the social classes,

a situation contrary to the colonial era. The successful
maintenance of the ICS tradition even after independence
was precisely because of the fact that the indigenous
national bourgeoisie was weak enough to enfdrce any

kind of hegemeny on ité own. Thus a form of State
capitalism emerged; the bureaucracy maintained an autonomy
in the absence of any class domination. Marx's view that
the State is the form of organization which the bourgeo=-
isie are compelled to adopt for the mutual guarantee of
their property and interest seems to me applicable, given
the relative weskness of the Indian bourgeoisie after
independence., Because of the uncertalinity of the
situation the iﬂdian bourgeoisie was prepared to give

the State a leading role to play in the country's economy.
The Bombay Plan drafted by a few leading industriaiists
4n the closing years of the Secdnd World War accepted
State control, not because of any other reason but
keeping in view their brotﬁerhood's own incapabi;;ty of
investing §in sectors that required long gestation period.
The infilteration of the bourgeoisie into the Congress
Party was also a strategy to keep their property and
interest intact. And the sdpport'extended to the civil
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service, which under the circumstances was the only
institution capablé of maintaining a stable united India
and thus a stable market was yét another example, which

made the bourgeoisie®s intention quite clear.

Throughout Indian history, right from the:period
of the Moghuls a powerful bureaucratie structure existed
and proved to be indispensable. PorYWeber this
indispensablility factory of bureaucracy arises because of
its expertise born out of long’and specialized training.
Judging the Indian bureaucratic tradition one finds that
the recruitment policy advocating an early age for entering
the bdreaucracy,,the period of probation, aﬁd the kind of
training did make the bureaucrét an expert in his field |
‘and hence 1ndispensable to the political system, Fﬁrther
very much like Hegel, Weber drew attention to the contra=
dictory effects of bureaucracf'on soclety - the first
being a social levelling effect onAstatus structufe énd
contradictory, second being the kind of statﬁs hierarchy
which bureaucracy itself encouréged - 2 hierarchy based
on the ‘patent of education®. fhe progressive taxation,
the abolition of zamindari system, the protective h

discremination polity and fhe:slogan of soclalism were all
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infact social levelling ideas - The very idea of develop-
mental administration emanated from the anticipation of

a more active role to be played by the civil service in
various socially progressive institutioné and programmes,
be it the Panchayati Raj eryfhe Integrated Rural Development
Progranmes., But Weber was more worried about the second
effect than the figst. Hé therefore, warned that the

- inherent nature of bureaucracy would itself encourage
hierarchy. The power and privileges which the buréaucrats
enjoy yis-a-yls the society let Weber®s fear come true,

It is equally interesting to observe that while analysing
the Pﬁussian bureaucracy Weber found out that its officials
were recruited predominantly'from one class = the economi-
cally declining ‘junkers' - who overemphasized the latter's
conservative interests. Taking lead from Weber and applying
it to the colonial period in India one discovers that

the recruitment to the civil'service was preimarily from
the middle class intelligentia. But unlike the intelli-
gentia in the West whose growth was rooted 1n'the'f;eedom
of Oppdrtunity and in the concept of lalssez igggg; its
Indian counterpart had an imitative character with a
desire to simply substitute itself in the place of colonial

rulers. Perhaps the urge to imitate so as to rule, came
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naturally to the middie’class intelligentia whb belonged
to the upper level of thé caste hierarchy - a hierarchy
rooted for centurles inthe Indian.social structure.
Unlike the Prussian junkers,this class was economically
strong. But what is important is the fact that a
conservative ethics emanated from this class as it did in
Prussia. Further the Weberian doctrine that, from a
technical power of view,the bureéucrécy is capable of
attaining the highest degree of formal rationality, is
foliowed in most third world-qéuntries which the task of
a2ll round socio—économic:development to this institution.
But Weber also warned about the substantive irrationality
inherent in it, Perhaps in India, the Nehru family
realized this when one after the other, the man, his
daughter and more recently his Qrandson were quite vocal |
in criticizing the bﬁreaucfacy.:‘Nehru is on record having
said that his greatest failure as India's Prime Minister
was his inability to change the character of Indian =
administration,

The Leninist philééophy and practice makes us realize
that to do away with this institution is extremely difficult
perhaps impossible. The post revolution situation in Russia
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and the shift in Lenin's position xigygrggg the bureaucracy
is quite an indication of the pgwerful; sprawling tentacles
of the bureaucracy. However important lessons are to be
learnt from Lenin. He differentiated between bureaucrats
and technicians and argued for a better position for the
latter. The generaliSt/speciaiist debate in India fbllows
a similiar perspective. Nehru real;iing the importance

_ef specialists in an underdeveloped economy and argued for
them and even recommended State.governments to encourage
this section to actively participate in administration.

The similarity in perspective in both leaders emanates from
the identical environment in the two countries - in Russia,
after the revolution and in Ihdia after independencé.
Restructuring the'economy.had to be undertaken in a iarge
scale and thus both the countries adopted the technique of
*planning' which automatically brought the specialiét into
the forefront., Yet in both situations:the leaders inspite
of their charisma failed to push through their ideas,

Lenin oaée sald after the rgyéiution, that, the.bureaucrats
kept coming through the-window'éfter having been thrown out
of door. The Indian situatioh'is a little different. Try
showing them the way out very politely, (and mind you donot
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have any choice but to be polite) and you will find walking
straight upto your chair to sit and relax. Form an |
Administrative Reforms Commission to make the bure&ucracy
responsible and you will find a éen@or civil servant

appointed as its chairman!

If anything decisive and enduring has to be done to
change the power position and substantively irrational
structure of bureaucracy, lessons have to be learnt from
Mao Tse Tung. Through out my chapter on Indian bureauéracy
I have extensively dealt with the shock absorbing capability
of the bureaucracy the most important among which was the
crisis in the recruitment procedure throughout the history
which the bureaucracy withstood. Add to this the elitist.
tradition - the emoluments, the facilitles, the positions,
the examination procedure and the training. All these put
together make the bureaucracy a body powerful enough to
rule and to rule decisively. Mao's practice seems |
competent to break this hegemony but tobe in such a position
requires strong political will and the right situation.

Mao could successfully 1mp1ement his model because of the
strong political consciousness that prevailed in China

after the revolution. In India the right time should have
the period immediately after independence, but the leadership
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lacked the political will, Perhaps the commitment of

the Communist Party of China during that phase and that of
the Indian National Congéess during independence were a
little too different. The question is what does not do
now., Given the state of affairs with the political
leaders in this country, Weber's model of a strong working
Parliaﬁent doesn®t seem to me applicable. The possibility
of a-révolution which coulad atlgast serve as a starting
point for sobering the bureaucrécy,is also remote.‘Perhaps
one has to sit back and wait till the bourgeoisie becomes
strong enough to match the bureaucrétié;-power, I do
realise that there is every possibility of a symblotic
relationship developing between the two. But them Marx
once said, given the choice between the bourgeoisie and
the bureaucrécy, the proletariaf would prefer the former.

So let all eyes be on the Indiaa_bourgeoisie.



SELECT BIBLIGGRAYHY



186

SELECT BIBLIOGRAPHY

Avinervi, Shlomo, Hegel's Theory of the Modern
State, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1942). y

» The Social and Political Thought of
Karl Marx, (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1968). ’

Azrael, J.R., Managerial Power and Soviet Politics,

s

(Cambridge,Mass: Harward University Press, 1966).

Barker, Ernest, Development of Public Services in
- Western Europe 1660=1930, (London: Oxford
University Press, 1945),

Beagle.Hole, Tes "From Rulers to Servants : The Indian
Civil Service and the British Dimension of Power',
Modern Asian Studies, vol.II, no.2, 1977,

Bendix, Reinhard, Work and Authority in Industrv,
(New York: Wilez, 1956),

Bettelheim, Charles, India Independent, (New York:
Monthly Review Press, 1971).

Blunt, Edward, The I.C.S., (London: Faber & Faber Ltd.,
1937).



187

Bosher, J.F., Erench Finances : From Business to
Bureaucracy, 1770-1795, (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1970).

' Burke, Edmund, Selected Writings and Speeches,
edited by Peter Stanlis, (New York,1963).

Burnham, James, Managerial Revolution, (London:
Putnam & Co., 1943),"

Cohen, L. and Shapiro, J., eds., Communist Systems
in Comparative Perspective, (New York: Doubleday,
1974) .

Crozier, Michel, Bureaucratic Phenomenon,

(Chicago: University of Chicago Press,1973).

Draper, Hal,  Karl Marx's Theory of Revolution,
(New York: Monthly Review Press, 1977) 2 vols,

Duncan, Graeme, Marx and Mill, Two Views of Social
Conflict and Social Harmony (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1973) .

Dutt, Romesh, C., The Economic History of India,
(London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1956), 2 vols,

Dutt, Rajani Palme, India Today, (Calcuttas:
Manisha, 1970).

Finer, Herman, Theory and Practice of Modern
Government, (London: Mcthuven, 1961).




188

Ford, F.L., Robe and Sword : The Regrouping of the
French Aristocracy After Louis XIV, (New York:
Free Press, 1965).

Friedman, E., and Selden, M., eds., America's
Asia, (New York, Pantheon, 1971).

Gerth, H.H., and Mills, C.W., eds., FErom Max Weber,
Essays in Sociology, (London: Routledge & Kegan
Paul, 1958) .

Ghosal, A.K., Civil Service in India Under the East
India Company (Calcutta: University Press, 1944).

Gillis, J.R., The Prussian Bureaucracy in Crisis,
1840-1860, (Stanford: Stanford University Press,

Gouldner; Alvin, The Dialectic of Ideology._and
Technology, (New York: Seabury Press, 1976).

Gupta, B.K., "Some Aspécts of Indian Bureaucracy
Mughal vs. British Empire", Journal of
National Academy of Administration, July 1961,

Habermas, Jurgen,' Knowledge and Human Interest,
(Boston: Beacon Press, 1971).

Habermas, Jurgen, Towards a Rational Society,
(Boston: Beacon Press, 1970).



189

Habib, Irfan, TIhe Agrarian System of Moghul India,
(London: Asia Publishing House, 1963).

Hobsbawm, E.J., Industry 'and-'Empireg
(Harmondsworth: Penguin Books, 1969),

Hagedus, A., Socialism and Bureaucracy,
(London: Allison and Busby, 1976).

Hegel, G.W.F., Philosophy of History (1858),
Translated by J. Sibree, (New York: Dover
Publications, 1955).

,  Philosophy of Right (1821),
Translated by T.M. Knox, (London: Oxford
University Press, 1942).

, Political Writings, _
Translated by T.M. Knox, (London: Oxford Clarendon
Press, 1964).

Jain,; R.B., Contemporary Issues in Indian
Administration, (Delhi,1976),

Kamenka, E., ed., Bureaucracy, the Growth of
Concept, (London: Arnold Heinemman,1979) .

Khare, R.S., The Changing Brahmans, (Chicago:
Chicago University Press, 1970).




190

Krieger, Leonard, An Essay on the Theory of
Enlightened Despotism, (Chicago: University
Press of Chicago, 1975).

Lapalombora, Joseph, ed., Bureaucracy and
 Development, (Princeton: University Press,1963).

Lénin, V.l., Collected Works,:(Moscow: Progreés
Publishers, 1965).

Macciochi, Maria, Daily Life in Revolutionary
China, (New York: Monthly Review Press, 1972).

MacGregor, David., The Communist Ideal in Hegel
and Marx, (London: George Allen and Unwin,

1984).

Mangat Rai, E.N., "Patterns of Administrative
Development in Independent India",
Commonwealth Paper 19 (London: University of
London, Institute of Common Studies, 1976).

Marcuse, Herbert, One Dimensional Man,
(Boston: Beacon Press, 1976).

Marx, Karl and Engels, Frederick, Collected Works,
(Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1975).

, German TIdeology, (Moscow:
Progress Publishers, 1976).




191

Marx, F.M., Administrative State, (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1957).

Michels, Robert, Poiitical Parties, A Sociological
Study of Oligarchical Tendencies of Modern
Democracies, (Glencoe: The Free Press, 1949).

Mill, J.S., Considerations on Representative
~ Government, (London: George Routledge, 1905),

Mishra, B.B., Ihe Administrative History of India,
1834~1947, (Bombay: Oxford University Press,
1970), 2 vols.

» The Indian Middle Class, (London: Oxford
University Press, 1961).

Mommsen, W.J., The Age of Bureaucraqy, (Oxford:
Basil Blackwell, 1974).

Morgan, M.C., Lenin, (London: C,Tinking and Co. Ltd.,
1971) .

Moreland, W.H., The Agrarian System of Moslem India,
(Cambridge: Heffer, 1929).

Mosca, Gaetano, Ruling Class, (New York: McGraw Hill,
: 1939).

Mouzelis, N.P., Organizations and Bureaucracy : An
Analysis of Modern Theories, (London: Routledge
and Kegan Paul, 1967).




192

Mukherjee, Ramakrishma, The Rise and Fall c¢f the
East India Company (Berlin: Deutscher, 1958).

Nee, V., and Peaks; J. eds. China's Uninterrqptéd'
Revolution, (New York: Rantheon, 1975).

O'Malley, L.S.S., The Indian Civil Service,
1600-1930, (London: Frank Cass,1965).

Parsons, Talcott, Structure and Process in_ llodern
Societies, (Glencoe: The Free Press, 1960).

Perez-Diaz, V.M., State, Bureaucracy and Civil

Society, (London: MacMillan Press Limited,:
1978) . '

Plant, Raymond, Hegel : An Introduction,
(Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1983).

Potter, D. C., 1India's Political Administrators,
1919-1983, (Oxford: Clamendon Press, 1986).

Poulantzas, Nicos, -Political Power and Social Class,
Translated by Timothi Hagen, (London: Vesso,1976).

Qureshi, I.H., The Adminisiration of the Mughal
Empire, (Patna: N.V. Publications).

Rizzi, Bruno, Bureaucratization of the World,
(London: Tavistock, 1985).




193

Rosenberg, Hans, Bureaucracy, Aristocracy and
Autocracy : The Prussian Experience, 1660-1815,
(Boston: Beacon Press, 1960).

Roy, M.N., India in Transition, (Bombay: Machiketa
Publications, 1971).

Schram, S.R., - The Political Thought of Mao Tse Tung,
(Harmondsworth: Penguin Books, 1969).

Sen, A.,‘_The State, Industrialization and Class
Formation, (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1982),

Sikka, R.P., Civil Service in India, (New Delhi:
Uppal Publishing House, 1984). '

Smith,Adam, An _Inquiry into the Nature and Causes
of the Wealth of Nations, (London: Mcthuen, 1950},

Weber, Max, Economy and Society, an Outline of
Interpretitive Sociology, Trns. by Gventher Roth,
(New York: California University Press, 1978),
- 3 vols,

Wilson, Dick ed., Mao Tse Tung in the Scales of History,
‘ (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977).

Wolin, Sheldon, Politics and Vision, (Boston:
Little Brown, 1960).

Wright, E.W., (Class, Crisis and State, (London:
Verso, 1979)..




	TH26700001
	TH26700002
	TH26700003
	TH26700004
	TH26700005
	TH26700006
	TH26700007
	TH26700008
	TH26700009
	TH26700010
	TH26700011
	TH26700012
	TH26700013
	TH26700014
	TH26700015
	TH26700016
	TH26700017
	TH26700018
	TH26700019
	TH26700020
	TH26700021
	TH26700022
	TH26700023
	TH26700024
	TH26700025
	TH26700026
	TH26700027
	TH26700028
	TH26700029
	TH26700030
	TH26700031
	TH26700032
	TH26700033
	TH26700034
	TH26700035
	TH26700036
	TH26700037
	TH26700038
	TH26700039
	TH26700040
	TH26700041
	TH26700042
	TH26700043
	TH26700044
	TH26700045
	TH26700046
	TH26700047
	TH26700048
	TH26700049
	TH26700050
	TH26700051
	TH26700052
	TH26700053
	TH26700054
	TH26700055
	TH26700056
	TH26700057
	TH26700058
	TH26700059
	TH26700060
	TH26700061
	TH26700062
	TH26700063
	TH26700064
	TH26700065
	TH26700066
	TH26700067
	TH26700068
	TH26700069
	TH26700070
	TH26700071
	TH26700072
	TH26700073
	TH26700074
	TH26700075
	TH26700076
	TH26700077
	TH26700078
	TH26700079
	TH26700080
	TH26700081
	TH26700082
	TH26700083
	TH26700084
	TH26700085
	TH26700086
	TH26700087
	TH26700088
	TH26700089
	TH26700090
	TH26700091
	TH26700092
	TH26700093
	TH26700094
	TH26700095
	TH26700096
	TH26700097
	TH26700098
	TH26700099
	TH26700100
	TH26700101
	TH26700102
	TH26700103
	TH26700104
	TH26700105
	TH26700106
	TH26700107
	TH26700108
	TH26700109
	TH26700110
	TH26700111
	TH26700112
	TH26700113
	TH26700114
	TH26700115
	TH26700116
	TH26700117
	TH26700118
	TH26700119
	TH26700120
	TH26700121
	TH26700122
	TH26700123
	TH26700124
	TH26700125
	TH26700126
	TH26700127
	TH26700128
	TH26700129
	TH26700130
	TH26700131
	TH26700132
	TH26700133
	TH26700134
	TH26700135
	TH26700136
	TH26700137
	TH26700138
	TH26700139
	TH26700140
	TH26700141
	TH26700142
	TH26700143
	TH26700144
	TH26700145
	TH26700146
	TH26700147
	TH26700148
	TH26700149
	TH26700150
	TH26700151
	TH26700152
	TH26700153
	TH26700154
	TH26700155
	TH26700156
	TH26700157
	TH26700158
	TH26700159
	TH26700160
	TH26700161
	TH26700162
	TH26700163
	TH26700164
	TH26700165
	TH26700166
	TH26700167
	TH26700168
	TH26700169
	TH26700170
	TH26700171
	TH26700172
	TH26700173
	TH26700174
	TH26700175
	TH26700176
	TH26700177
	TH26700178
	TH26700179
	TH26700180
	TH26700181
	TH26700182
	TH26700183
	TH26700184
	TH26700185
	TH26700186
	TH26700187
	TH26700188
	TH26700189
	TH26700190
	TH26700191
	TH26700192
	TH26700193
	TH26700194
	TH26700195
	TH26700196
	TH26700197
	TH26700198
	TH26700199
	TH26700200
	TH26700201
	TH26700202
	TH26700203
	TH26700204
	TH26700205

