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Preface

			Prof. dr. Wim van de Donk

			President of EGPA 
Her majesty’s Governor in the province of Noord-Brabant, The Netherlands

			In this age of accelerating economic globalization, in which regional and national economies become more and more intertwined and interconnected at an international level, we might easily underestimate the importance of an informed knowledge of public administration. The business communities have all kinds of opportunities to learn from each other, an activity that seems to lead, fuelled by modern information – and communication technologies, to an increasing homogeneity of our economic systems and practices at a global level. Where the economic system develops itself more and more as a ‘transnational’ system, public administrations and institutions do have a more ‘international’ profile. In that profile, in which national histories and institutional characteristics and specificities seem to remain relatively more important, also in a cultural sense, than they seem to be in the economic system. Whether such an hypothesis about the different patterns (trans- or inter- nationalization) of economic and ‘public’ or ‘political’ globalization is true or not, remains, of course, open to critical research and reflection.

			In any case, this volume on one of the ‘mother-models’ of public administration, the French model, is a highly valuable contribution. Jean-Michel Eymery Douzans and Geert Bouckaert, both esteemed scholars that are highly active both within the European as well as the international community of public administration research, managed to provide the reader with a deep and comprehensive insight into the institutional and politico-administrative characteristics of contemporary public administration in France. They rightfully ask questions and provide answers that might be of use for the kind of research questions I mentioned before. Is French public administration affected by something like a ‘world movement’ or is it largely keeping close to its rich and highly specific notions on how to administer a state? Both for scholars in the field of comparative public administration, as for practitioners, who work in different public administration all over the world, this volume contains a rich source of knowledge and related reflections.

			The European Group for Public Administration is grateful for the work the editors and authors have put in this excellent and informative book.

		

	

		

			
France and its public administrations: an introduction


			Jean-Michel Eymeri-Douzans & Geert Bouckaert


			This book is a genuinely original undertaking. Firstly, in full compliance with the common ambition of the International Institute of Administrative Sciences (IIAS) and the European Group for Public Administration (EGPA) to encourage cross-cultural exchanges of knowledge within a network of excellence, which is, at least, bilingual, this opus is a hybrid Anglophone-Francophone product. Being the editorial outcome of the fruitful debates which took place at EGPA 2010 Annual Conference held on the French soil and hosted by the Institute of Political Studies of Toulouse, the very purpose of the present publication is to bridge a regrettable gap. On the one hand, the international community of public administration scholars always refers to France since, among Western European Nation-States, this country has played a major part in the invention of the modern form of polity called ‘the State’1 and in the correlative invention of modern bureaucracy2. However, as many scholars do not read French anymore and often refer to the ‘French case’ in a very stereotyped way, they tend to see it as the heritage and even the continuation of a ‘Napoleonic model’ whereas this is empirically obsolete to a large extent. On the other hand, French social sciences happen to be very productive, and the study of public administration in particular has enjoyed a remarkable revival in the latest decade or so, marked by quite original methods, peculiar perspectives and fine-grained field research. Naturally, this flowering is written en français dans le texte, and since French language is no more the intellectual lingua franca, the international visibility of such a scientific impetus remains unfortunately very low.


			As a consequence, the aim of this collective book, which combines 18 chapters written in French by an interdisciplinary team which brings together some of the best political scientists, sociologists, historians, socio-historians and jurists from the young generation with 140 pages or so written in English (this overall introduction which frames the map, plus four substantial introductory essays for each thematic section enriched with detailed summaries of each chapter) and, last but not least, a vast unified bibliography, is precisely to offer to all students of public administration in the world, even those unfamiliar with French language, a useful and unique entry gate to the latest state of the art of administrative studies in France – this peculiar country where all pupils learn at primary school that French orthography commands to spell State with a capital S.


			Truthfully, this opus is also a rather unusual editorial product within the context of French social sciences. As a matter of fact, apart from articles in scientific journals, which are given more and more relative importance with the extensive use of bibliometry in the evaluation of researchers, the French academia mainly produces three types of books in the field of social sciences. The first type includes original monographs on a specific topic, either produced individually (and being in that case the published reduced version of a PhD) or by two or three co-authors who have realised an original survey. The second type of books is what the French call manuels, to which must be added a type of books of a smaller format but bearing the same logic (like the ones published in the famous collection Que sais-je ? at P.U.F., and its rivals, Repères, at La Découverte, 128, at Armand Colin, etc.): these are written by one single, or two or three colleagues who claim their legitimacy and pretention to be able to master a discipline, sub-discipline or important topic and to be able to propose a synthesis (the well-known French esprit de synthèse) of a state of the art and a set of intellectual issues3. To the third type belong the collective books which are usually the outcome of a given colloque (scientific conference), based on an initial call for papers building on a unified and closed problématique, well identified as the one of a given scientific paradigm or theoretical model, shared by the members of a given team, coterie, click, chapel or even sect of colleagues. Indeed, French social sciences are highly fragmented into rival groups, and are thus very parochial and conflicting, with a landscape quite comparable to the one of ‘separated tables’ drawn, a couple of decades ago, by Gabriel Almond about political science in the USA4.


			The present book differs to a large extent from these three main types of French social sciences editorial products. Placing explicitly our undertaking under the auspices of intellectual freedom, rejecting sterile rivalries and inviting to participate colleagues with diverse theoretic perspectives, institutional affiliations and disciplinary belongings5, we have tried to build a book which offers the richest possible panorama of original research currently produced in France, without any deliberate exclusion6. This attempt has probably been made easier by its positioning within the frame of a pan-European congress, which is a more appropriate scale, by its wideness and openness, for such a joined-up initiative than a narrow Franco-French conference. In that regard, it is also meaningful that this collective book, under the co-editorship of a Flemish Belgian and a Frenchman, is not published in Paris but in Brussels, the European city by excellence but a Francophone one, by a renowned publishing house, Bruylant, well away from the quarrels in and between Saint-Germain-des-Prés, the Montagne Sainte-Geneviève, Nanterre, etc.


			As a matter of fact, the design of the present book has probably lots in common with what handbooks are in the Anglophone and now international academic tradition. An Anglophone handbook is not a manuel written by a single generalist pretending to be able to provide a synoptic view on a discipline or sub-discipline, but it is the collective achievement of a team of specialised colleagues driven by the same ambition to expose what is, to the best of their knowledge, the latest state of advancement of research in a given scientific field. In the domain of public administration, there are many impressive examples of such handbooks, such as the one coordinated by B. Guy Peters and Jon Pierre7. Of course, fairness obliges to mention that such books are not completely unknown in France but are not frequent – for instance, two traités bringing together a vast team of co-authors in the international way have been written in French political science... but over a period of 40 years!8 With an explicitly more modest scope than those handbooks covering all political science, or even public administration considered as a discipline on its own like it is the case in many Anglophone and European countries but not in the French academic tradition, the present book share that common perspective to offer an up-to-date, in-depth and polyphonic approach to on-going researches on public administration in France.


			This book draws the state of the art of the study of the State, approached through its administrative institutions, in nowadays France. As all experienced scholars are well aware of, the given state of the art of scientific writings in a given domain at a given epoch is not at all a pure and simple reflection or ‘photography’ of the reality in the field, but the product of a conceptual construction of reality by theoretical perspectives9, which consciously or unconsciously highlights some features, undermines some aspects, and sometimes neglect a few orphan topics which are later on ‘rediscovered’ by new generations of scholars10. As a consequence, and so as to prevent any misunderstanding from foreign readers, it must be clear that the present opus is not a book about the French State and public administrations, but a book about the state of the study of the State and public administrations in France11. This is an important nuance, with some substantial consequences on the very content of this book. To make a comparison, a good and useful book has been recently published on the occasion of the 2012 presidential election, Les politiques publiques sous Sarkozy, in which renowned researchers have exposed, taking each of the major public policies successively, their scientifically grounded appraisal of what was the bilan, of what were the results of five years of presidential activism. The present book does not intend to be an equivalent in the field of institutional analysis: precisely, it is not entitled French public administrations after Sarkozy and, from the perspective of what could have been the content of such a book, the table of content of the present one will miss, e.g., a chapter about the statutory law (Statut général) on the civil service and its recent evolutions due to the law on mobility12, a chapter discussing the consequences of the massive on-going mergers between administrative corps, a chapter analysing the reforms of entrance concours13, another one assessing the consequences of ten years of LOLF enforcement14, another one considering the extent to which French public administration is subject to a process of agencification, and so on so forth. It goes without saying that all these topics, issues and trends are addressed in the numerous chapters of this book, and that the necessary references to explore them in full details are given in the final bibliography.


			However, the present book is not driven by facts but by scientific notions, methods and perspectives. It is a sort of hybrid meta-book, which is much more than a collection of reviews of literature, since empirical facts and real processes are also addressed here, not per se but within the frame of current logics of on-going research, en train de se faire: this book can be seen as a contribution to a form of historiography at present of the social sciences of public administration ‘made in France’.


			As such, the collection of chapters assembled in this opus demonstrates the recent revival of research on public administration in France, illustrates some preferred methodologies mobilized by the researchers involved in that movement, and indicates the major research questions and perspectives opened by that aggiornamento.


			
1.	The signs of a revival


			Since a decade or so, the field of French academic research is subject, among other movements, to an impressive flowering of doctoral researches, surveys, collective projects, articles, books, seminars, panels in conferences, devoted to the study of the State as an administrative apparatus, of the diverse administrative institutions which constitute it, and of the administrators and public agents who make them alive.


			This recent aggiornamento contrasts with the situation which prevailed in the previous decades. French social sciences, especially history and political science, more than sociology, had been neglecting the study of public institutions in general, and administrative institutions in particular – a lack of interest deplored by a few lucid historians such as Pierre Rosanvallon15, and political scientists such as Françoise Dreyfus16. Such a deny of academic interest for the State and its public administrations was a real paradox in a country, France, where the existence of the State, structured progressively since the advent, in 987, of the Capetian dynasty17, preceded the existence of the Nation – La France est fille de son État18 –, a nation which was in fact engendered by the deliberate action of the State and its bureaucracy under the Ancien Régime, and finalized after 1789 Revolution by the Napoleonic and Republican State throughout the 20th century, as brilliantly argued by Tocqueville19. Such a deny of interest was a real paradox indeed in a country characterised by the prominent figure of a tutelary State which retains much of the imperium inherited from Roman law, a State enjoying the full ‘sovereignty’ developed after the seminal writings of Jean Bodin20, a State of Rousseauist descent entrusted with the responsibility and authority to rule the country and the society by means of la Puissance publique in accordance with an overarching ‘General Interest’ – all this being developed by a ‘general theory of the State’, both in France in the 1880s (Adhémar Esmein, Léon Duguit, Maurice Hauriou, Raymond Carré de Malberg) and in Germany21. On the contrary, Britain, whose polity is characterised by common law, limited monarchy, and parliamentary regime grounded into a liberal philosophy, is a country where ‘the Crown’ (and not ‘the State’, which is not a commonly used notion over the Channel, as recalled by Kenneth Dyson who even qualifies Britain and the USA as ‘stateless societies’ in that regard22) has never enjoyed such a prominent position23. Such a deny of interest was a real paradox indeed in a country where the notion and the reality of modern bureaucracy, corresponding to the Weberian ideal-type, was invented in the Revolutionary and Napoleonic period as well as it was in Prussia. A true paradox indeed in a country where the combination of these Absolutist, Revolutionary and Napoleonic heritage, with the growing concentration of political, economic, scientific and intellectual power in Paris over the 20th century (a phenomenon unknown in Germany or Italy because of their late unification), whose De Gaulle’s Fifth Republic, a regime of strong presidentialism, is the ultimate and logical consequence, has given rise to a ‘State-in-Majesty’24, a ‘Jupiterian State’25, an ‘immodest State’ compared to other democratic States, which has the long-lasting pretention to rule the society26 and organise the economy27 in a sort of ‘State capitalism’28, while the ‘elites of the Republic’29 populated both the ‘summits of the State’ and the top positions in business30. Such a lack of interest was a true paradox indeed in a country where, as a consequence of all these features, the extensive development of the State apparatus, both in the central services in Paris and in the provinces, and of other layers or forms of public administration (public education, public entities and agencies, local administrations, public hospitals etc.) has engendered the constitution, since the end of the 19th century, of a huge ‘army’ of public agents, la Fonction publique, a sub-world in itself 31 which amounts now to 5.2 million persons and 20% of total employment in France32, and has always represented since the industrial revolution, family and relatives included, an important part of the workforce and a decisive share of the French electorate in a country where masculine universal suffrage dates back to 184833.


			In such a cultural context, it was a true paradox indeed that social scientists, in the years 1970s to 1990s, progressively deserted the study of public and administrative institutions, with the notable exception of a group of sociologists belonging to the school of Michel Crozier at CSO (Centre de Sociologie des Organisations) who made major contributions to the study of bureaucracies34, and a few isolated political scientists or sociologists who maintained a research activity about the top civil service35. Without entering here into a detailed analysis of the reasons for that decline in interest for the study of the State and public administrations among French social sciences, the major influence of Marxism within the French intelligentsia, from the Post-War period until the concomitant death of Jean-Paul Sartre and access to State power of the socialists in 1981 after 25 years of opposition, was probably decisive: as shown by François Furet36, the Marxist vulgate expressed by the writings of Leon Althusser and Nikos Poulantzas, among others, denied any real autonomy to the State, the political power and the public bureaucracies, considered ‘in latest instance’ as pure ‘superstructures’ and ‘ideological apparatuses’ serving the capitalist domination37. As a consequence, it would have been useless, and even erroneous in logical (and political) terms, to study public administrations (and the ones who still did it, around Michel Crozier, were precisely non-Marxist sociologists partly educated in the United States).


			Apart from that generic factor, other reasons for such decline of interest towards the study of the State and public institutions seem more peculiar to each discipline. As far as history is concerned, for instance, the domination of the “Annales School” over French historic research throughout the 20th century probably played an important role. Influenced by the socio­logy of Durkheim via François Simiand, and also by Marx writings, Lucien Febvre and Marc Bloch have created in 1929 a scientific journal, Annales d’histoire économique et sociale, and the eponym “Annales School”, which strongly rejected the traditional historic narration focused on ‘treaties and battles’, and thus on the political history of the State. The very purpose of that School was to propose a ‘total history’, not centred anymore on political events, but exploring the deep roots of social, demographic and economic aspects, the structures of ‘mentalities’ and beliefs of ordinary people, etc. In the Post-War period, under the new leadership of Fernand Braudel, Pierre Goubert and Ernest Labrousse, French historians evolved even more towards a very economic history, privileging a longue durée perspective focusing on the multi-secular evolution of European societies and civilization38. One can easily understand that, confronted to such a wide scale of investigation, the evolutions of public administration over a few decades or even one century appear to be nothing but an epiphenomenon which are meaningless to study.


			As far as political science is concerned, differently from other Western countries, this discipline was not established in France before World War II. As a matter of fact, political science is one of the youngest academic disciplines in this country: it is only in the course of the 1970s that political scientists, who were then part of the Faculties of Law and were serving as Public Law Professors, or sometimes sociologists, succeeded in setting up and structuring a new academic discipline, independent from Public Law. As it is easily understandable, this French political science in statu nasciendi fully enjoyed its new freedom and went to explore its own topics, such as political parties, elections, abstention, political socialization, socio-political movements etc., while turning its back on administrative matters, a compulsory topic at a time when scholars interested in politics were forced to be educated and to work as administrative law jurists: in that constitutive period of differentiation and construction of political science, administrative studies were simply abandoned by young political scientists as an ‘old subject’, a ‘topic for jurists’.


			Another cultural/contextual factor acted as an additional incentive for social scientists, either from established disciplines such as history or new disciplines such as political science, to neglect the study of public administration in France, and even to despise the students of public administration. Since the 20th century, French top civil servants, following founding fathers like Alexandre-François Vivien39, and also influenced by the private engineer and precursor of management Henri Fayol40, have developed under the label of ‘administrative studies’ and later on ‘administrative science’ their own production of books, professional journals, conferences etc., about the State and its public administrations41. This is due to a remarkable French feature, in comparison with other Occidental countries: the higher civil service, with its famous grand concours, ‘grand schools’ and grands corps, is part of the social elites. This administrative elite, composed of a mix between dynasties of State bourgeoisie and the best and the brightest young people produced by a very selective education system, who had all the qualities to become intellectuals but were (are) attracted to the higher civil service, has always enjoyed a better social status and a stronger influence than university professors and researchers – a situation right opposite to the one observed in Germany, Italy or the United States. As a consequence, generations of top civil servants have considered that they had the intellectual capacities and the full legitimacy to produce their own thoughts about public administration. At each generation until now, since this tradition is still alive, the higher civil service provided itself with several ‘organic intellectuals’ (in a slightly perverted use of the notion from Gramsci42) who have enjoyed a sort of magisterium on the official discourse about the State... produced by the State itself. This phenomenon has been facilitated by the creation in 1871, against the model of the Faculty of Law criticized as too ‘academic’ and mono-disciplinary, of an autonomous and selective institution devoted to the higher education of politico-administrative elites, the École libre des sciences politiques, rebaptised in 1945 Institut d’études politiques de Paris, and best known as Sciences Po43. Intimately related to Sciences Po, was also established in 1945 the École nationale d’administration (ÉNA), the national training institute that controls the access to the higher careers of the civil service. Neither at Sciences Po nor at ÉNA was constituted a body of ‘academic’ professors of administrative science, right opposite to the situation found in Germany or in great US universities in the beginning of the 20th century (where some visionary professors specialized in public administration, such as Woodrow Wilson, for instance). On the contrary, top civil servants, acting in their double capacity of practitioners and organic intellectuals, have been constantly invited to lecture on administrative matters both at Sciences Po and ÉNA, and have found there two convenient tribunes to promote, publicize and publish their own endogenous analyses of the dynamics of French public administration, a sort of praxeologic ‘science of government’ – whose scientific and critical study is precisely part of the current French research revival44.


			Incidentally, this French peculiarity is also the reason why, when the International Institute of Administrative Sciences was founded in 1930 and established, nearby France, in Brussels, those who were involved on the French side were much more State organic intellectuals from the higher ranks of public administration than academics, so much so that the correspondent institution of IIAS in Paris, the Institut Français de Sciences Administratives (IFSA), was placed and is still located within the Council of State, and dominated by top civil servants with a very low involvement of academics in its activities.


			In such a national context, when political science as an autonomous discipline was established in the course of the 1970s, the legitimate ambition and even obsession of its founders was to build a highly ‘intellectual’ discipline, fully belonging to the field of the social sciences and sharing their ‘critical’ perspective on public institutions, and the sociopolitical order they were maintaining. To succeed in that undertaking, it was a sort of logical prerequisite to differentiate as clearly as possible their new social science of polity and politics from any sort of Staatswissenschaft, cameral science or administrative science, especially in the way it was and is still practiced by the organic intellectuals from the French civil service45. In a first period, the most convenient way to ensure that rupture was simply to abandon the very topic of public administration itself.


			Due to the set of cumulated factors recalled here – and maybe to some additional ones we have missed –, the French academia of the 1970s-1990s was living in that very paradoxical situation: a few originals excepted, a general weakness of scientific research on the State and public administration, in a country where the State is in Majesty, and public administrations so big and influential.


			Fortunately, the landscape has been profoundly transformed during the two latest decades, as the result of a remarkable flourishing of new researches devoted to the study of public institutions in general, and public administrations in particular. Everything seems as if a new generation of scholars interested in power phenomena, guided by a few senior mentors or precursors have collectively rediscovered the sound, robust and profound observation made, a century ago, by Max Weber, according to whom, “the exercise of authority, in everyday affairs, consists precisely in administration”46.


			This true Renaissance has been developing over the years as a trans-disciplinary scientific momentum, overcoming some of the borders between academic disciplines. This might appear surprising to foreign readers, especially the ones from North-European countries (e.g. the Netherlands47) where the study of public administration has tended in the same period to gain more autonomy and to become a discipline or sub-discipline on its own. But it is quite common in the French academic field of the social sciences, where frontiers, far from being unknown, are maybe less important than in other developed countries. This is due to a cultural context, not unique of course but peculiar48, which combines an intellectual framing marked by the trans-disciplinary influence of some integrative ‘grand narratives’49 in the Post-War period, such as Marxism already mentioned above, but also Structuralism and Psychoanalysis, and a congruent institutional setting structured by the existence of prominent interdisciplinary institutions such as the Écoles normales supérieures, École des hautes études en sciences sociales, the Collège de France, more modestly the Instituts d’études politiques – Sciences Po in Paris and the regions and the Maisons des sciences de l’Homme. As a result of these factors, and some other aspects that cannot be presented here, the relations between sociology and political science are quite different in France than what they are, e.g., in the United States and the United Kingdom. In the latter countries, a gap can be observed between sociology on the one hand (including sociology of organisations and, quite often, a part of policy analysis) and, on the other hand, a ‘mainstream’ political science which relates more to economics by a common rational choice orientation, whereas in France, political science, intimately related to sociology, has no contacts at all with economics. To say the truth, a majority of French political scientists claim their identity as ‘political sociologists’, a label which is not unknown at the international level but remains so far original50. Symmetrically, many French sociologists, either followers of Pierre Bourdieu or Michel Crozier or Alain Touraine, are regularly choosing case studies which belong to the core topics of political science, and are regularly making major contributions to the advancement of that discipline. Moreover, it is worth underlying that, since the 1980s, the impressive development of policy analysis in France took place at the crossroads between sociology and political science, without engendering the creation of a new autonomous discipline, as it has been the case in many comparable countries. Such a development of policy analysis, which ‘sociologises’ the way of looking at the State, as argues Pierre Muller51, considering it as a ‘State in action’52, a bounded Gulliver highly divided by turf wars and inter-administrative rivalries53, and so dependent on the partners with which it is in constant interaction for the success or failure of its public policies54, has undeniably paved the way for the renewed interest of researchers on the study of the public administrations which are in charge of preparing, conceiving and implementing public programmes.


			This is, too succinctly summarized, the context in which, over the past fifteen years, a significant number of PhD researches, articles, monographs, collective surveys and books devoted to a renewed study of public institutions, and especially administrative ones, have been produced, in the three main disciplines of history, sociology and political science, by scholars especially belonging or related to CNRS, EHESS, the research centres of the Instituts d’études politiques (one in Paris and eight in the regions), and the few Universities which also have a research centre devoted to the study of polity, politics and policies (such as, e.g., Paris 1 Panthéon-Sorbonne, University Lille 2, University of Amiens, University of Montpellier etc.).


			Beyond their understandable diversity, the main common feature between these researchers who are interested in ‘rediscovering institutions’, both political ones and administrative ones55, is undeniably that, by their intellectual background, by their methodologies, by their frames of references and their perspectives, they belong to the social sciences. This implies two major ruptures. Firstly, these social scientists of public institutions are foreign to the jurist (or ‘old institutionalist’56) approach to institutions, this strange mixture of theoreticism of the persona ficta, gloss on formal rules and jurisprudence, and description of institution charts. Secondly and congruently, these social scientists try to build a critical (of Kantian descent) and axiologically neutral (of Weberian descent) study of public institutions that strongly rejects any sort of practical dimension, praxeological orientation or prescriptive outcome as the ones to be found usually in Staatswissenchaften or “sciences of (good) government”.


			The mentors and actors of that recent aggiornamento of the study of public institutions and administrations in France cannot be quoted individually in the present introduction without taking the double risk of being unfair by forgetting one or another and of giving the wrong impression of enrolling people without their consent. Moreover, such a listing would not make much sense, since so many of these productive scholars are precisely assembled here as co-authors of this book, and all the absents are constantly made present by the review of literature proposed in the introductions to the four parts as well as in the abundant quotations in the footnotes of the chapters – all references collected in a detailed final bibliography that can be used by foreign colleagues as a sort of Who’s Who of administrative studies in nowadays France.


			It is maybe more meaningful to mention that a first attempt to give some visibility to that scientific momentum was made at the 7th French national congress of political science, held in Lille in 2002, with an international Round-Table organized by Françoise Dreyfus and Jean-Michel Eymeri-Douzans, entitled “Pour une science politique de l’Administration : retour vers le futur”, followed by the publication of a collective book, Science politique de l’Administration. Une approche comparative, mixing contributions from French scholars with chapters from Edward Page (UK), Jon Pierre (S), Walter Kickert (NL), Arthur Benz (D), Anne Stevens (UK), Alistair Cole (UK)57. Later on, in 2007, the board of governors of the French Association of Political Science (AFSP), on the proposition of its Secretary-General Yves Deloye, gave a professional recognition to that undertaking by creating a new Permanent Working Group baptized Science politique comparée des administrations (SPCA), with Alistair Cole and Jean-Michel Eymeri-Douzans as co-chairs: this SPCA Working Group has been active since then in order to federate the energies and good will of all colleagues interested in the study of public administrations, and to better introduce them into international/Anglophone research forums, conferences and networks of excellence58. The Special Host Panel at EGPA 2010 Annual Conference, where the occasion was offered to French specialists of public administration to meet and exchange with their alter ego from all European countries, the present collective book which is the outcome of that fruitful meeting, and also the recent setting-up within EGPA, in 2011, of a new Permanent Study Group XVII called “Sociology of the State: Reforms & Resilience” (with Jean-Michel Eymeri-Douzans as chair-person)59, can be seen as prolongations and enlargements of that collective undertaking at a much wider and more appropriate level of inter-cultural exchanges and mutual enrichment between diverse national academic traditions, approaches and perspectives.


			Since increased interest for something always follows enlarged competence, as constantly observed by researches in psychology, one can expect from these initiatives a better involvement of Francophone researchers into pan-European scientific conferences and comparative projects, and symmetrically a greater appetence of Anglophone research promoters and project leaders to call upon French specialists of public administration and embark them into their undertakings. If this book would help generating such professional connections, in accordance with the very spirit of EGPA and IIAS, it would have won the implicit challenge we – namely President Wim van De Donk, Director-General Rolet Loretan, Fabienne Maron and the two authors of these lines – had in mind when we launched the initiative, a few years ago.


			
2.	A few privileged methodologies


			As mentioned above, the study of public administrations in France is not at all a sub-discipline on its own: it is part of a wider spectrum of French social sciences, which have, compared to their cousins in other countries, some peculiarities as regards their preferred methodologies. Since methods are not only ways and means to approach a given topic or case but do also constitute a specific perspective – in the sense of Max Weber – that frames the observed reality to a large extent, and thus paves the way for specific findings, it is a matter of importance to briefly highlight here these shared methodological preferences, which will be extensively illustrated hereafter in the various chapters of this book.


			First of all, foreign readers have to be aware that French social sciences in the beginning of the 21st century – this might not have been true in the time of the founding fathers, 150 years ago – seem to be evolving more in a qualitative than a quantitative direction. This statement must be immediately nuanced by mentioning that French sociologists, political scientists or historians are of course not averse to figures: they are frequent users, and even builders of tables of quantitative data and statistics, in the tradition of Emile Durkheim60. There are also some segments of our disciplines where the core activity of researchers remains to build quantitative data (by means of opinion polls, questionnaires, etc.), to handle attitude scales, etc., e.g. in political science the colleagues working on electoral studies at Sciences Po Paris. However, and to express it with a bit of stylization and accentuation as Max Weber recommends it when trying to identify an idealtype, French social scientists are not ontologically quantitativists: most of them do not study facts and figures for themselves, but tend to treat them as indicators of some social interactive processes that are to be understood and explained as a combination of factors61. And precisely in order to better identify these factors, French social scientists frequently combine the second use of quantitative data, with an extensive practice of direct observation and long campaigns of semi-structured interviews with relevant actors. Moreover, the account of these interviews, often quoted in abundance in the final publications of a given research, appear to be an important part of the administration de la preuve (scientific demonstration) in French social sciences62. It is obvious that such an epistémê is very far from ‘rational choice’ methodologies oriented towards the identification of ‘dependent’ and ‘independent’ variables, ‘principals’ and ‘agents’, and systematically promoting sophisticated regression analysis, a tool which is hardly used at all among French social scientists63. As regards the French scholars who specialize on public administrations, as it will be made clear in the present book, very few of them are frequent builders or even users of quantitative data, and their preferred methodologies of investigation are undoubtedly qualitative.


			Combined with such a qualitative orientation, another main feature of French social sciences nowadays – which is, once again, not a ‘French exception’, but a peculiarity – is a systematic valorisation of field research. It is easy to identify in French publications, as the contributions to this book will illustrate it, and also in the ordinary discourse of the profession, a constant criticism towards ‘desk research’ and purely theoretic writings addressing too ‘abstract’ issues, and a congruent hypostasis of what is called in French le terrain – meaning the empirical field of investigation of a given research project. It is not the place here to propose a sociology of social sciences in France over the past decades, which would explain how and why this prevalence of field research as the sole and only way to produce ‘true science’ is a direct consequence of a generational rupture and ‘paradigm shift’64 which happened in the 1960s-1970s. Young Turks (at that time) led by Pierre Bourdieu, Michel Crozier, Michel Foucault or Alain Touraine, in spite of the very different theoretical orientations of the respective ‘schools’ or ‘streams’ they founded then and which strongly competed with each other later on, all rebelled against the ‘armchair’ sociology practiced by the great Sorbonne professors of the former generation, of which Georges Gurvitch and Raymond Aron were major symbols65. These Young Turks of the 1960s, who became the great mandarins of the 1980s, have agreed upon and conducted a decisive empirical turn of French social sciences, of which the current state of our disciplines in 2013 remains directly inherited. Of course, such a strong empirical focus on le terrain does not mean that theoretical considerations are neglected, but means that the “job of a social scientist”66 is not to build theories or abstract models in an ivory tower, but to understand and explain a real ‘social fact’ or – better said – some real ‘social processes’ concretely observed by the researcher within a precise context, and thus limited terrain. To do so, ‘true’ researchers are expected to handle a sort of dialogue between the empirical facts of the case to be explained and the cadre d’analyse or tool-kit of theories and models which are mobilized to build the demonstration, and eventually will be modified and enriched after completion of the research67. It is worth underlying that a terrain in that sense refers to the empirical nature of the object or phenomenon to be studied, but leaves open to the freedom of researchers a wide spectrum of possibilities: a terrain can be a single institution, a configuration of institutions, a social group or professional corps, but also a process of reform, a policy instrument, a social movement, a practice (striking, petitioning for example) etc. Moreover, the methods to investigate a given terrain are also diverse: direct or even participative observation, semi-directive interviews, questionnaires, focus groups, but also systematic content analysis of a corpus of documents and, of course archive studies, since a terrain can be a reality of the past. The chapters of this book will give many occasions to illustrate this strong empirical focus of the researches dealing, in our case, with the study of public administration.


			One consequence of that empirical tropism, of which foreign readers must be aware, is that the strategy of investigation, and afterwards of exposition/demonstration, in French social sciences, is usually characterized by a long dive of the researcher in the ‘thickness’ of a limited terrain68, either by ethnographic observation, interviews or archive consultation, followed by an in-depth analytical presentation of the very details of the case. This is the “accumulation of small true facts” praised so much and highly recommended by the great historian Paul Veyne69. Such a style of writing may disconcert Anglophone scholars who are accustomed to books and articles conceived, more frequently, around the initial exposition of a ‘puzzle’ and on its systematic resolution in the course of the writing. Facing that sort of French pieces of deliberately ‘microscopic’ research, with their detailed accumulation of ethnographic descriptions and long quotations of interviews with the actors, within the strict limits of a tiny terrain70, Anglo-American readers may sometimes wonder about the pertinence of such a method, and even raise the ironic question, often heard in international conferences: “So what?” To avoid such a misunderstanding or wrong impression of a Much ado about nothing, foreign readers have to make the intercultural effort of accepting to enter into the logic of exposition of French social sciences, whose aesthetic is more and more to formulate wide scientific questions and to discuss major theoretical issues about very limited empirical cases71. It is only after a long dive into the terrain that our French colleagues, in a latest step of montée en généralité contrôlée, cautiously propose some controlled generalisations and macro-conclusions.


			This goes along with another methodological preference of French social scientists which, of course, is not unknown in other comparable countries, but happens to be more frequent within the Hexagon. Many researchers are usually practicing, and are standing for, an approche par le bas – a ‘bottom-up’ approach, or approach ‘from below’ – to the institutions, processes and phenomena they want to study72. This perspective is of course consistent with an ethnographic tropism, even though not completely similar since one can develop an ethnography of ‘top down’ dynamics or of power games within politico-administrative elites, as the chapters in Part III of this book will perfectly illustrate it. Approaching institutions or processes ‘from below’, as the chapters in Part II of this book, devoted to street-level bureaucracy, will demonstrate it, or as Romain Pasquier and Julien Weisbein propose convincingly to do it for the macro-process of European integration73, is a methodological perspective which focuses on the practical dynamics of embeddedness and appropriation of (or resistance to) major sociopolitical processes into the real life of ordinary people. How do the members of a given society/polity, or institution, get accustomed to products or processes coming from the top, integrate (or refuse to integrate) them into their everyday activities but transform them by developing unanticipated social usages of them? Such a method ‘from below’ is a peculiar and fruitful way of dealing with the concreteness of the social construction of reality74, and to prevent researchers from any remaining of idealist teleology in the style of Hegel or Auguste Comte.


			Finally, the very constructivist roots of French social sciences give to all researchers in that field a great sensitiveness to the socio-historic construction of the contemporary realities they are observing. Even colleagues who do not include an historical dimension to their researches always take in great consideration the dimension of historicity, the weight of the past subsided into present institutions and configurations. Moreover, many scholars do consider that the most pertinent way to deconstruct analytically the artifact nature of current institutional arrangements and to desobjectivate existing systems of beliefs and practices is to go back in the past so as to explore the conflicts which determined the process of their ‘historical sociogenesis’ – in a perspective greatly influenced by the reception in France of the work of Norbert Elias75. In that regard, a rapprochement has occurred between “historians of present time”76 who have come to explore very recent periods of the institutional history of the country, especially regarding the activity and role of public administration under the Third Republic and the Vichy Regime77, and sociologists or political scientists engaged since the 1980s-1990s into a real ‘historical turn’, with so many scholars questioning terrains in the past and using a corpus of archives as the main empirical ground of their researches. Some differences and nuances do exist between those who propose, after Pierre Birnbaum and Yves Deloye, the label of ‘historic sociology’ and are referring more to Max Weber, Norbert Elias and Charles Tilly78, and those who, under the label ‘socio-history’, and being more influenced by Emile Durkheim, Pierre Bourdieu and Michel Foucault, have created around Gérard Noiriel and Michel Offerlé the interdisciplinary journal Genèses in 1990, and started a sustained investigation of the socio-historic processes of ‘statisation’ (étatisation, in the sense of Michel Foucault)79, while a more comparative research programme on the socio-historic trajectories of States and Societies is conducted after the works of Jean-François Bayart within the CERI and the FASOPO80. Many of the chapters of the present book discuss these references and, more importantly, reflect the richness of the results produced by such a socio-historic methodology for a better understanding of the enduring dynamics of production-reproduction of administrative institutions.


			
3.	Some major research questions


			French social sciences, and the social sciences of public administration as part of them, are characterised by some common and enduring research questions, defining some major orientations, programmes or avenues of researches, which are unsurprisingly congruent and consistent with the preferred methodologies presented above.


			These major research orientations are to be mentioned at this early stage of the book only in a very succinct and cursive manner, since it would not make sense to be redundant with the introductory essays of each of the four parts, whose very purpose is precisely to expose these problématiques and core questions in a more detailed way. However, it is worth underlying here that the current revival of researches upon the State and public administrations in France is marked by a strong interest for the following topics and issues.


			First of all, French students of public administrations, with the notable exception of the few followers of Michel Crozier, are usually not thinking in terms of organisations like so many Anglophone colleagues do, but in the terms of a sociology of institutions and processes of institutionalisation – whose most recent and comprehensive presentation and discussion can be found in a collective book edited by Jacques Lagroye and Michel Offerlé81. Remembering the thoughts of two main founding fathers of sociology, Max Weber and Emile Durkheim, who both insisted that “sociology can be defined as the science of institutions, of their genesis and their functioning”82, and also influenced by the abovementioned works of Norbert Elias, Michel Foucault, Pierre Bourdieu, Paul Veyne, and a few others, in the Hexagon and abroad, a large number of the contemporary French social scientists of administrative institutions are especially interested in the on-going processes of production-reproduction of institutions over time, and in the constant combination-recombination between the two dimensions of any institutional order as both a universe of stabilized and predictable practices and a universe of stabilized and shared meanings (schemes, beliefs, values)83.


			Such a perspective, which bears some similarities with but is not an importation from what are called in the Anglophone academia sociological new institutionalism84 and historical new institutionalism85, gives a strong importance, as already mentioned about methods, to the phenomenon of historicity – simply defined as the inherited presence of the past objectivized in the present – and to the exploration of the historic socio-genesis of the current institutional order, including its structuring and its dynamics of transformation (by means of explicit reforms or more incremental changes) over time. As a consequence, the research interest of French scholars for the State and for administrative reforms always enshrines current reforms into the long duration of a given institutional order, with its elements of innovation and its elements of continuity or resilience.


			Considering institutions as an inherited routinised order of stabilized practices and meanings to which its members are socialised and accustomed (since any institution is a dispositive of secondary socialisation, and one’s career within an institution or between several ones is not only a cursus honorum but also a life-long continued process of professional socialisation-resocialisation) also opens up for a questioning on institutional cultures, inspired to students of public administration by the abovementioned strong influence of cultural anthropology in France. Institutional cultures, defined as cultures en action86 mixing together ideational and practical aspects, can be investigated as the incorporated form of the institution by its members, and therefore the common matrix of their ordinary logics of action. Within that perspective, and consistently with the ethnographic ‘touch’ mentioned in the previous section on methods, many French researchers are developing a fine-grained observation of the daily work of public agents, of their concrete practices, of their own accounts of their practices and practical dilemmas. This ethnography includes an in-depth exploration of the tools and techniques mobilized ordinarily in that work, such as administrative memos written and circulated in the bureaus of the ministries in Paris whose study is proposed in one of the following chapters of this book, or, at the bottom of the administrative pyramid, the handling of inspection reports and individual dossiers by public agents directly in contact with individual cases, analysed in other chapters.


			Moreover, such an ethnographic approach to the real functioning of institutions, considered as neither abstract nor inert, makes it necessary to develop a thorough knowledge of the public servants, either top officials, middle or lower rank agents, who live within public administrations, from it and for it, and by doing so who concretely make administrative institutions alive. As a consequence, many French researchers devote lots of energy to a fine-grained exploration of the sociography of public servants. This includes, maybe more than in other comparative countries, precise quantitative and qualitative explorations of their social and regional origins and of their educational background, since these major socio-demographic properties of individuals are considered, in a French intellectual tradition probably more influenced by the lessons from Karl Marx than in other Western democracies (see above), as having an influence on the core beliefs of the agents, on their conceptions of the State and of their own role within its apparatus, and also on their behaviors, practices and effective strategies.


			The study of these strategies, which are not only individual but also collective, has for long been another sub-topic in itself within the French history and sociology of the State. It implies a sustained interest for the existence and perpetuation over centuries of prestigious administrative corps which correspond to the Weberian type of the Stand or status group87. Beyond their differentiated esprits de corps, current researchers demonstrate how their members are united by a common conception of their role as State Guards88 in charge of facing, resisting and/but taking into consideration the constant demands of politicians, lobbies and other mobilised groups. This corporation of elite State Guards, which has existed under different names and with diverse avatars from the legists of the Capetian dynasty in the Middle Ages to nowadays State bourgeoisie, seem to be playing a perpetual series of chess games oriented towards the maintenance of its prestigious rank and the preservation of its influence – this including the connections of its members with, or even their social integration into the sectorial or general elites of the country.


			Considering more widely all public agents including the lower rank ones, lots of scientific attention is understandably paid to their legal status of employment (permanent tenure under the Statut general or variants of contractual precariousness), to the rules and practices regarding their recruitments (e.g. existence of competitive concours, reforms of these concours, increase in ad hoc discretionary recruitments, etc.), and their careers and remunerations. Many current researches give interesting empirical evidences that the legal status of public agents, their perspectives or lack of perspectives of future career developments, and the ways and means to obtain their promotions happen to have a decisive impact on their manner of performing their tasks, and thus on the contribution given by public administration to the preparation and implementation of public policies, as shown in several chapters hereafter.


			These observations are true from the bottom to the top of the administrative hierarchy. As far as the bottom of the pyramid is concerned, it is worth underlying here that, within the current flowering of public administration studies in France, one of the most fruitful and original subfield is explored, after Vincent Dubois and Jean-Marc Weller who are both contributors in the present volume, by colleagues adopting a perspective from below on the everyday activity of public institutions. Studying the working life within those ‘street-level bureaucracies’89 which are in charge of handling, under the pressure of constant face-to-face interactions with the public at administrative front-desk (guichets)90, the real life problems of the individual members of a given society and citizenry, proves to be a very heuristic path to raise in a renewed way the major question of the mutual relations of structuration between the socio-economic order and the politico-administrative institutional order of a “State power (which) is not flying in the air” – to borrow a famous image from Karl Marx91.


			Another strong research interest of French social scientists of the State and its public administrations, which is obviously more traditional than the preceding one but has also enjoyed a true revival in the recent decade, is the study of the complex politico-administrative interaction, apprehended as a mix of cooperation and conflict between these major players, political executives and senior bureaucrats, and in the same time as the confrontation and combination of the political logics and the administrative (or policy) logics, respectively advocated by them. In contemporary France as in other comparable developed democracies, fine-grained empirical researches, done at the different layers of government of the country, demonstrate both the abstract and unrealistic nature of the official theory of a bureaucracy strictly obedient to the political will, and the exaggerations of the myth of a technocracy manipulating those in power. The dynamics of current research go much beyond such Manichean distinctions and tend to show various forms – of course diversified between different ministries, agencies, policy fields, territorial layers of power – of conflicting collaboration in which top administrators are not that much champions of the maintenance of bureaucracy but, more and more, co-governors who collectively contribute to the technicisation of politics and, symmetrically, to the politicisation of policies.


			Finally, the abovementioned research orientations and methods, including the socio-genetic perspective and the approaches ‘from below’, have a major field of application in the study of the Reform of the State and other institutional reforms to which France has been subject, like other developed countries, in the past decades92. The best pieces of research on French reforms show how institutional innovations and reshaping are of course influenced by the transnational diffusion, in a globalised world, of models and tools such as the ones of New Public Management – as discussed in the literature on policy transfers –, and/but are developing in accordance to their own national, and even sectorial, rationale, in a constant competition between rival bureaucracies and diverse coalitions of actors with their diverse strategies of advocacy, resistance, or simple adaptation. What emerges from that dynamic domain of researchers is the remarkable resilient plasticity of the French institutional order, which is not surviving nostalgically in spite of current managerial reforms but succeeds in reinventing itself through these reforms that tend to become permanent93.


			This presentation of the core thematic perspectives of current researches on public administration in France is, for sure, not exhaustive, and it remains deliberately allusive and suggestive, highlighting some major features without encroaching on the content of the four introductory essays, specific to each part of the book. Our main purpose here was only to set the whole scenery of administrative studies in France.


			Having considered the two dimensions of its preferred methodologies and its core research questions, we hope it is now clear for our readers that the current revival of administrative studies in France is not an isolated movement of academic hyper-specialisation but, quite the contrary, is part of an interdisciplinary or, at least, transdisciplinary dynamic of increased openness between French social sciences, and towards their Anglophone cousins, federated by a common focus on the very notion of institution and on a comprehensive study of institutionalization processes. With real differences among them which are not to be undermined, and in a rather non-coordinated way for the moment, the researchers who produce that empirically rooted flowering, are engendering ‘from below’ a “political sociology of public institutions and public action” – to borrow the title of the 2006 programmatic conclusion to Science politique de l’administration94 – which intertwines, to put it bluntly, the study of bureaucracy and the study of public policies. This social science of public institutions in action, which are inseparably political-and-administrative institutions of government or governing of the society, gives its modest but robust contribution to the collective attempt to build a wider sociology of the State, apprehended not in a top down philosophical or theoretical perspective, but empirically approached ‘from below’ as a State in action and interaction. To finish, it is worth underlying that this scientific momentum has recently been given a renewed impetus in France by the publication in 2011 of a special issue of the Revue française de sociologie (R.F.S.), coordinated by Desmond King and Patrick Le Galès and entitled “Conceptualiser l’État contemporain”95, by the launching of a new scientific journal, Gouvernement & Action publique, co-edited by Philippe Bezes and Patrick Hassenteufel, with a first issue on “Approches croisées de l’État, du gouvernement et de l’action publique” in January 201296, by the publication on the same month of Sur l’État – Pierre Bourdieu’s lectures at the Collège de France collected and arranged by his collaborators...97 and by the foundation in early 2011 of our new Permanent Study Group “Sociology of the State: Reforms & Resilience” within EGPA, whose more modest purpose is not to ‘rethink’ the State but to bridge the gap between Francophone and Anglophone researches and to contribute, if possible, to the development of a more comparative sociology of the State at a European scale.


			
4.	Succinct overview of the structure of the book


			To develop the major questionings or research orientations, while illustrating the preferred methodologies of the French community of scholars who devote their energy and intelligence to such social sciences of public institutions, this book is divided into four main parts. Each of them is introduced by a general introductory essay in English which frames the conceptual map, and contextualizes the chapters gathered in each part within the existing state of the art of which they are samples. The introductory essays are followed by detailed English summaries of the chapters, which allow scholars who are not familiar with French to get a good overview of their content.


			The main purpose of the first part, Far beyond the ‘Napoleonic Model’: Richness of the French Administrative History, introduced by Françoise Dreyfus, is made explicit by its title: contesting the oversimplified perspective too often found in comparative publications which tend to reduce the ‘French case’ to the so-called ‘Napoleonic model’. This part brings together historians, sociologists and political scientists, namely Alain Chatriot, Florence Descamps, Gildas Tanguy, Gilles Pollet, Renaud Payre and François Buton. Their works illustrate and demonstrate both the aggiornamento of researches on administrative history, fertilized by the abovementioned socio-historic turn, and the richness and complexity of the past realities – including apparently well-known figures like prefects as well as marginal administrative institutions – which are thus enlightened and questioned.


			The second part, The sociology of administrative work. A study of ‘street-level bureaucracy’ in the French style, introduced by Vincent Dubois, gathers four chapters whose authors have different theoretical perspectives but converge in the conviction that there is much to learn from a ‘bottom-up’ and interactionist approach to the ordinary activities of street-level or field-level public agents, confronted with all the dilemmas and contradictions of the daily maintenance of macro-institutions (such as the State) at the micro-level, and the difficulties in the implementation of public programmes and reforms. In comparison to other countries where public administrations studies and sociology are much less connected than in France, it is a very original research path, or avenue, which is presented there.


			The third part, Top Civil Servants at Work: Between Politics and Policies, introduced in English by Jean-Michel Eymeri-Douzans, includes chapters from the same, and from Sylvain Laurens, Etienne Pénissat, Yves Buchet de Neuilly and Fabien Desage. These chapters consider the constant and complex interplay between top civil servants and executive politicians at different layers of government, mainly the level of the central state in Paris, but also the power games of the European Union in Brussels, and at the subnational level of the recently created inter-municipal/metropolitan governments. These five chapters illustrate the fecundity of an ethnographic and ‘thick description’ approach to the daily professional activities of senior administrators, which allows to make some heuristic contributions to a better understanding of the dialectic articulation between polity, politics and policies which is at stake in the governing processes of contemporary France.


			The fourth and latest part, Administrative Reforms: Is France within the world movement?, with an introductory essay by Jean-Michel Eymeri-Douzans, is composed of four chapters, authored by Alistair Cole, Thomas Alam, Renaud Epstein and Philippe Raimbault. These chapters, which study the on-going administrative reforms at the different layers of the central state, its territorial deconcentrated services in the provinces and some of its policy sectors with their functionally deconcentrated agencies or établissements publics, give many convergent empirical evidences that France is maybe a latecomer to New Public Management but not a ‘reform laggard’. Following its own reform trajectory, including acclimatisations and hybridisations of transnational models but also resistances and resiliences, and endogenous reform streams, France has undoubtedly entered, like many comparable developed states, into the era of permanent institutional reformism. Reforms in France are no more exceptional periods of reshaping, but have become part of the ordinary functioning of public institutions, and thus of the ordinary life of its servants, with all the related effects of recalcification and progressive neo-bureaucratisation whose study is a stimulating field of sustained investigations for researchers.
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Première partie 
Bien au-delà du « modèle napoléonien » – Richesses de l’histoire administrative française

		

	

		

			
Introduction 
Far beyond the ‘Napoleonic Model’ – Richness of the French Administrative History


			Françoise Dreyfus


			Ten years ago or so, I regretted the lack of interest, among French political scientists, for the studying of public administration1. A decade earlier, Pierre Rosanvallon had expressed the same opinion as regards French historians2. In a country like France, so concerned by its State and its administrative apparatus shaped and reshaped along time, political regimes and social changes – a State and a public administration whose histories cannot be separated –, such a meager scientific interest is paradoxical. Fortunately enough, the situation has been changing over the latest decade: both French historians and political scientists are now paying a renewed attention to this wide field of research3. The aim of the present introduction is not to review or compile these numerous scientific works currently devoted to public administration, but to focus on the most important aspects of this on-going research development while enlightening its methodological issues.


			
1.	Coming back to the past: between history and memory


			Introducing a conference on “the history of French administration since 1800”4, Louis Fougère, a senior member of the Council of State, considered that historians cannot confine on the following accepted idea (expressed in the blurb of a public service reform Act): “The French administration has played a determining role within our history. After the sovereigns and the high servants of the country who unified the territory and gave to the nation its collective soul, the French administration has been the main worker for the continuity and perpetuity of the State... During the worst vicissitudes of homeland the French administration has made possible the wonderful resumptions, the prodigious expansions, silently and with a zeal contrasting with the noise and restless of the street; it has always taken a decisive part in the efforts of the governments and the country to soften or to balance the consequences of homeland’s ‘misfortunes’5. Whether the twenty conferences organized jointly by the French Institute for Administrative Sciences and the IVth section of École pratique des hautes études did or did not try to verify the scientific validity of this official statement, historians have indirectly explored this matter.


			For instance, the less glorious periods of our political and administrative history, considered for long as taboos, have been explored by important works. The masterpiece of research by Marc Olivier Baruch about the functioning of three ministries under the Vichy Regime6 shows the role and attitude of civil servants in charge of implementing the anti-Semitic legislation and, more generally, reveals their conformism towards the policies then adopted by the French State; this has paved the way for other researches devoted to the way public administration has dealt with the Jewish question7. In the same orientation, the practice of justice within martial courts has been explored8, and Alain Bancaud, working on the history of the judiciary in the first half of the 20th century has shown how, under the Vichy Regime as before and after it, French judges continued to fulfil their tasks in accordance with their embedded practices and professional culture9.


			The running of the repressive institutions of our Republic during the Algeria decolonization war – another sensitive period – has also been explored by studies relying on written archives (previously closed to the public) and interviews with surviving actors10. Against the silence of official history, these researches put in light the practices of various bodies of the State apparatus, the judiciary, the army and the police, which conform to the political decisions they have to implement. As a consequence, a political history of the State apparatus is proposed11, which displays as a salient feature the invariance of public agents’ behaviour, characterized by their obedience to laws and orders, whatever their content and the regime issuing them was. As regards their methodology, these researches use oral testimonies (among other sources) and they lie within the scope of the ‘history of present time’, a sub-field defined in 1978 when the eponym ‘Institute for the history of present time’ (IHTP) was established within the CNRS (National Centre for Scientific Research)12 – the starting point of ‘present time’ being World War II in that regard even though IHTP was asked to focus on a more contemporary period13. It must be recalled that IHTP has succeeded to the ‘Comity for the history of World War II’, an entity in charge of safeguarding all the archives of the concerned period but which gave “priority to the Resistance phenomena”14, opening thus the much debated question of the relationship between memory and history15. Such ‘committees for history’, a French formula dating back to the Government of Guizot, and academic and Prime Minister in the 1840s (see the chapter by Florence Descamps hereafter), have traditionally been used for the preparation of major commemorations (the 1789 Revolution commemorations, for instance). However, since a couple of decades, we have observed the systematic establishment of that kind of committees in almost all ministerial departments, and also in a number of public entities16, public-owned companies and also private ones17. These creations are depending upon initiatives jointly launched by historians specializing in the study of public programs in a given policy field (secteur) and the senior civil servants active in the ministerial department in charge18. For instance, the Committee for the history of the Council of State and administrative courts was created in 2001 to extend the works done for the commemoration of the Council of State bicentennial (1999), which had been celebrated through numerous conferences, various events and publications along two years19. On another side, the committee created in 1995 by the ministries in charge of Public Works, Transports and Housing – whose missions have been extended to Environment and Sustainable Development since then – was given the scientific tasks for the organization in 2004 of the General Council of Roads and Bridges (CGPS) Engineers bicentennial20. The purpose of such a celebration is clearly displayed in an orientation paper issued by the deputy chairman of CGPS: “To commemorate the 200th birthday of this institution means to highlight its role regarding the important decisions taken about planning and development in this country along the two passed centuries. It is also a way to open future prospects on the role of the inspectorate and control bodies, as well as on advisory, auditing and evaluation role of the CGPS within the framework of the Reform of the State”21. Although the engineers corps of Roads and Bridges had been already merged with three others corps depending also on the Public Works Ministry22 and the missions of the CGPS might be modified23, the whole bicentennial event may be seen as a communication campaign: it aims to reassert the legitimacy of a threatened institution and to promote its good image.


			Nevertheless, the increasing attention devoted by administrative institutions to their own history is not only motivated by their desire to portray themselves. One of their main purposes consists in recording the real-life experience of former decision-makers or influential witnesses24: the safeguard of the recent past memory, thanks to the actors’ narratives, seems to be a major goal. Moreover, V. Dubois notices, about the Committee for the history of the Ministry for Culture, created in 1993, that “beyond this search for testimony, the possibility to use the lessons of history explains also the interest for the past. The committee tends explicitly to integrate the history into the current agenda of decision-makers”25.


			Whatever the reasons for the establishment of such structures are, and the present-day stakes justifying their creation or the ways the information collected through these channels is used, the record of ‘oral archives’ – testimonies and biographies obtained through interviews – appears to be the best way to build up a memory heritage within and of public administration, whose careful preservation in addition to written archives is so precious for present and future researchers.


			
2.	Coming back to practices: a bottom-up perspective on public administration


			We observe, in French contemporary social sciences, an interesting cross-fertilization between the ‘historians of present time’ who are now using increasingly the methods of sociology and political science (such as interviews), and sociologists and political scientists who are more and more numerous to work on administrative written archives in order to put in light the concrete practices of State officials through the study of the signs they have left. The sort of ethnographic enquiry performed by these ‘socio-historians’ studying trivial documents allows them to discover important aspects of the everyday activity within public administration. However, like the items found by archeologists are only signs of the way of living of civilizations whose features must be reconstructed, archives may be incomplete and do not show at once the picture of the administrative functioning at a given moment of history. Therefore it is necessary to compile different sets of sources from which researchers can expect to be able to measure the degree of routinization of some practices, or the gap between real practices and the rules defined in the legislations and regulations (as exposed in the chapter written by François Buton).


			Such a focus on the forms and modes of behavior of public agents, which cannot be deduced from the laws defining the functions of these agents, breaks with the traditional approach to the study of public administration, which used to give a great importance to the legislative and regulatory acts providing the administrative structures and defining their jurisdiction. In such a traditional perspective, the functioning of ministerial departments and other public entities, or the activity of grand corps were mainly analyzed through the lenses of their legal frame, or through their own production of regulations and directives. Whereas the scientific contribution of these works is not to be neglected26, they did not reflect the complex reality of public administration, the constant bargaining with the rules and their interpretation, and the way street-level bureaucrats deal with the files... all in all the dynamic process along which a given public policy is effectively implemented and transformed by its implementation. This does not mean that the importance of legislation and other rules may be neglected in order to understand the logics driving the activities of civil servants. But it has to be made clear that they are not pure and simple ‘followers’ of legal rules. In that regard, researches on Immigration administrations27 show, among others, against the so-called separation between political decision-making and execution by administrative services, the degree to which high civil servants have a major influence on “the politicization of the social world”28.


			Examining the professional practices and the materiality of the civil servants’ daily work implies, in the case of prefects (studied in the chapter by Gildas Tanguy), to let aside the conventional image of this figure as the politicized civil servant’s prototype whose carrier depends more than any other on political changeovers, or even regime changes. Through the analysis, among other practices, of “the administrative report as an object of research per se”29 and how it is used by prefects, “the literally bureaucratic forms of the prefectoral activity” are therefore put in light30.


			The adoption of a bottom-up approach focusing on the various forms of State action and of State officials’ activities breaks with a legacy attached only to the political dimension of power demonstrations. It also leads to enlarge researches to examining the institutionalization of ‘peripheral’ policy fields31, contributing to better understand “what is at stake when the scope of action and thus the legitimate representation of what is called ‘the State’ are being redefined”32.


			Through the observation of administrative daily work can be depicted knowledge and know-how, routines and institutionalized tools or instruments which, in turn, tend to become themselves objects for further research33. The study of “these practices that tie in a particular way science and action” implies to “reconstitute the spaces of debate, the alternative or competing manners to say and to do things, and to follow the shifts and reinterpretations of some objects in a changing context”34. This is precisely the kind of research in which the socio-history of the ‘sciences of government’ is involved in: it contributes to show the complex paths through which these sciences for action circulate and how different sorts of actors take them over (as exposed hereafter in the chapter by Renaud Payre and Giles Pollet). There is lots of empirical evidence that administrative ‘experimentations’ performed by local governments and used afterwards at the central State level35, that the appropriation by local actors of the recruitment by concours used for the State civil service36, or that the ‘acclimatization’ within the French context of repertoires of knowledge and know-how built in foreign countries and circulated by international organizations and transnational networks37 – a good illustration being OECD and EU experts38 – are contributing significantly to modify the administrative practices in a given State. It goes without saying that working on the importation and translation of knowledge39, as well as on the hybridization of know-how has to explore the way this knowledge and know-how were initially produced, how they were disseminated and received, and how they were actually put to work, in a specific historical and social context. The progression and diffusion of ‘cameral sciences’, in Germany and beyond its borders, and their interpretation gives a good illustration in the past of how such sciences of government can be recycled according to various modes40.


			The current trends in public administration research in France, and the features they reveal thanks to the new methodologies and perspectives they are working with, show how distant the current state of the art in historic and socio-historic francophone social sciences is nowadays from the focus, either apologetic or critical, on the so-called ‘Napoleonic model’ of public administration. The work of historians, sociologists and political scientists does not aim at legitimizing or condemning the existence of institutions or administrative corps because their origins are rooted in historical deepness, neither to underline the invariant feature of their social usefulness or futility. They try to understand how day-to-day administrative work is (was) performed, the meanings and beliefs it involves, and the ways in which the institutional spaces where this ordinary work takes place are remoulded through time. The adoption of such an ethnological approach cannot be disconnected from the new attention given by French researchers to ‘objects’, which were not really investigated before. In that regard, there is an interesting common and converging evolution in sociology and political science on the one hand, and in historic research on the other. In sociology and political science, as it will be shown in the second and third parts of the present book, researchers from the 1970-80s used to study more the ‘power elites in France’ or the ‘State nobility’41, whereas recent research focuses much more on lower civil service, on street-level bureaucrats in charge of implementing public policies and managerial reforms which transform their relationships with end-users or ‘clients’42. On their side, historians, without letting aside the study of elites as groups43, also give nowadays a greater place to both the ordinary activities of senior bureaucrats at work44 and to more modest segments of the State, scrutinizing how some jobs have been shaped and performed in a transforming environment45.


			More generally, it was probably not by chance that French social scientists started to devote much more researches to public administration in a period when, since the end of the 1970s, under Giscard d’Estaing’s presidency, neo-liberal ideas criticizing ‘bureaucracy’ and contesting the wide perimeter of the Welfare State action have gained more and more influence in France. The consecutive proposals to transfer to the private sector some missions of the State, and to launch a vast policy of ‘Reform of the State’46, the much-debated announcement of the possible death of an inherited administrative model with instrumental rationality, the threats upon the survival or identity of several administrative institutions subject to reorganizations, mergers or even suppressions47, have undoubtedly stimulated the scientific interest of French researchers for topics and objects they had previously neglected. Making the history and/or preserving the memory of public institutions, their activities and policies appears as a necessary and urgent undertaking48, since “the past which does not pass” is often being occulted by official history, and secondly since the chance to record testimonies from actors of the Welfare State period is restricted by their life limits. In the meantime, this new research trend, called ‘socio-history’, cross-fertilizes the know-how and techniques of historians with the sense of conceptualization of sociologists and political scientists, all of them being mobilized to grasp the logics presiding to the construction of public institutions and the role of individuals within this process49. Archives exploration, field research, the collection of testimonies – more and more researchers using now similar techniques – generate step by step a common state of the art which gives a comprehensive picture, for past and present, of the formal knowledge and routinized know-how, of the representations, beliefs and practices of public officials interactively involved altogether with political actors, other partners and ordinary citizens, into the complex processes of institutionalization and transformation50 of that multiform and heterogeneous ‘small world’ called public administration.


			Such a revival and deployment of researches devoted to the study of public administrations in France has occurred at the very moment when the rationality of the bureaucratic model was challenged, the effectiveness of public services was subject to ‘market tests’, the careers of public agents were – according to New Public Management recipes – more and more subject to performance evaluations and, last but not least, the ‘culture of result’ was supposed to irrigate the whole administrative apparatus. Historians and social scientists of the future will have the pleasure to examine how far this New Public Management rationality will succeed in taking the place of the Weberian one: finding out and assessing how far the new prescriptions and rules will have transformed (or not that much) the institutional practices and cultures of public agents at work, will have influenced (or not that much) their ordinary behaviours and will have reshaped significantly (or not that much) their representations, beliefs and values may lead to conclude that our post-managerial public administrations have entered “into a non-anticipated neo-bureaucratic Golden Age”51.
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Abstracts

			Chapter 1. On the political history of public administration: Figures of the State in France during the 19th and 20th Centuries

			Alain Chatriot

			Modern history has renewed its methods and its interrogations, and has approached the State as a key dimension of a political history which differs fundamentally from what had long been practiced by French historians. While this chapter is not an exhaustive panorama of all the recent works on the State, its aim is to expose some of the new research trends regarding the State, in the French case, and to bring together a handful of themes that have been more or less explored in these works. In metaphorical terms, it is a question of “opening the black box” of the State in order to explore its forms more precisely – i.e. the structures, the sites, the networks, the actors and the practices which make it alive. It is worth mentioning that such an approach among historians cannot be separated from the works of political scientists and sociologists. Thinking the State and public administration as an historian necessitates a reflection about the complex forms of the State. Since, in French, we refer to the ‘State/L’État’ with a capital ‘E’ and in the singular, it is undeniably more appropriate to clarify through qualifying adjectives, to which State we are referring.

			Analyzing the forms of the State forces to consider its different administrative bodies, its different sites or layers (and its presence there, with the related issues of ‘centralization’ and ‘decentralization’), and its different functions. The administrative elites, their training and their projects have become better known to historians and political scientists. Describing the complexity of the forms, however, is not sufficient for grasping the practices of the State: the State must be apprehended by means of a study of its functioning, both in ordinary as well as in crisis periods. The influence of wars, political and social crises, and the contribution of ‘governmental sciences’ should all be considered. In that regard, the colonial order, with its rites and its codes, its administrative and juridical practices, its diversity also, appears as a privileged field for the studies of French political and administrative experiences through the illuminating angle of exceptional practices.

			The State interventions in the economic and social spheres also constitute an important part of the renewal of studies on public administration. Thinking about the ‘public service’ and the ‘general interest’, observing the modalities of implementation of social equality or social insurance policies, grasping the variations in doctrine, within these economic and social spheres, allows for avoiding a descriptive and disincarnated history of the State. Works on the history of the Welfare State in France are numerous and often have interdisciplinary aspects, with close connections with political science and public laws. What is called in French le social (Welfare and social policies, based on negotiations between the State, the trade unions and the confederations of private employers) cannot be ignored when considering the State as an historical object: discourses on the French jacobin tutelary State are to a large extent a myth which, like all myths, has been effective in the world of representations.

			It is also worth mentioning the new exploration of the relationship between the State and its civil servants during the 20th century, and a new interest for legislations and regulations that were ignored for long by modern historians because they were considered as too technical: these aspects are crucial to explore the various forms of the State.

			Understanding the State as a fully historical object, free from rigid sub-disciplinary boundaries, implies to think about the pluralities of possible documents and sources, including images since the issue of the representation of the polity and of the State, is always a primordial issue for all regimes. The importance of distinctions and honours also has to be considered when developing a history of the State. The settlement of public, collective rituals may also nourish a precise history of the functioning of public administrations. Supported by the renewal in the history of the sciences, the study may also focus on a vision of the State as a generator of knowledge about society, and a creator of scientific institutions and scientific policies. In that regard, the extensive use of statistics has been explored by several works.

			Finally, and this is one of the most remarkable new perspectives, such a history of the State calls for comparisons – an aspect in which political science is more advanced than historians. For instance, numerous studies have allowed us to gain a better understanding of totalitarian States, not only in their principles and political doctrines but also as regards their administrative functioning. The renewal here is inscribed in the heart of a questioning on totalitarianism by an approach in terms of consent and disobedience, room for manoeuvre, and forms of social and political control – an exploration of the phases of administrative purges being a particularly rich example.

			Enriched by the contributions of foreign historiography as well as by specialists of other periods and other disciplines (first of all, political science with an historical focus, even though the relationship between disciplines is not that simple), history of the modern State constitutes a rich field of experimentation for an enlarged political history that does not ignore its social dimension nor the representations of involved actors, the juridical constraints or the conceptual debates.

			Chapter 2. Ministerial history committees and the history of the State: A French exception?

			Florence Descamps

			Ministerial history committees appeared in France in the mid-1970s: inserting themselves in a French tradition of State stimulation and supervision of research, which dates back to the Committee of Historic and Scientific Works created in 1834 by François Guizot, minister of Public Instruction of the July Monarchy, and which was followed in the 20th century by the Committee of History of the World War II, established in 1951.

			Created to supervise, support, and develop historical research in various sectors of State intervention, these history committees which bring together archival and documentary professionals, researchers and administrators together, are attached to the big ministerial departments (Economy and Finance, Interior, Justice etc.). They have, over the three latest decades, established a series of historical and heritage engineering techniques: protection and promotion of archives; creation of research guides; collections of private archives; organization of research by coordinating symposiums, conferences and research seminars; tutoring of academic works; creation and edition of books, reviews and bulletins; diffusion of information and facilitation of communication, both internal and external.

			Among these activities, between memory and history, the creation of oral ministerial archives holds a privileged place: constituted of interviews or autobiographical/thematic narratives from administrative and political major players and witnesses, these streamlined collections of oral stories aim to complete the written archival documentation and hope to nourish a revitalized history of public administration. Whereas the qualitative provision of individual testimonies had largely been contested by historians in the past, it allows to better take into account such dimensions as: the role of individuals, influences, links and networks; the importance of educational development and the growth of expertise; the concrete internal functioning of ministerial departments; the conditions and methods at work; the real decision-making processes; the organizational strategies, cultures, beliefs and representations; the importance of conflicts and crises; the prosopography and sociobiography of civil servants and public agents; their paths and trajectories etc.

			Making use of oral stories to better understand the conception and elaboration of public policies in given sectors has contributed to the revitalization of State political, economic, and cultural history for the second half of the 20th century; the history committees have contributed to the increasing credibility and visibility of this source. However, oral ministerial archives remain under-utilized for administrative history stricto sensu, which is paradoxical. The reason for that situation is that ministerial history committees, when they are endowed with scientific ambition, entrust the piloting of their research programs to renowned historians who very often consider administrative history to be secondary and, moreover, do not want to be accused of practicing histoire-maison. Thus, ministerial history committees paradoxically remain in the background as regards public administration history, leaving the floor to other scientific undertakings under the banner of political sociology, political science, or socio-history.

			Chapter 3. Servants of the State or servants of the power? Revisiting the history of a corps : the prefects of the Republic

			Gildas Tanguy

			There is probably no other administrative corps within the French State, except perhaps the judiciary, that has been subject, since its inception, to so many fantasies, caricatures, parodies or political comments than the corps of prefects. Under all regimes, the figure of the French prefect is approached in an individualized and politicized way. On the one hand, the prefectoral institution is often described through the individuals, alternately heroic or comic, who have incarnated it: among others, Prefects Rambuteau, Haussmann, Cambon, Lépine, Poubelle, Schrameck, Carnot, Moulin, Érignac, are names which still symbolize the corps. On the other hand, it is constantly recalled that the prefect is a political creature of the government, a political appointee who is revocable ad nutum. As a result, mutations and revocations appear like the alpha and the omega of the long history of the prefectoral institution. As a matter of fact, prefects are precisely politischer beamten in the sense of Max Weber, a notion whose French equivalent is the notion elaborated by the Council of State “civil servants at the discretion of the government”.

			As a consequence, two major approaches have been followed in the scientific literature on prefects. One approach insists on the French prefect as the “representative of the State” in the provinces, as such a highly politicized civil servant. Those writings study the relationship between prefects and the central government in a rather top down perspective. Another approach has paid lots of attention to the environment of the institution: prefects are described there within the “local politico-administrative system”, in which they appear as being major players of the “informal structure of territorial government”. In that perspective (which is the one illustrated by the French sociology of organisations following Crozier), researchers do insist on the functional dimension of the role of prefect, and tend to discuss the degree of ‘nodality’ (in the sense of Christopher Hood) of prefects.

			More recent research – especially from historians and socio-historians – have tried to go beyond these classical distinctions and are proposing a real ethnology and anthropology focused on the ordinary practices and routines of prefects at work and especially on the full repertoire of diverse activities performed on an everyday basis by prefects, e.g. adapting law enforcement to local context, managing the organization of elections, monitoring public opinion, handling strikes, riots and other crises, etc. Therefore, the main scientific questioning there becomes: what is exactly the ordinary work of a prefect? In doing so, these writings contribute to identifying some major features of what can be called the common ‘institutional culture’ of prefects – an institutional culture being defined here as “the consistent set of representations, beliefs, knowledge, skills and practices peculiar to a given institution and common to the ones who belong to and give life to that institution” (Eymeri-Douzans).

			As regards this state of the art, this chapter is both a critical review of prefectoral historiography and an advocacy for a socio-history of the prefectoral institution. Indeed, the prefect cannot be reduced to his identity of a politicized civil servant. Moreover, the figure of a political prefect does not fully describe the reality. In order to take a more realistic and complex view on the prefect, one has also to consider him as an administrator: it is only in considering the properly administrative dimension of the role of prefect that social sciences have a chance to restore the complexity of the prefectoral profession.

			In order to fulfill this new scientific agenda, this chapter draws up three main directions of research. The first direction consists in investigating the domain of the professional practices. The aim there is to observe the daily practices of prefects at work (in present time) and/or to engage in “an historical intensive observation of paperwork”. The second direction consists in studying several administrative ritualized or routinized situations, such as law enforcement, production of administrative reports, command and control of the police forces in order to contain strikes and riots etc., as well as the places and processes of acculturation to the general principles of the Senior Civil Service (Prefectoral Administration Association, International Congress of Administrative Sciences etc.). And, last but not least, a third direction consists in studying the logic of perfects’ careers, which demonstrates that a political dimension (influence, networks, patronage, elections...) is combined with a bureaucratic logic (classification, mobility etc.) which also governs the careers of prefects.

			Chapter 4. Socio-history and the sciences of government

			Gilles Pollet & Renaud Payre

			The social history of State power has focused on the emergence of various kinds of administrative tools (forms, memos, circulars), on the emergence of new boundaries and categorisations/categories (notably those existing between top civil servants and the political level), and on the invention of new decision-making modes. Following this perspective, significant collective studies have been undertaken on what we call in France the “sciences of government” and also on what the Germans call “cameral sciences”. In fact, as showed by Michel Foucault’s work on ‘governamentality’, the practice of government entails the mobilisation of knowledge, techniques and practices whose aim is to influence the public behavior. Several researches, focused mainly on periods after the 18th century, have thus explored the multiple forms of knowledge produced either by public administrations or at their behest. When trying to sum up the key theoretical contributions of these studies, three significant themes stand out: a socio-historical approach to the art of government brings in a new light the production of governmental knowledge and know-how; it also takes a different slant on the centre-peripheries relationship; and it puts an emphasis on the circulation of ideas, especially in a genuinely transnational context.

			The approach in terms of ‘sciences of government’ gives a central role to the production of governmental knowledge and skills. ‘Knowledge’ is understood here as a set of cognitive elements which, although starting from concrete experience and practice, become more abstract and are subject to generalisation, i.e. can be mobilised and taken up by other actors in other contexts than the one of their initial production. These studies, which analyse the effects of ‘knowledge objects’ or devices (such as a circular, a type-writer or even a budget plan), show how these objects and devices ‘mobilise’ a knowledge transformed into know-how, and vice versa. Not only do these objects/devices organise governmental knowledge but they are also the vehicles of peculiar representations of government and of its relationship to citizens. In other words, these studies focus on the concrete administrative tools within the perspective of a “concrete history of abstraction”.

			Revisiting the centre-periphery relationship is another aspect of this scientific literature. Moving beyond a State-centered analysis, the state of the art demonstrates the often neglected role of French local authorities – notably metropolitan authorities – in the production and circulation of governing sciences in France. The studies on municipal power during its major period of institutionalization at the turn of the 19th and 20th Centuries show their influential role in the setting up of major public policies, especially those pertaining to public hygiene, health and public welfare: numerous studies give empirical evidence that, in these domains, local policies were developed in the provinces prior to those of the central State, which later on replicated and generalised them from Paris. Under the Third Republic (1875-1940), there was even a certain ‘complementarity’ between some innovative municipalities and a central State engaged into the process of developing layers of bureaucracy and nationalizing of local practices which were harmonised via framework legislation.

			For the past fifteen years or so, a rather novel way of conceiving transfers and interconnections between cultural and political systems has been developing in cultural and intellectual history. It is based on a critique of some comparative studies which tend to overestimate differences among national cases. On the contrary, this alternative approach in terms of policy transfers focuses on how knowledge circulates, via interconnections and knowledge networks active beyond, between or within national spaces, which have a real impact in practice on peculiar socio-political projects. The aim here is to identify the practical translations of a circulating knowledge, the concrete appropriations of ideas and techniques from elsewhere. Speaking in generic terms about ‘dissemination’, ‘influence’ or even ‘borrowing’ of ideas is no longer sufficient, and the ambition is to clarify the social and institutional processes through which exchanges of ideas and knowledge can concretely occur. In this broad framework, the socio-history of governmental knowledge contributes to an analysis of objects and techniques (what is circulating?), of the transactions favoring such circulation (how do things circulate?) and of the chronology of the legitimizing science of government in the transnational context.

			Although such socio-historical research has considerably enhanced our knowledge on the art of government, open-ended questions remain regarding the use and the effects of such knowledge. It is not sufficient to show that some actors help the circulation of governmental knowledge. It is also necessary to dwell on the concrete ways in which these mea­sures, formulae, languages or associated policies are put in place. Indeed, one of the recurrent criticisms against policy learning and policy transfer approaches relates points towards the lack of attention devoted to the real effects of transfers and learning. The ways in which institutional transfers are received, the circulation of knowledge and the importation of governmental knowledge thus remain an area needing considerable extra scientific work.

			Chapter 5. What we can learn from historical observation of administrative daily work

			François Buton

			This chapter explores different studies on State administrations at work by French academics from various disciplines (sociology, political science, history, anthropology): they share some major characteristics which can justify their designation as ‘socio-historical’ inquiries – using a notion, ‘socio-history’ which is, for the moment, specific to French social sciences.

			Firstly, all these researches focus on the actual, empirical, daily activities of the State bureaucracies. Second, they strongly differ from what international, Anglophone social sciences usually refer to as ‘historical sociology’, which tends to be a sort of macroscopic analysis, if not holistic, and to use a comparative approach usually based on second-hand data. On the contrary, the socio-history perspective is deeply rooted into a deliberately microscopic analysis of the ordinary work of State officials – even street-level ones – though, following Norbert Elias, socio-historians carefully consider the relations between individuals and institutions, therefore between State officials and States. Third, when trying to grasp the actual practices of State actors, they wonder about the traces left by the past and the means to better interpret them. In short, their scientific concern is both the results and the procedures of their inquiries.

			The chapter precisely insists on these two major concerns. By referring to ‘historical observation’ – at first sight an oxymoron –, it insists on the major interest of a detailed presentation of the procedures by which social scientists show how they “can know what they say” (to quote the famous French historian Marc Bloch). By drawing a comparison between ethnographic inquiries and historical investigations, the paper emphasizes two major requirements, among others, of any social science study: it needs to become familiar with the object thanks to a long-term immersion in the field (even if the research is based on archives); it has to question the position of the scientific observer, not only as a scholastic position (away from practical requirements), but also as a supposedly remote position (but quite often at a very relative distance). Then, the chapter evaluates the various sources which give access to the administrative practices of the past, stressing the strong need to beware of discourses about those practices. It particularly calls for the study of the ‘margins’ of the State, for instance through the case study of the numerous institutions acting as public actors, in order to investigate the changing frontiers or limits of the State, during the so-called bureaucratic Golden Age as well as during the supposedly effective New Public Management era.

		

	

		

			
I 
De l’histoire politique de l’Administration : les figures de l’État en France aux XIXe et XXe siècles



			Alain Chatriot1


			« Le très petit nombre des travaux consacrés à l’histoire de l’État français contraste singulièrement avec la vigueur des jugements qui s’expriment à son propos. D’où le décalage : l’État comme problème politique, ou comme phénomène bureaucratique, est au cœur des passions partisanes et des débats philosophiques tout en restant une sorte de non-objet historique »2.


			Ce constat paradoxal dressé par Pierre Rosanvallon à la fin des années 1980 sur l’historiographie de l’État en France n’a, par chance, aujourd’hui plus la même actualité. Saisir ces changements historiographiques a le mérite de montrer que confrontée aux autres sciences sociales et à des questionnements de natures diverses, l’histoire contemporaine a su renouveler ses méthodes et ses interrogations et se saisir de l’État comme d’un objet central pour une histoire politique très différente de celle longtemps pratiquée. S’il ne s’agit pas ici de dresser un panorama exhaustif des travaux récents, on veut expliquer comment, dans le cas français, se manifeste cette volonté de réinterroger les figures de l’État et en tirer une poignée de thèmes qui constituent autant de voies de recherche plus ou moins empruntées. Car il s’agit bien, pour prendre une expression imagée, « d’ouvrir la boîte noire » de l’État afin d’en discuter précisément les figures : c’est-à-dire tout à la fois, les structures, les lieux, les réseaux, les acteurs et les pratiques. Dans cette approche, les travaux des historiens ne peuvent être dissociés de ceux de certains politistes et sociologues3. De même, les travaux à considérer ne peuvent se limiter ni aux seuls historiens français, ni aux seuls spécialistes de la France.


			
1.	Une redécouverte de l’État par des approches très différenciées


			Pourquoi cette « boîte noire » fut-elle si longtemps fermée en France ? La question n’est pas simple, mais pour parler rapidement, on peut dire que l’histoire sociale quantitative a longtemps renvoyé l’État au rang des objets dignes d’une histoire politique dépassée. L’histoire politique, dont on a parfois trop sommairement clamé le renouveau, s’intéressait surtout à l’histoire de la vie politique (aux partis, aux élections, à l’opinion publique, aux intellectuels, aux médias). Les sciences juridiques4, les sciences administratives5 ou l’histoire bureaucratique6, peu développées en France, restaient trop souvent seulement descriptives, même si certaines démarches étaient originales. Enfin, la science politique française traditionnelle mettait surtout l’accent sur des enjeux de sociologie politique (partisane, électorale...). Ainsi, tandis que l’État et son histoire restaient des objets d’investigation privilégiés pour les médiévistes et les modernistes7, les contemporanéistes oubliaient l’étude d’un « monstre froid » au nom d’autres priorités historiographiques.


			Quatre inflexions visibles dans l’historiographie française méritent ici d’être rappelées. La première est celle ouverte par la synthèse proposée par Pierre Rosanvallon à la fin des années 19808. Énonçant des principes de méthode pour l’histoire de l’État (déglobalisation, hiérarchisation, articulation et totalisation), il proposait quatre figures de l’État pour structurer sa démonstration : le « Léviathan démocratique », l’« instituteur du social », la « providence » et le « régulateur de l’économie ». Le politique est alors entendu comme une catégorie englobante qui ne se réduit en rien à la simple histoire des idées. Il est intéressant de noter que la première version de cette synthèse s’inscrivait dans un ouvrage collectif où les travaux d’historiens spécialistes d’autres périodes apportaient leurs propres historiographies. Ainsi, les études de certains médiévistes et de nombreux modernistes ont aidé à produire une vision plus complexe du politique, soucieuse aussi bien des forces sociales que des constructions juridiques, des questions conceptuelles que des luttes d’intérêts.


			La science politique, sous l’impulsion de quelques professeurs (Pierre Birnbaum, Jacques Chevallier ou Michel Offerlé en France, Theda Sckopol aux États-Unis, entre autres), s’est aussi saisie de l’objet « État ». Amorçant toute une série de recherches neuves aux frontières entre science politique et histoire, c’est une quasi-école qui s’est construite en France autour de la revendication d’une sociologie historique du politique qui met au cœur de ses préoccupations une certaine vision de l’État et ses différentes réalisations9.


			L’histoire économique et sociale s’est aussi illustrée sur ce domaine. Les études maintenant classiques de Christophe Charle sur les élites de la IIIe République10 ou de Michel Margairaz sur la politique économique et financière entre 1930 et 196011 ont là encore montré la voie à d’autres travaux.


			Enfin, dernière rupture : l’apparition d’une nouvelle histoire politique prenant l’État au sérieux. Sa particularité première a été de repolitiser l’histoire de l’Administration et par leurs travaux personnels comme par les initiatives collectives qu’ils ont dirigées Marc Olivier Baruch et Vincent Duclert ont ici été en pointe12. S’interrogeant aussi bien sur les rapports entre Administration et politique que sur les pratiques des fonctionnaires, cette démarche a fait surgir des objets méconnus qui n’oublient ni le monde colonial, ni les domaines économiques et sociaux, ni les grandes crises (guerres ou épurations), ni les aspects de compétence et de professionnalisation, ni même une interrogation intellectuelle sur l’État de droit et la démocratie. Elle a aussi correspondu à une écriture plus complexe de l’histoire de la République en France13.


			
2.	La diversité de l’histoire de l’État


			Penser l’État et l’Administration en historien nécessite une réflexion sur la complexité des formes étatiques. Indéniablement, si par commodité de langage on parle de « l’État » avec un E majuscule et au singulier, il convient souvent de préciser par des adjectifs qualificatifs de quel État il s’agit.


			Les formes de l’État obligent à s’interroger sur ses différents corps administratifs, sur ses différents lieux (et sa présence en ces lieux, avec les questions de centralisation et de décentralisation), et sur ses différentes fonctions. Les élites administratives, leurs formations et leurs projets commencent à être bien connues des historiens et des politistes14. La question du rapport des hauts fonctionnaires à la réforme de l’État a ainsi donné lieu à plusieurs études15 sur les différents moments du XXe siècle où cette question a été posée : entre-deux-guerres16, début de la Ve République17, années 1970-199018. L’histoire de certains corps administratifs, confrontés à des crises19, constitue un champ de recherche récemment parcouru : ainsi pour la magistrature durant la Seconde Guerre mondiale20 ou à la guerre d’Algérie21. Certains corps administratifs ont été bien étudiés : des diplomates22 aux receveurs des Postes23 ; d’autres comme le Conseil d’État attendent encore des travaux de recherche24. Si la question du syndicalisme des fonctionnaires est bien connue25, celle de l’histoire de la statistique des fonctionnaires en est à ses débuts26, de même que celle de tous les « fonctionnaires intermédiaires »27.


			Décrire la complexité des formes ne suffit pas à saisir les pratiques de l’État : il faut saisir l’État dans son fonctionnement, tant durant des « temps ordinaires » que durant des phases de crises. L’influence des guerres, des crises politiques et sociales, les apports des sciences de gouvernement28 sont autant d’entrées qui méritent d’être prises en compte. L’ordre colonial, avec son droit et ses codes, ses pratiques administratives et judiciaires, sa diversité, est un espace privilégié pour des études sur les expériences politiques et administratives françaises au miroir déformant de ces pratiques exceptionnelles29. Les terrains coloniaux ont en particulier donné lieux à des études remarquables qui croisaient histoire des administrations et histoire des sciences30 ou histoire du droit de la nationalité31.


			Les interventions de l’État dans les domaines économiques et sociaux constituent, à n’en pas douter, un morceau de choix pour le renouveau des études sur l’Administration. Réfléchir au service public et à l’intérêt général, aux modalités de la mise en place d’une équité sociale ou de politiques assurantielles, saisir les variations de doctrines, de politiques en ces domaines permet, là aussi, d’éviter une histoire descriptive et souvent désincarnée de l’État32. L’échelle des institutions est particulièrement propice dans une approche d’histoire de l’État et des questions économiques33. Comprendre le fonctionnement d’un corps spécifique de fonctionnaires comme celui des inspecteurs du travail34 ou les formes d’intervention administrative dans les politiques sociales et dans des politiques économiques comme celle des retraites35 oblige ainsi à souligner directement les liens entre histoire de l’État et histoire économique. Les nombreux travaux amorcés par le Comité pour l’histoire économique et financière de la France, aidé par le ministère des Finances, ont permis de connaître certaines directions36, certaines figures de hauts fonctionnaires37, certaines politiques publiques spécifiques38.


			Les travaux sur l’histoire de l’État providence, et en particulier sur le cas français, sont aujourd’hui nombreux et ils ont largement pris en compte les recherches des politistes et des juristes et se sont parfois fait dans des cadres pluridisciplinaires39. On dispose aussi bien d’études sur des institutions40 que sur des fonctionnaires41. Certaines politiques publiques ont fait l’objet d’enquêtes historiques approfondies, particulièrement attentives aux différentes échelles d’intervention politique et dépassant les analyses longtemps limitées aux seuls discours : ainsi, l’étude de la politique familiale menée par le gouvernement du maréchal Pétain a été revisitée récemment en prenant en compte les pratiques régionales42.


			Parler de l’État en histoire ne peut d’autre part se faire au prix d’un oubli de la société. Dans le cas français, le discours de l’État jacobin est pour une part un mythe, qui, comme tous les mythes, a aussi son efficacité dans l’ordre des représentations43. Ce mythe nous intéresse également en ce qu’il censure ou favorise certains discours ou encore maintient des institutions comme les chambres de commerce44 ou du musée social45 dans une extrême discrétion. Les lieux de contact, conflictuel ou institutionnalisé, entre l’État (gouvernement, administration, Parlement) et les acteurs sociaux constituent ainsi des terrains passionnants et sans doute prioritaires à étudier46. Le renouveau de l’histoire des élites économiques apporte beaucoup dans la confrontation à l’État et aux administrations47.


			Un des points marquants des dix dernières années est constitué par l’investissement nouveau de l’histoire de l’État et des fonctionnaires concernant le XIXe siècle. Les approches peuvent avoir pour origine l’histoire économique, l’histoire sociale ou l’histoire des sciences et des techniques48, mais elles prennent toutes au sérieux l’État et ont beaucoup apporté pour reconsidérer aussi bien le fonctionnement politique de certains régimes que des réalités jusqu’alors peu aperçues. Les forces de gendarmerie et de police ont fait l’objet de nombreuses et riches enquêtes49. Le Second Empire et les débuts de la IIIe République sont maintenant mieux connus, en particulier sur le plan de l’histoire de l’État50. L’originalité est peut-être de signaler ici que rarement ces travaux se revendiquent comme de l’histoire politique. Il faut aussi noter que le XIXe siècle a largement été investi depuis bientôt vingt ans par des travaux de politistes français51 et que les juristes les plus attentifs à l’histoire du droit administratif ont proposé des études importantes52.


			Enfin, les régulations juridiques, longtemps ignorées par les historiens contemporanéistes, car jugées trop techniques, sont des objets tout aussi cruciaux pour mettre au jour d’autres « figures de l’État ». Le renouveau récent des études sur les normes économiques montre ainsi que, loin d’une opposition entre Codes rigides et liberté des acteurs, on peut retrouver tout un continuum passant par les « usages » ou la jurisprudence des tribunaux de commerce, avec une véritable complémentarité entre lois générales et espaces de négociation laissés aux acteurs, espaces eux-mêmes plus ou moins contrôlés par l’État. Des travaux récents sur l’histoire des fraudes alimentaires53 et sur la pollution industrielle54 ont renouvelé nettement le regard que l’on peut porter sur le fonctionnement de l’État depuis la Révolution française.


			De même, les études sur le droit renouvellent considérablement les interrogations sur la nationalité et la citoyenneté ou sur la formation des grandes régulations sociales et judiciaires. Ainsi, l’histoire de l’indignité nationale de la Révolution française à la Ve République aide à mieux comprendre l’ensemble du système politique français55. C’est l’étude de cet espace intermédiaire dans toute sa diversité qui peut seule permettre de réellement comprendre les politiques publiques, aussi bien dans leur genèse et leur formulation que dans leur mise en œuvre réelle et donc toujours en partie négociée. La gestion des populations étrangères et immigrées a fait l’objet de nombreux travaux de sciences sociales qui ont largement enrichi la compréhension du fonctionnement et de l’histoire des administrations françaises56.


			
3.	Une histoire « globale » et comparative ?


			Parler d’histoire « globale » à propos de cette histoire de l’État ne consiste donc pas tant à proclamer un énième retour victorieux de l’histoire politique, mais à signaler que les questions de l’histoire politique sont invariablement liées à des questions d’histoire sociale, d’histoire économique, d’histoire juridique ou d’histoire culturelle. Dans une telle vision, l’attention aux dimensions matérielles de l’histoire de l’État tient aussi une place. Les lieux, les budgets, les préséances et protocoles, le fonctionnement des secrétariats et les pratiques administratives les plus quotidiennes éclairent la légitimité et l’efficacité de bon nombre d’institutions.


			Dans cette logique, les archives les plus classiques peuvent prendre un sens différent. Ainsi, la production juridique et normative longtemps quelque peu dédaignée par les historiens peut être passionnante à analyser. À partir de ses terrains concernant le gouvernement du maréchal Pétain et ses administrations, Marc Olivier Baruch l’a très bien montré. Dans son travail de doctorat, il livre ainsi une analyse à la fois simple, précise et originale par rapport à la tonalité historiographique longtemps dominante : « La norme est la matière même de la production administrative, de sorte que le papier est le premier des témoins de l’activité d’une administration. Nous sommes certes conscient qu’il serait hasardeux de confondre un texte officiel avec le contenu de la politique qu’il entend régir, dans la mesure où il y a entre eux toute la distance entre intentionnalité et réalité. Le texte est néanmoins déjà utile comme révélateur de cette intentionnalité, et il l’est d’autant plus que l’on descend dans la hiérarchie des normes. Ce que la loi entend faire – les exposés des motifs sont à cet égard souvent des textes qui méritent intérêt – le décret le précise et la circulaire l’explicite et plus encore si, comme c’est souvent le cas dans plusieurs séries d’archives que nous avons consultées, les dossiers conservent la trace des versions préparatoires, des transmissions entre services et brouillons. Conservée dans la forme où elle fut produite, l’archive administrative doit non seulement être lue pour ce qu’elle contient, mais aussi être interrogée sur ce qu’elle ne dit pas. Le vide d’un dossier peut être en soi un élément d’information, et il convient d’interroger le document non seulement dans son contexte [...] mais aussi dans sa forme »57.


			L’archive étatique est en effet d’abord le témoignage du travail même de l’État. Ce point a été rappelé brillamment par les historiens du XIXe siècle qu’ils travaillent sur l’administration de l’Intérieur sous le Consulat et l’Empire58 ou sur les enquêtes des préfets sous la Restauration et la Monarchie de Juillet59. Une application de ces recommandations a été remarquablement réalisée pour l’étude de l’action d’une administration préfectorale dans la répression anti-juive durant la Seconde Guerre mondiale60. Restituer les pratiques de l’État passe en effet par une attention aux sources et à leur structuration, mais aussi à la matérialité des documents (la démonstration effectuée sur la délicate question du fichage des Juifs est remarquable), au rôle des circulaires ou à l’utilisation du vocabulaire et à la forme donnée aux procès-verbaux, autant d’éléments qui permettent de comprendre ces pratiques administratives. Une telle perspective permet de reposer, mais avec des arguments précis, la question du zèle des fonctionnaires dans l’application de la législation antisémite et aussi celle des rares actions de résistance. L’auteur corrige aussi bien les disculpations douteuses soutenues que les approximations que l’on peut parfois lire sur l’organisation de l’appareil de répression. L’analyse de la vie de la préfecture grenobloise (avec y compris les enjeux induits par ses organigrammes) indique toutes les potentialités d’une histoire politique de l’Administration.


			Comprendre l’État comme un objet plein pour une histoire affranchie de barrières sous-disciplinaires trop strictes implique donc de réfléchir à des pluralités de type de sources possibles, y compris bien sûr les images, tant la question de la représentation de la politique et de l’État est toujours une question primordiale pour tous les régimes. L’importance des distinctions et des honneurs retrouve aussi une place dans l’histoire de l’État61. L’organisation des rituels publics collectifs peut aussi se nourrir d’une histoire précise du fonctionnement des administrations62.


			L’étude peut aussi porter, avec l’aide d’une histoire des sciences très renouvelée, sur une vision de l’État comme producteur de savoirs sur la société, créateur d’institutions et de politiques scientifiques63. L’utilisation des statistiques en particulier a donné lieu à plusieurs travaux64. Plus largement, les pratiques d’expertise ont pu faire l’objet d’analyses mêlant histoire de l’État, histoire des professions, histoire économique et histoire des sciences65. On rejoint ainsi les approches sur l’histoire de la « technocratie »66.


			Des secteurs spécifiques, comme celui de l’espionnage et du renseignement67, commencent à être bien analysés. Des aspects d’apparence plus classiques ne doivent pas non plus rebuter l’analyse, et les études de structures administratives méritent d’être revivifiées. Les démarches, souvent plus commémoratives que scientifiques de certaines administrations (parfois secondées en France par l’existence de nombreux comités d’histoire ministériels), ne doivent pas occulter que les administrations centrales et locales sont aujourd’hui paradoxalement mal connues ou que certains grands corps de l’État attendent encore l’écriture de leurs histoires. Certes, les administrations territoriales, longtemps délaissées par les historiens commencent à faire l’objet d’enquêtes approfondies68 qui rejoignent ainsi les travaux des politistes sur les enjeux municipaux69.


			D’autres approches ont également réfléchi aux apports de l’histoire du genre à l’histoire de l’État et proposé une autre vision des fonctionnaires70. C’est ainsi toute une nouvelle série d’objets qui sont peu à peu apparus (comme la consommation71), relayés d’ailleurs par des dialogues avec la sociologie.


			Les réflexions sur l’État de droit et les questions de légitimité (posées par les juristes et les philosophes) peuvent aider à mieux poser certaines interrogations sur le sens du service de l’État72.


			Enfin, et c’est là un de ses intérêts les plus notables, une telle histoire de l’État oblige au comparatisme – sur ce point, la science politique est souvent plus en avance que l’histoire73. De nombreuses études permettent aujourd’hui de mieux comprendre en particulier les États totalitaires, non pas seulement dans leurs principes et doctrines politiques, mais bien dans leur fonctionnement administratif74. Le renouvellement s’inscrit ici au cœur de l’interrogation sur le totalitarisme en abordant concrètement les questions du consentement, de la désobéissance, des marges de manœuvre, des formes d’encadrement du social par le politique. Une interrogation sur les phases d’épuration administrative apporte ainsi, par exemple, beaucoup75.


			Plus largement, certains territoires étrangers intéressent particulièrement des historiens français dans des logiques d’histoire de l’administration : le monde ottoman76, l’Afrique77, le monde russe78. L’histoire des États-Unis constitue un cas à part tant le débat entre historiens américains est vif79, mais il est bien relayé par des historiens français80.


			Sans être forcément le cœur d’enquêtes historiques, l’État contemporain, ses administrations et ses politiques, ne sont en tout cas plus maintenant négligés par les historiens. Certes, « l’histoire politique » reste toujours, pour de nombreux universitaires, limitée à l’histoire parlementaire et électorale, et d’autres ont fait le choix de « se renouveler » en s’engouffrant dans les modes de l’histoire culturelle. Cependant, des travaux de grande ampleur récents montrent avec justesse l’intérêt d’essayer de comprendre au plus près le fonctionnement de l’État. Partant chacun d’un événement précis, Alain Dewerpe avec les morts de Charonne81 et Steve Kaplan avec un fait divers durant la IVe République82, proposent des histoires totales dans lesquelles l’État tient une place centrale. De même, pour traiter de larges questions comme le consentement à l’impôt83 ou l’intégration des jeunes84, des historiens se sont interrogés finement sur les formes prises par l’État pour gérer ces politiques.


			Enrichies par les apports des historiographies étrangères comme par ceux des spécialistes d’autres périodes historiques et d’autres disciplines (au premier titre, la science politique s’intéressant à l’histoire85, même s’il ne faut pas se cacher que le dialogue entre disciplines n’est pas toujours simple : le droit restant en particulier assez rétif aux travaux des historiens86), l’histoire de l’État contemporain constitue donc un bon chantier d’expérimentation pour une histoire politique élargie qui n’oublie ni sa dimension sociale, ni les représentations des acteurs, ni les contraintes juridiques, ni les débats conceptuels.
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