
Politics, Administration, and the "New Deal" 
By LUTHER GULICK 

I. SPOILS "POLITICS" 

AMAJOR objective of American 
governmental reform is to 

"take administration out of politics." 
Hardly a month goes by during which 
some one does not arise to demand that 
we "take the schools out of politics," 
or it may be the health department, or 
tax administration, or the supervision 
of banking and insurance, or highway 
administration. But it is always the 
same tune and the same words: "take 
administration out of politics." 

And how do we proceed to take ad- 
ministration out of politics? By two 
typically American devices: prohibi- 
tion and isolation. 

Prohibition of "politics"- 
The doctrine of prohibition rests on 

the assumption first that abuses can 
be eliminated by making them illegal; 
second, that the abuses themselves are 
significant and not merely symptoms 
of underlying forces; and third, that we 
can automatically achieve good gov- 
ernment by eradicating vicious acts. 

Unfortunately, all these assumptions 
have fallen down. All the prohibi- 
tions with regard to purchases, the 
handling of funds, the appointment of 
personnel, the spending of moneys, and 
discriminations in tax assessments 
have been found to be utterly worth- 
less when left to stand by themselves. 
They are of value only when woven 
into and carried forward by positive 
administration. Their legal status is 
of minor significance. We have dis- 
covered also that good organization 
and up-to-date systems of fiscal and 
administrative control are far more 

effective than all the criminal statutes 
in the world in dealing with tax col- 
lectors, treasurers, assessors, meter 
readers, license collectors, and the 
custodians of supplies. Many times 
what is needed is not the prohibition 
of an act, but simply a change in the 
distribution of work so that the corrupt 
act becomes impossible. But the 
greatest fallacy is the belief that the 
elimination of crime will give us good 
government-that sterility and virility 
are synonymous. Perhaps we can by 
prohibitions and checks and balances 
make a government that is virtually 
powerless to go wrong because it is 
powerless to go at all. But surely that 
is not the objective of mankind today. 
It would seem, therefore, that prohibi- 
tion does not offer us a way to 
salvation. 

Isolation of departments- 
The philosophy of isolation is this: 

If any governmental activity is be- 
deviled with the spoilsman and bad 
"politics," let us take it away from the 
established city government, or state 
government, and set up a pure, new 
public agency, quite independent from 
the sordid influence of the established 
order. This can be accomplished by 
having an unpaid board with over- 
lapping terms and with independent 
taxing power, or at least with certain 
fiscal powers which will protect the 
new organization from "budget com- 
petition" with the other activities. 

This is the accepted status of educa- 
tion in the United States today. It 
has been tried for parks, for city plan- 
ning, for recreation, for highways, for 
health, for police, for fire, for budget 
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making, for tax administration, and 
for water works and sewers. In fact 
it would be difficult to find an activity 
which has not at one time or another 
been isolated from the government of 
the area. Even the task of selecting 
individuals for public appointment has 
been split off from other administra- 
tion and "taken out of politics" by the 
creation of the Civil Service Commis- 
sion. 

Foundations of isolation- 
It is well to analyze this doctrine of 

isolation a little further so that we may 
visualize the power behind it and thus 
understand somewhat better its uses 
as well as its abuses. An examination 
of the various movements for the 
maintenance or the establishment of 
isolation for individual governmental 
activities, cannot fail to disclose first of 
all the natural antipathy of most men 
for complicated problems and solu- 
tions, and a striving for immediate 
results. If the city has an inadequate 
recreation program and the personnel 
in the department is incompetent and 
political, the immediate and easy way 
out is to take the recreation depart- 
ment out of politics and set up an ap- 
pointed board of high-minded citizens 
with a fixed appropriation or direct 
taxing power. A few leaders can whip 
up the show of great public interest, 
put the reform over, and then allow the 
citizens to go to sleep again. But un- 
fortunately in a democracy such re- 
forms are transitory; and they do not 
begin to achieve their full possibilities, 
because they attempt to go it alone 
instead of forming an integral part of 
the complicated social program of the 
community. 

A second force back of the isolation 
movement is the guild. People, with 
few exceptions, tend to group together 
for their own protection and advance- 
ment and to meet their craving for 

social outlet. While each individual is 
part of many such groups, there is 
none, unless it be the family, more im- 
portant to him than his professional or 
trade group, his guild. Guilds among 
producers, manufacturers, and mer- 
chants are only now coming to life 
again after the destruction wrought 
upon them by the industrial revolu- 
tion. But the military guild, the 
theological guild, the legal guild, the 
medical guild, the engineering guild, 
and the educational guild have flour- 
ished, and new guilds arise with 
each subdivision of professionalism. 
Among these may be mentioned the 
morticians, the life insurance actuaries, 
the certified public accountants, the 
plumbers, the barbers, the bankers, the 
social workers, and the government 
researchers. 

It is a central dogma of each of these 
guilds, first, that what is good for them 
is good for society, and second, that 
they know their own business and that 
no nonmember of the guild is qualified 
to make any comments or suggestions 
about the policies or the activities of 
the guild. The ludicrous absurdity of 
this attitude is obvious to every pro- 
fessional man except when applied to 
his own particular guild. If he ques- 
tions these doctrines in his own associ- 
ation he is a traitor and an outcast, and 
may even be called a philosopher! 

With such a foundation, then, of 
group consciousness, it is almost in- 
evitable that each guild should desire 
to pull the government apart so that 
the guild may take to itself the man- 
agement and the control of its special 
part of the governmental system. 
This makes for the isolation of func- 
tions. 

There is a further and more funda- 
mental force making for the develop- 
ment of independent, ad hoc govern- 
mental agencies. You cannot grow 
grass on the golf links unless it is fenced 
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off until the sod is established. Those 
on the outside can seldom get a broad 
and radically new idea or service taken 
up by the government and put into 
operation experimentally under favor- 
able auspices, for the simple reason 
that the insiders feel that the new idea 
or service is foolish and impractical if 
indeed not impliedly a criticism of 
what they have been doing or not 
doing in the past. The failure of the 
experiment is welcome news to the 
time-honored routiners. 

Under the conditions we face today 
in America, the great mass of citizen 
associations interested in reform from 
the outside feel, with much justice, 
that they cannot achieve their ends 
through the existing governmental 
departments and personnel. They 
therefore demand the creation of an 
ad hoc government to start off their 
new activity, and they expect to be 
placed in control of the new agency. 
While the grass is growing, while the 
experiment is under way, such isola- 
tion is probably necessary and desir- 
able. This is especially true in the 
United States, where, in contradistinc- 
tion to Europe, most of the leadership 
for reform comes from outside the es- 
tablished personnel and departments. 
We need a few signs, "Keep off the 
Experiment." 

But it does not follow that isolation 
should remain as a permanent policy. 
In fact, the consideration of what is 
happening today in city governments, 
in county governments, in state gov- 
ernments, and even in the Federal 
Government will make it clear that we 
must abandon isolation in the long run 
and develop closely integrated govern- 
mental organizations. 

The case for integration- 
An indispensable element of success 

in a complicated situation is planning. 
This is true in the work of any govern- 

mental unit, or of any series of gov- 
ernmental units serving the same 
people and collecting taxes from them. 
The taxpayers will not and cannot 
readily finance all of the activities 
which are necessary. Even in times of 
prosperity it was impossible to pay for 
all the things which seemed impera- 
tive, to say nothing of the good ideas. 
Under present conditions it is even 
more necessary to cut the coat accord- 
ing to the cloth. How can this be done 
with several independent tailors and 
no single pattern? 

The "good life," for government as 
well as for individuals, consists in bal- 
ance and proportion-" nothing too 
much" and nothing too little. A city 
cannot spend all its energies and re- 
sources for highways or for bridges or 
for schools or for sewers or for police. 
It must have these things in propor- 
tion. The maintenance of this propor- 
tion in a changing environment in such 
a way as to reflect the desires of the 
people is probably the most important 
single task of any democratic govern- 
ment. 

The act of broad planning, of bal- 
ancing a complicated program of work, 
can be successfully undertaken only 
when all of the variables are brought 
together at the same time and passed 
through a single mind or a single body. 
This is imperative during periods of 
rapid and wide change. During long 
and stable periods, entirely successful 
working arrangements can be devel- 
oped even by separate individuals, 
boards, and authorities. Time heals. 
Friction eliminates itself. But in 
times of change, such a policy is mani- 
festly unsatisfactory. 

In the field of management, close 
integration offers marked advantages. 
These have been summarized by W. F. 
Willoughby as follows: 

It correlates the several operating serv- 
ices of the government into one highly 
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integrated and unified piece of administra- 
tive mechanism; it insures the establish- 
ment of an effective system of overhead 
administration and control; it makes defi- 
nite the line of administrative authority 
and responsibility; it lays the basis for, if 
it does not automatically effect, the elimi- 
nation of duplication in organization, 
plant, equipment, personnel, and activities; 
it makes possible effective cooperative re- 
lations between services engaged in the 
same general field of activity that can be 
obtained in no other way; it furnishes the 
means by which overlapping and conflicts 
of jurisdiction may be avoided or readily 
adjusted; it facilitates greatly the stand- 
ardization of all administrative processes 
and procedure; it permits of centralization 
of such general business operations as pur- 
chasing, the custody and issue of supplies, 
the recruitment and handling of personnel, 
the keeping of accounts, the maintenance 
of libraries, laboratories, blueprint rooms, 
etc., and finally, it furnishes the absolutely 
essential foundation for a properly or- 
ganized and administered budgetary sys- 
tem. 

In considering the problems of 
politics and administration, we may 
add to this list three further factors of 
importance: 

1. When all of the governmental ac- 
tivities of a given area are brought 
together in a single authority, you 
have a larger-scale enterprise than 
would be the case if there were several 
ad hoc agencies. You have a broader 
base. This in itself permits a greater 
division of labor, more specialization, 
better opportunities for careers in the 
public service, and a higher peak of 
eminence for the top administrators. 
This makes possible the use of more 
able and better trained persons in the 
key positions without increasing the 
unit or overhead costs. 

2. Independence of supervisory ad- 
ministrative authority among agencies 
working closely together in the same 
geographic area or serving the same 

persons breeds and accentuates a 
peculiar form of jealousy and friction. 
The curious fact is that this jealousy 
springs from extreme loyalty to the 
individual services. This kind of 
jealousy is the bad result of a fine im- 
pulse gone wrong because of the failure 
of mutual understanding. It is ex- 
tremely wasteful, especially in the pub- 
lic service, though it exists also in 
universities, automobile factories, in- 
surance companies, railroads, and all 
other large, complicated enterprises. 
Its worst effects are found between 
city governments and the coinciding 
local school governments. Democ- 
racy gains nothing by the continual 
bickering between city councils and 
boards of education, nor by the slurs 
which the school teachers continually 
cast upon the city authorities before 
classes of impressionable future citi- 
zens. This idea of "taking the schools 
out of politics" is ideally conceived to 
raise up citizens who have no respect 
for the remaining agencies of local 
government. 

3. Integration recognizes the prin- 
ciple of economy of citizen attention. 
The success of the operation of democ- 
racy must not be made to depend 
upon extended or continuous political 
activity by the citizens, nor upon un- 
usual knowledge or intelligence to deal 
with complicated questions. Ap- 
parently, citizens must not be asked to 
say more than "yes" or "no" on a few 
constitutional questions, and "I trust 
you" or "I don't trust you" on a few 
representatives. They cannot be 
asked to take part in the intricacies of 
the planning process. This they must 
delegate. If it is to be discharged at 
all, it must be built into the govern- 
mental system. The institutional in- 
tegration of all the local activities is 
the method of bringing this about in 
local affairs. If we take various ac- 
tivities "out of politics" and set up 
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isolated ad hoc governments, this 
planning function is thrust back on the 
people, who cannot discharge it, and 
it is therefore left to accident, chance, 
and the political boss. 

This principle of economy of citizen 
attention applies also in the field of 
publicity and public reporting. Only 
in an integrated government can this 
be handled with the proper emphasis 
and balance. Local and state govern- 
ment news is in competition with all 
other news. Its chances of command- 
ing attention are greatly enhanced if 
properly handled. This requires skill 
and specialization, the opportunity for 
which is obviously better in large-scale 
activities. 

Inasmuch as we have failed to "take 
administration out of politics " through 
prohibition and also through isolation, 
is it not time to try a new attack? 
Why not turn about and endeavor to 
take "politics" out of administration? 

II. POLITICS 

Thus far we have been dealing with 
"politics" in the vulgar sense as a part 
of the spoils system. But this is not 
the scientific nor the significant mean- 
ing of the word. In its true meaning, 
politics is action, action which has to 
do with the control of rulers. The 
politics of a government, the control of 
the direction of a government, has 
therefore been the supreme stake of 
revolution and reform since the dawn 
of history. The onward march of 
democracy has been the gradual ex- 
tension of the right to participate 
effectively in this control to the ordi- 
nary men and women who are gov- 
erned and served by government. 
This is what we mean by "self-gov- 
ernment." 

In this true sense, politics cannot be 
taken out of administration nor ad- 
ministration out of politics, for surely 
no one desires to take away the control 

and leave rulers a free hand to do what- 
ever they wish. This would be to turn 
back the clock and throw away a most 
precious prize that mankind has won 
through the years. But how are we to 
distinguish between politics as the es- 
sential of democratic control and 
"politics" which is part of the spoils 
system? 

"Politics" and politics- 
If the state legislature passes a law 

requiring all apartment houses to have 
an automatic gas cut-off which will 
stop the flow of gas when a building 
catches fire, is this "politics" or 
politics? When the specifications of 
a city for sewer pipe are drawn so that 
only one manufacturer of a patented 
design can meet the requirements, is 
this "politics" or politics? When the 
tariff on aluminum is increased, or 
when the Congress votes to free the 
Philippines, are these "politics" or 
politics? Are the exclusion of immi- 
gration, the suspension of tax sales and 
mortgage foreclosures, the closing of 
banks, or the approval of fictitious 
balance sheets for insurance companies 
"politics" or politics? 

"In the shrewd popular eye, politics 
is par excellence a struggle for posi- 
tion," is the definition of G. E. G. 
Catlin in his Principles of Politics. 
But in the scientific sense, he says 
"politics is the study of the control re- 
lationship between willing beings."' 
Obviously, like the word "agriculture," 
the word "politics" may be used to 
mean the study or the science of a 
given set of related facts. It may also 
be used to designate the vocation of 
utilizing this kind of knowledge. But 
are not both of these secondary con- 
cepts drawn from the primary concept 
which has to do with the actions and 
the things involved? In this light 

Catlin, G. E. G., Principles of Politics, 
pp. 60, 92. 
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politics is action, action which has to 
do with the control of government. 
These actions may deal with the con- 
trol relationships mentioned by Catlin, 
or with co6perative service relation- 
ships. But in any case they are 
brought to bear upon the men who are 
the government, that is the rulers. 

In the vulgar definition, "politics" 
also is action; it is action which has to 
do with selfish advancement or advan- 
tage through the control of rulers. 
Analysis of actions shows that the dis- 
tinction between "politics" and pol- 
itics is not in the act itself. It is in the 
objective of the person taking the 
action. The freeing of the Philip- 
pines, for example, was favored by 
certain senators because they believed 
in freedom for all peoples as a proper 
state policy and as an expression of the 
desire of the Nation. It was favored 
by other senators to advance their own 
selfish positions by helping the sugar 
and other interests. Some favored 
the Panama Canal because they 
thought it would be good for the coun- 
try as a whole by aiding commerce and 
adding mobility to the fleet; others 
were interested in it because it offered 
certain friends an opportunity for 
profit. The Federal assumption of 
state debts in 1790 was indorsed by 
some because they thought it would 
cement the Nation, and by others be- 
cause they had bought up depreciated 
state paper. 

Though there are acts like the ap- 
pointment of a notoriously corrupt 
and incompetent official, the placing of 
a juror, or the passage of shake-down 
legislation, which are 100 per cent 
selfish and therefore pure "politics," 
the great mass of governmental acts 
are such that they are compounded of 
broad social considerations and at the 
same time of private and selfish ends. 
The two cannot be separated or their 
relative importance correctly deter- 

mined even in the actor's own mind. 
We are driven to the conclusion that 

there is no objective method of dis- 
tinguishing between "politics" and 
politics. It follows that we cannot 
create governmental institutions 
which will separate the two, or respond 
to one without being equally influ- 
enced by the other. 

Intermixture of politics and 
administration- 

We have defined politics as actions 
which have to do with the control of 
rulers. In other words, things which 
are done to determine the general 
policy of the government or to influ- 
ence particular acts of particular 
officials or the selection of officials are 
politics. They are acts which in- 
fluence or alter the effective "will of 
the state." They shift the direction 
of public policy. They control the 
rulers. Who are the rulers? The 
government, that is, the formally or- 
ganized and recognized group of men 
who at a given time exercise effective 
power to compel universal service and 
conformity, and to conduct various 
community services. In these same 
terms, the things which these rulers 
do, that is, the work of government, 
the development and enforcement 
of controls, the establishment and 
management of services-these all 
taken together are public administra- 
tion. 

It would seem then that we have 
two distinct categories, politics and 
administration, and that we have only 
to design the agencies of government 
in such a way as to separate these in 
order to "get administration out of 
politics." But when we turn to ex- 
amine the actual work of government, 
we encounter difficulties. As Wil- 
loughby has observed, discretion, the 
use of judgment, is the essential 
element in the determination of pol- 
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icy.2 If any government employee, 
any one of our "rulers," has discretion, 
he not only has the power, but is by 
circumstances compelled to determine 
policy. 

It is impossible to analyze the work 
of any public employee from the time 
he steps into his office in the morning 
until he leaves it at night without dis- 
covering that his every act is a seam- 
less web of discretion and action. It 
is impossible to discover any position 
in government service, or in any other 
service for that matter, in which the 
element of discretion is absent except 
in the purely mechanical operations 
which will doubtless in time be in- 
trusted to machines. What we have 
in administration is a continual process 
of decision-action-decision-action, like 
a man running after a high-batted ball. 

Administrative actions differ great- 
ly, however, in the degree to which 
they are automatic, and therefore in 
the degree to which they are discre- 
tionary. While it is not now possible 
to make exact measurements of the 
relative importance of discretion in 
individual acts, we may none the less 
discern that differences exist, and that 
the differences in the degrees of dis- 
cretion undoubtedly form a continuous 
series rather than two or three or five 
clear-cut categories. 

It follows from this that govern- 
mental institutions cannot be devised 
to coincide definitely with any scheme 
of clear-cut division between policy 
and administration. In the first 
place, no such division exists in actual 
affairs. In the second place, it is im- 
possible to make a few clear-cut group- 
ings of actions or work on the basis 
of the degree of discretion involved. 

Range of discretion- 
In a government organized depart- 

2Willoughby, W. F., Principles of Public 
Administration, p. 11. 

mentally, with a hierarchy of executive 
and administrative officers and a tra- 
dition of direction and coordination 
from the top down through orders, in- 
structions, conferences, appointments, 
fiscal decisions, and discipline, it is evi- 
dent that there is in general a decrease 
of discretionary action as one proceeds 
from the top to the bottom of the sys- 
tem. Discretion, the use of judgment, 
is the right to choose within a con- 
straining framework of necessity. This 
framework becomes narrower and nar- 
rower as the task becomes smaller and 
smaller, that is, composed of fewer and 
fewer variable elements. Conversely, 
as one proceeds upward from individ- 
uals to staffs, to offices, to divisions, to 
bureaus, to departments, to cabinets, 
to chief executives, the scope and the 
importance of discretion expand. 

This expansion of the range of judg- 
ment and choice is certainly not a 
simple arithmetic progression. It is 
not merely an addition of the discre- 
tions inherent in the activities brought 
together under a given supervisor. 
Obviously the supervisor has a respon- 
sibility not only for each one of his 
divisions, but also for their interrela- 
tion. In fact his task is first of all this 
co6rdination of the various activities 
brought under him. If there were an 
accounting of administrative ergs and 
a quantitative measure of the impor- 
tance of freedom and routine in each 
activity, it might be found that the 
variation of the importance of discre- 
tion varies with the square or the cube 
of the agglomerated activities. But 
there is no such administrative ac- 
counting, and we must be content for 
the time being in noting that the im- 
portance of discretion decreases at 
each successive administrative or or- 
ganizational subdivision of work and 
that this decrease takes place at a 
faster rate than a simple arithmetic 
progression. 
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But this again is theory. In prac- 
tice one is confronted by three impor- 
tant variations from this general 
hypothesis that the scope of discretion 
decreases with and faster than the 
subdivision of work. In the first 
place, as a practical matter, officials on 
permanent tenure exercise a greater 
amount of discretion than their asso- 
ciates who are not on tenure, though 
they may be of the same rank in the 
administration. Cases are not un- 
common in which a subordinate official 
on tenure will exercise greater policy 
determining functions than his supe- 
rior who is not on tenure. 

In the second place, in any large 
enterprise it becomes humanly impos- 
sible for the man at the top of a hier- 
archical organization to have all the 
even relatively important matters of 
policy referred to him. If he at- 
tempted to, the entire machine would 
stop operating. It is therefore not 
possible to accumulate more than "one 
manful" of discretionary work at the 
top. The remainder must be distrib- 
uted down the line. 

In the third place, much of the ac- 
tual discretion used in administration 
is used at the very bottom of the hier- 
archy, where public servants touch the 
public. The assessor who walks into 
the home and sees the furniture and 
the condition of the house, the police- 
man who listens to the motorist's 
story, the health inspector who visits 
the dairy, the income tax auditor who 
sees the return and interviews the tax- 
payer-all these people are compelled 
to exercise more discretion, and more 
important discretion from the point of 
view of the citizen, than many other 
functionaries much farther up in the 
organization. While this is the actual 
situation in badly organized and 
poorly directed administrative units, it 
cannot be completely eliminated even 
in the best. 

Kinds of discretion- 
Is it possible to distinguish between 

various kinds of discretion in public 
administration? In particular, are 
there decisions which are sui generis 
"political" or "administrative" or 
"technical" or "important" or "unim- 
portant" or "judicial" or "executive" 
or "legislative" or "constitutional"? 
This has been assumed by many au- 
thorities. It is, however, not possible 
to examine the individual acts of indi- 
vidual men in the normal discharge of 
their governmental work without dis- 
covering that there is no such inherent 
difference in the nature, the purpose, 
and the character of discretion. The 
classification of an individual act under 
any one of the above heads will depend 
upon the existing institutional set-up 
and upon the prevalent pattern of 
values and interests dominant at a 
given time and place. The vaccina- 
tion of school children may be tech- 
nical, unimportant, administrative 
work, or it may be important and po- 
litical. It may be brought under 
constitutional or legislative or judicial 
jurisdiction, or it may be left to execu- 
tive or administrative discretion. 

Whether an act is executive or legis- 
lative or judicial in character, is purely 
an institutional concept, and grows 
out of a practical division of work 
which happens to exist at a given time. 
It does not arise from the nature of the 
thing done. Whether an act is "po- 
litical" or "nonpolitical" is likewise 
not discoverable by an examination of 
the act itself, but only by an examina- 
tion of that act in relation to social 
psychology. In a popularly con- 
trolled government, a decision is 
political and not technical if at the 
time the effective and dominant 
groups of the community or their 
elected representatives and leaders 
desire to have influence in the making 

62 

This content downloaded from 129.174.21.5 on Sun, 5 Jan 2014 14:18:59 PM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


POLITICS, ADMINISTRATION, AND THE "NEW DEAL" 

of that decision, regardless of the ex- 
tent to which chemistry, medicine, 
mathematics, or any other science 
enters in. 

III. ADMINISTRATION AND THE 

NEW DEAL 
Our governmental institutions have 

been slowly molded to suit the work 
which they are called upon to perform. 
When some arrangement of powers or 
distribution of work does not give sat- 
isfactory results, we change it. That 
which works, continues and becomes a 
part of the system, a part of the Con- 
stitution. But the process of change 
is slow. At the present moment, the 
government of the part of the world in 
which we live is in many respects three 
generations behind our necessities and 
our social and economic world. 

The industrial revolution destroyed 
the kind of life for which our Constitu- 
tion was built. The machine age 
shifted populations, developed great 
resources of wealth and power, created 
new group alignments through speedy 
communications, and new interde- 
pendencies, and introduced the revolu- 
tionary principle of the division of 
labor and specialization. But our 
government still has a system which 
does not recognize that the political 
areas for local government, for ex- 
ample, should coincide with the social 
and economic areas which the new 
communications and the new economic 
system have brought into being. 

Nor does our government in actual 
operation recognize the full implica- 
tions of the age of specialization into 
which we have come. The reason for 
separating politics from administra- 
tion is not that their combination is a 
violation of a principle of government. 
The reason for insisting that the 
elected legislative and executive offi- 
cials shall not interfere with the details 
of administration, and that the rank 

and file of the permanent adminis- 
tration shall be permanent and skilled 
and shall not meddle with politics, is 
simply that this division of work 
makes use of specialization and ap- 
pears to give better results than a 
system where such a differentiation 
does not exist. 

Merely to catch up with the indus- 
trial revolution, the American scheme 
of government will require profound 
changes; first, in its system of political 
boundaries; second, in its application 
of the principle of division of labor so 
that government can make proper use 
of the politician, the administrator, 
and the technician; and third, in the 
relation of political parties and inter- 
est groups to the mechanisms of con- 
trol. All these readjustments are 
being made through patchwork 
changes here and there. But the lag 
is great. 

Into the midst of this situation has 
come the "New Deal." The New 
Deal is the decision of the Nation to 
have the government become the 
super-holding company of the eco- 
nomic life of America.3 It has been 
decided that the holding companies 
which had already been partially 
formed by the interlocking directo- 
rates of banks and industries are a pub- 
lic utility, and that this public utility 
is now to be completely consolidated 
and extended, and taken over and 
managed by the public. The impulse 
behind this decision was rage and 
suffering. It does not follow, there- 
fore, that the decision is final. As 
soon as the suffering is mitigated and 
the rage forgotten, there may be a 
change of sentiment, and the public 

3 It is not meant to imply by the use of the 
term "holding company" that the government 
will assume ownership or take the profits of in- 
dustry. The term is used solely to emphasize 
the broad supervisory nature of the new powers 
of government over industry and the way in 
which they are being exercised. 
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super-holding company may be dis- 
solved or turned over to private hands. 
This will depend in large measure upon 
the way in which the bankers and the 
industrialists play their hand in the 
next three years, and upon the skill 
and wisdom of the government. 

New powers and functions- 
While it is therefore too early to 

know precisely what the New Deal 
may bring about, it is not too soon to 
consider how it may revolutionize the 
American system of government. It 
is certain that what we now have-a 
governmental system which has not 
even caught up with the early stages 
of the industrial revolution-will re- 
quire profound adjustment to adapt 
itself to the super-holding company 
revolution. 

First of all, there must be a revision 
of the present distribution of powers as 
between the states and the Federal 
Government. The states must trans- 
fer to the Nation primary control over 
the entire field of business, transporta- 
tion, banking, and taxation. Next, 
there must be a change of the National 
Government not only to take over this 
vast extension of its former powers, 
but also to discharge its totally new 
functions as super-holding company, 
exercising basic control over wages, 
hours, and working conditions, prices 
and distribution, profits and finance, 
and general trade practices, not only 
in the entire range of the basic indus- 
tries but also in the chief agricultural 
fields. 

It requires no great intelligence to 
see that the indispensable condition 
of success of the New Deal, without 
which the program will be no more 
workable than the old economic order, 
is effective and unified planning. 
There must be at the very center of the 
system a mechanism for maintaining 
a changing master plan. This is the 

unique function of the super-lholdilg 
company. In fact, it might almost be 
said that this is the only function, so 
paramount is it in comparison with 
the other work to be performed. 

What does this mean in terms of 
work? It means that the super-hold- 
ing company will have to lay out and 
maintain a central consistency as be- 
tween its policies and programs as 
affecting: wages; the cost of living; 
currency; credit; production; transpor- 
tation; tariffs; taxation; provision for 
the young, the sick, the old, the un- 
employed, and the unemployable; and 
the traditional services of government. 
Unless this is done, various parts of 
the government will be working 
against each other, defeating each 
other, and we shall have under the 
aegis of government the same chaos 
and internal conflict which made it 
impossible for the old order to save it- 
self even after all the major difficul- 
ties were sufficiently understood. 

New administration- 
In terms of administration, there 

are at least three clear implications to 
be drawn from these facts. First, we 
must introduce into government a 
mechanism of central planning. This 
mechanism will be needed to draft the 
master plan, to elaborate its major de- 
tails, to watch its operation, and to 
keep itself informed with regard to 
the changing needs of the Nation on 
every front. 

What sort of organization and per- 
sonnel is required for such work? We 
do not know; but experience to date in 
the Army, in industry, in private re- 
search, and in foreign countries seems 
to indicate that these functions can be 
best performed by an organized staff 
of men highly trained in different 
fields, working together under general 
administrative leadership, totally free 
from administrative responsibility, 
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but intimately acquainted with the 
actual work and adequately supplied 
with statistical and research assistants 
and information. 

The task involved is obviously 
purely in the field of policy. It would 
appear, however, that this master-plan 
staff should be a part of the executive 
and not a part of the legislature. The 
general outlines of the plan will be 
submitted by the chief executive to 
the legislature for approval in the form 
of individual laws and appropriations. 
But these outlines will be little more 
definite than a declaration of war, so 
that the essence of the program is in 
reality in the gradual unfolding of 
the plan in actual administration. 

The second implication for adminis- 
tration is the necessity for developing 
the technique of effective govern- 
mental partnership in business. How 
is government to be an efficient super- 
holding company? How far shall gov- 
ernment use the tactics of J. P. Mor- 
gan and Company, of the A. T. & T., of 
Cities Service, of General Motors, of 
Samuel Insull? What devices shall 
we need to guarantee that the master 
plan is given effect? We know that 
we cannot depend upon legal prohibi- 
tions; we cannot depend upon regula- 
tion-witness our ineffective regulation 
of utilities and insurance companies 
and banks. Government must evi- 
dently participate in management, and 
participate on a scale and with a mas- 
ter-plan objective which makes the 
present endeavor different in kind 
from anything we have heretofore 
attempted. 

The New Deal will also require a 
systematic cultivation of public con- 
tact and of public education of such 
a type that it is a new problem of pub- 
lic administration. If in time of war 
we need a "committee on public in- 
formation," how much more do we 
need an organ of systematic public 

education in the midst of a revolution 
in our scale of values, motives, and 
government! 

The New Deal is politics; it is policy. 
Its success rests upon administration. 
The central fact of importance in this 
administration is the development and 
the enforcement of a master plan 
which will give central consistency to 
all the objectives, all the programs, all 
the organizations, all the procedures 
of the government. To achieve this 
end, there must be developed a new 
and revolutionary extension of the 
practice and the theory of administra- 
tion. We have not only to adjust our 
government and administration to the 
industrial and machine era, but also 
to adapt it to the new super-holding 
company revolution which has en- 
gulfed us. 

IV. POLITICS AND ADMINISTRATION 

The working arrangements of mod- 
ern government are not so much the 
result of theory as of the process of 
trial and success. All the philosophies 
have been fashioned from these re- 
sults, and most of the theories have 
done more or less violence to the facts, 
because they were put together by men 
and given currency by groups which 
had before them a limited set of facts 
and a definite objective. John Locke 
and Montesquieu were surrounded by 
the mechanisms of control of arbitrary 
power which had developed with the 
decay of feudalism, before the growth 
of political parties, general education, 
and democracy. They therefore 
thought that the tripartite division of 
powers and the system of automatic 
internal checks and balances was a 
final philosophical truth. At least, it 
did seem to give them the civil liberty 
and freedom from arbitrary power 
which at the time mankind ardently 
desired. 

This freedom had been largely 
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achieved when Woodrow Wilson and 
Frank W. Goodnow examined democ- 
racy. They were surrounded by 
spoils politics and governmental in- 
efficiency in an age of technological 
specialization. They therefore di- 
vided all government into politics and 
administration, assigning to certain 
organs of government the functions of 
politics, of policy control, and reserv- 
ing for other organs the expert task 
of execution of those policies. This 
theory is equally a product of time and 
desire. 

We now face a new situation and a 
new necessity. The government is be- 
coming and is apparently destined to 
remain, at least to a degree, the super- 
holding company of the economic life 
of the Nation. The fundamental new 
function which government assumes 
in this process is that of devising and 
imposing a consistent master plan of 
national life. This will require a new 
division of actual work, and therefore 
a new theory of the division of powers. 
While it is perhaps too early to state 
such a theory, it is clear that it will be 
concerned not with checks and bal- 

ances or with the division of policy and 
administration, but with the division 
between policy veto on one side and 
policy planning and execution on the 
other. 

In the world into which government 
is moving, the executive will be called 
upon to draft the master plan. De- 
liberative and advisory representative 
groups will be asked to consider and 
adopt the broad outlines of various 
parts of this plan. The executive will 
then be given full power to work out 
the remainder and the interrelations 
of the program and to carry it into 
effect, not only through the established 
agencies of government but also 
through new agencies of a quasi- 
private character. The legislature of 
the future will have two primary 
powers: first, the veto over major 
policy, and second, the right to audit 
and investigate. Behind the entire 
process will be the controlling hand 
of the mass of the citizens in party and 
pressure groups. These are the bricks 
and straws from which the new theory 
of the division of powers must be con- 
structed. 

Dr. Luther Gulick is director of the Institute of 
Public Administration and of the New York Bureau 
of Municipal Research; Eaton professor of municipal 
science and administration, Columbia University; 
and counsel of research staff legislative committees 
and tax departments of various states. He is au- 
thor of "Evolution of the Budget in Massachusetts" 
and "An Adventure in Democracy," and co-author 
of "Municipal Finance," "Finances of New York 
City," "Tax Exemption in New York State," "Fis- 
cal Problems of City School Administration," and 
"School Construction." 
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