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While we may all agree in principle that both implementers and 
evaluators should be culturally sensitive and ethical as well as 
instrumentally effective in their work practices, we often ignore 
the extent to which these practice goals may conflict with one 
another in achieving bureaucratic competence, particularly in a 
multicultural society. Reconciling them requires us to acknowl-
edge the indispensable role of responsible program evaluation 
in this effort, one that addresses: both the employees and the 
recipients of programs; the need for evaluators to be open to 
both theoretical and operational contributions to the field; the 
signal role of bureaucratic, as well as electoral, modes of repre-
sentation; the indispensable function of affirmative action and 
pay equity programs in reconciling diversity and fairness; and 
the principle that subjects in evaluation and implementation 
processes should play a more significant role than the passive 
status assigned them by traditional bureaucracy and applied 
social science. 

Nous convenons sans doute tous que tant les responsables de la 
mise en œuvre que les évaluateurs devraient se montrer sensibles 
aux différences culturelles et tenir compte des enjeux de l’éthique, 
tout en faisant preuve d’une efficacité opérante dans le cadre de 
leur pratique professionnelle. Cependant, nous minimisons ou 
nous refusons de tenir compte du fait que ces objectifs de pratique 
peuvent entrer en conflit dans l’atteinte de compétence bureau-
cratique, particulièrement dans une société multiculturelle. Les 
concilier exige la reconnaissance des facteurs suivants : le rôle 
indispensable d’une évaluation responsable de programme dans 
ces efforts, évaluation qui s’étendra aux employés ainsi qu’aux 
clientèles ciblées par ces programmes; l’ouverture d’esprit des 
évaluateurs, en particulier quant aux apports théorique et opéra-
tionnel au domaine; le rôle joué par les modes de représentation 
bureaucratique et électoral; la fonction indispensable des pro-
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grammes d’action affirmative et d’équité salariale en adressant la 
diversité et l’équité; enfin, l’engagement envers le principe selon 
lequel les sujets visés par les processus d’évaluation et de mise 
en œuvre devraient jouer un rôle plus important que le statut 
passif leur désigné par la bureaucratie traditionnelle et par les 
sciences sociales appliquées. 

INTRODUCTION

In the concluding section of Bureaucratic Representation 
(Wilson, 2001), I acknowledged the increasingly central role that 
program evaluation was coming to play in the public and social sec-
tors of many to most Western/Northern societies. I stressed the fact 
that its increasing formalization as a taken-for-granted requirement 
and expectation in the formulation and implementation of govern-
ment programs augured well for an improved comprehension of the 
functional indispensability of bureaucratic representation, coupled 
with an appreciation of the necessity of “responsible discretion” by 
public and civil servants. 

This increasing formalization extended not only to the determi-
nation of legislatures and governments to ensconce demands for 
formative and summative evaluations and related tools for assess-
ing responsibility in statutes and enabling legislation, but in subor-
dinate legislation as well. A major point lacking in this optimistic 
assessment, however, was the imperative need to focus attention 
in the process of more fully utilizing a program focus and program 
evaluation on both cultural sensitivity and practical ethics, thereby 
seeing their twin concerns as not only different from but potentially 
in competition with one another. This is particularly necessary in 
societies where one or another form of multiculturalism is acknowl-
edged to be de jure or de facto state or public policy. My object here 
is to attempt to address these concerns in a way that may suggest 
some new and fruitful approaches to re-conceptualizing and render-
ing operational bureaucratic competence as both the basis of and a 
device for improving program evaluation, while acknowledging the 
central role of cultural and ethical, alongside instrumental, con-
cerns in these societies by focusing specifically on public and social 
sector employment.
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RECONCEPTUALIZING BUREAUCRATIC COMPETENCE

Cross-cultural factors present evaluators with unique knowledge is-
sues that bear directly on the success of policies as well as programs, 
and issues of governance as well as of management. Deep evaluation 
knowledge is no less important and no less necessary an outcome 
of evaluations than more direct and immediate improvements to 
practice. Even basic texts in program evaluation make the point that 
while its primary purpose may be improvement in applied rather 
than basic knowledge, the results often provide both types (Posavac 
& Carey, 1997, pp. 10–20; Rossi & Freeman, 1985, pp. 357–399). 
That this is both an opportunity and an issue for program evaluators 
becomes clear once the consequences of being required to synthesize 
and utilize both applied and basic knowledge in one’s own and other 
culture settings are addressed (cf. Weech, n.d.).

This study points to two generic situations, but particularly to the 
latter one, where cross-cultural efforts at program evaluation are 
not only required but invaluable: (a) own culture evaluators in other 
cultures and (b) multicultural evaluation sites in own culture. The 
purpose is to assess the consequences for what I call the “bureaucratic 
competence” of both evaluators and implementers. Bureaucratic com-
petence is a concept, approach, and evaluative schema that should 
be defined on the basis of the achievement by implementers of three 
sets of criteria: instrumental capacity; cultural sensitivity to different 
cultures (cf. Anderson-Draper, 2006; New Directions for Evaluation, 
2004); and ethical integrity with regard to own culture. Both (a) and 
(b) type situations make it clear that bureaucratic competence cannot 
be restricted to concerns about instrumental capacity alone, even if it 
were as “objective” as we like to assume (Hood, 2004; Reinke, 1999). 

Instead, it is also necessary to address constructively the tension be-
tween own culture values and other culture sensitivity, whether fun-
damental ethical maxims of own culture are or are not being directly 
challenged (cf. SenGupta, Hopson, & Thompson-Robinson, 2004). 
Even though in what follows we shall be alluding to matters bearing 
on both (a) and (b) type situations, our major focus will be on (b). This 
is because they are central elements in the effort to successfully im-
plement established and continuing multicultural and other diversity 
focused programs and policies in Ontario and elsewhere in Canada 
(Government of Canada, 1985, 1988; cf. Kymlicka, 2007a, 2007b).

Bureaucratic competence thus begins with organizational and admin-
istrative capacity, but does so only inasmuch as this capacity includes 
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responsiveness to sensitivity and integrity issues as well as those of 
a strictly instrumental nature (cf. Wiesenthal, 2007). This is why its 
focus is inherently critical rather than solely affirmative and why it 
necessarily includes as one of its central tasks matters of governance 
as well as those of management. Ongoing assessments of bureau-
cratic competence are essential for both successful implementation 
and comprehensive, innovative evaluation. Its understanding and 
improvement must therefore be a central concern of program evalua-
tion as both an applied and a basic social science (Wilson, 2001, chap. 
8). It is always necessary to take a critical approach to and attitude 
toward processes of implementation and their relation to temporally 
completed outcomes, particularly given the reality of evanescent, shift-
ing and politically influenced criteria for defining “success” (Hogwood 
& Gunn, 1984, pp. 162–164; Wilson, 2004, pp. 229–261).

In addressing the way that bureaucratic competence is redefined by 
the addition of and resulting synthesis from cross-cultural consid-
erations in particular, we need to posit an ideal typical model of the 
phenomenon based on Western/Northern administrative, political, 
and social/economic assumptions, then examine how and why reality 
not only does but often must differ from the model (Weber, 1946, 1978; 
Winch, 1947). This is particularly important because the relevant unit 
of legally competent jurisdiction is in fact a variation on this model 
that increasingly carries out its work, or should carry out its work, 
on the basis of programs that can be successfully implemented and 
regularly evaluated in one form or another either during implementa-
tion or soon afterwards. Conceptualizing bureaucratic competence by 
reference to the sort of ideal typical construction pioneered by Max 
Weber and subsequent students of bureaucracy (cf. McKinney, 1966; 
Shils, 1948; Udy, 1958, 1959) allows us to acknowledge the need for 
an expanded and significantly revised conception of formal-legal ra-
tionality, one that comprehends the cultural, and by implication the 
cross-cultural, element in both (a) and (b) type situations (Kronman, 
1983, chap. 4; Wilson, 2004, introduction and chaps. 1, 5). 

CROSS-CULTURAL SENSITIVITY

Effective and responsible governance of any program created, modi-
fied, or sustained by legislation or subordinate legislation presup-
poses detailed knowledge of its purposes, goals, and objectives. It 
also requires an acknowledgment of the means that are legally and 
politically, as well as organizationally, available to carry it out and 
achieve realistic outcomes that will publicly demonstrate its success 
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(Hogwood & Gunn, 1984, pp. 162–164, 224–225). The relationship 
between the first and second is an ethical and cultural as well as a 
legal and political issue, thus the concern with governance as opposed 
to just management, and with its being an ethical and cultural rather 
than solely an instrumental and organizational issue. 

However, the fact that it is a cultural issue means that sensitivity 
may also include government policies such as affirmative action and 
pay equity (discussed in the next three sections) that address legal 
and even constitutional considerations (Wilson, 2001, chap. 6). This 
makes the responsibility for effective implementation and evaluation 
both more complex and more straightforward (cf. King, Nielsen, & 
Colby, 2004) to the extent that our understanding of effectiveness 
must necessarily comprehend non-efficiency as well as efficiency con-
siderations bearing on effectiveness (Mason, 2004; Reinke, 1999). This 
is the case whether own culture evaluators are carrying out program 
evaluations in other cultures (a) or in own culture multicultural or 
other diverse settings (b) (Thomas, 2002; Wilson, 1984, 1988; and 
especially LaFrance, 2004).

A most significant challenge for implementation and its evaluation 
is therefore the need for effective and responsible governance beyond 
the issues normally enumerated in “own culture” evaluations. It 
points to the concerns that regularly arise when attempts are made 
to transfer the knowledge and skills to programs either (a) in other 
cultures by own culture researchers engaged in this endeavour or 
(b) in organized work settings within own culture where there is a 
preponderance of employees from one or a number of other cultures. 
This distinction between at least two basic types of “cross-cultural” 
settings is central to the need for an expanded and significantly 
revised concept and practice of “bureaucratic competence” as an es-
sential factor in both types of program evaluation. Having said this, 
however, it is becoming clear that (a) and (b) type situations are 
not necessarily always mutually exclusive, but bear witness to the 
ongoing (and exponentially increasing) combination of permanent 
in-migration, less permanent stays, family visits, and international 
professional and other occupational and student exchanges (cf. Moore 
Milroy, with Wallace, Rees, et al., 2002).

I have already alluded to the concept of “cultural competence” in 
recent evaluation literature. Not surprisingly, it plays a central role 
in evaluating the bureaucratic competence of those charged with im-
plementing programs in own culture multicultural and other diverse 
contexts. Evaluators need at the very least to be culturally sensitive, 
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broadly speaking, but not only in order to evaluate these programs in 
circumstances where employees come from multicultural and diverse 
backgrounds, however. This requirement of cultural sensitivity is also 
important for evaluators in assessing the effectiveness of implemen-
tation processes and outcomes on recipients from such backgrounds. 

While both of these considerations enter into an assessment of bu-
reaucratic competence, our focus on multiculturalism and diversity 
here is concerned mainly with employees and only secondarily with 
recipients. It is as a consequence of these and related considerations 
that evaluators need to address the following matters. How and why 
does culture matter in evaluation theory and practice? Can sensitiv-
ity to culture both improve the quality of evaluations and add value 
to them? What impact might considerations of multiculturalism 
and diversity have on the future development of evaluation practice 
and theory? Is cultural sensitivity enough or does the need for cul-
tural competence suggest more formal knowledge and training? (Cf. 
Thompson-Robinson, Hopson, & SenGupta, 2004.) 

While cultural competence as a more formal capability for evaluators 
clearly makes sense, it only does so if by competence we presume 
knowledge and training relevant to relatively specific populations, 
whether defined by ascribed or acquired characteristics. Expecting 
evaluators to have special expertise beyond sensitivity, apart from 
assuming a relatively static knowledge base and relatively fixed and 
unchanging circumstances, would make it difficult for otherwise ca-
pable evaluators to meet the standard of competence, however open 
and sensitive they might be, in the absence of extensive specialization 
beyond that already required (cf. Symonette, 2004). 

Better to repose confidence in their ongoing commitment to research 
focused on continually upgrading and revising their knowledge in 
response to new evaluation tasks and circumstances based on their 
ongoing work experiences and study. Cultural competence would then 
be understood to constitute an orientation or attitude to the tasks and 
circumstances of evaluation practice itself, coupled with openness and 
sensitivity, which might well lead to more specific competences over 
time as a result of such practice (cf. Anderson-Draper, 2006, p. 61; 
Canadian Evaluation Society, 2010; Conner, 2004; LaFrance, 2004; 
Zulli & Frierson, 2004).

A final point relates to the claim made above that while the primary 
purpose of program evaluation may be improvements in applied prac-
tical rather than basic knowledge, the results often provide both (cf. 
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Posavac & Carey, 1997; Rossi & Freeman, 1985). What makes this 
both necessary and problematic for program evaluators is evident 
from an analysis of both type (a) and type (b) situations. In both cases, 
evaluators are required to think and act “as if” they were either in 
their own culture and/or doing research in a mono-cultural setting 
for purposes of generating direct and immediate practical knowledge, 
while being reflexively aware of the essential need for cultural sensi-
tivity in the interests of more basic knowledge, albeit basic knowledge 
that may turn out to be even more essential for improved practice 
precisely because of the cultural reference implicit in type (a) and 
type (b) situations. 

It is the very necessity of this added reflexive aspect in both forms of 
“cross-cultural” evaluations cited that can, but need not, be problemat-
ic for evaluators, as long as they are aware of the fact that both forms 
of knowledge, though likely essential to some extent in all program 
evaluations, are imperative in all forms of cross-cultural evaluations. 
The implications for “bureaucratic competence” as a concept, as an 
approach to evaluation, and especially as the possible basis for an 
evaluative schema only serve to underscore the need for a different 
and more expansive understanding (cf. Conner, 2004). In both types of 
cross-cultural evaluations, an assessment of bureaucratic competence 
will, of necessity, be concerned not only with instrumental capacity 
as an immediate goal, but with cultural sensitivity and awareness, as 
well as ethical considerations, albeit in the interests of a heightened 
bureaucratic competence that would not be possible without these 
latter considerations. 

Thus, while increased instrumental capacity may be one immediate 
goal of evaluations, it is unlikely to be realized in the absence of a 
more expansive concept, approach, and evaluative schema for as-
sessing bureaucratic competence, one that includes most fundamen-
tally cultural sensitivity and awareness as well as considerations 
of practical ethics in its understanding. To the extent that cultural 
sensitivity and awareness function in both type (a) and type (b) situ-
ations as essential elements of thinking and action by “own culture” 
evaluators, among others, they constitute a clear instance of “deep 
evaluation knowledge” that is indispensable if these individuals are 
to develop improved applications in the form of more immediately 
practical knowledge in these settings. 

The point that I have in mind here is well captured in Francis Ba-
con’s now classic distinction between experimenta fructifera and ex-
perimenta lucifera, between studies that bear fruit immediately and 
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those that shed light that will eventually bear fruit (Bacon, 1968). By 
not implying that either type of experiment was necessarily mutu-
ally exclusive of the other, Bacon left open the likelihood that their 
mutual impact was, or could be, reciprocal, something that becomes 
of progressively greater significance when one considers the emerging 
relationship between time, culture, and increasing globalization in 
evaluation studies (cf. Wilson, 2004, pp. 263–294, 331–367).

BUREAUCRATIC REPRESENTATION

While concerns of sensitivity necessarily dominate cross-cultural 
issues bearing on program evaluation, program knowledge, and pro-
gram governance, other matters also intrude on the fit and tension 
between belief, sensitivity, appropriateness, and competence, broadly 
speaking, as they relate to the scope of and limits to the transferability 
of program evaluation to members of other cultures, wherever they 
reside. If competent jurisdiction is assumed to be the basis of effective 
and responsible program delivery and evaluation, then a standing 
permanent bureaucracy remains the ideal type unit of competent 
jurisdiction, today no less than in Weber’s time. 

In clear contrast to Weber’s time, however, the basis for the claim to 
superior competence of this ideal type today, particularly in type (b) 
situations, must include not only continuity and expertise, along with 
values bearing on hierarchy, rule orientation, and position-based defi-
nition of occupational function and role, but representation as well. 
By this I mean the capacity to represent central, but also marginal, 
groups in the society, and do so at least as well as and usually better 
than the system of elected democratic representation, particularly 
in two-party parliamentary/cabinet or presidential systems (Wilson, 
2000, 2001, especially chaps. 1–3). 

Bureaucratic representation, it turns out, is a crucial element abso-
lutely essential for assessing and evaluating bureaucratic competence. 
By this I mean the type, nature, and extent to which public and social 
bureaucracies, as well as other organizations, are “representative” 
of the multicultural, and in other ways diverse, populations they 
both serve and are, or should be, recruited and drawn from. In what 
follows, I discuss characteristics of bureaucratic representation that 
expand and redefine the notion of competence so that it comprehends 
aspects of representation that underscore the need, as well as a way, 
to update Weber’s “ideal type” construction of bureaucracy, carried 
out as it was in vastly differing, albeit notionally Western/Northern, 
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circumstances a century ago (Bendix, 1977, p. 271; Kronman, 1983; 
cf. McKinney, 1966, especially Foreword and chaps. 1, 2, 6–8). 

Weber’s construct emphasized competence as constituting three clus-
ters of empirically observable components: hierarchy, expertise, and 
commitment to a career (Weber, 1946, pp. 196–244). This study sug-
gests that the dynamic relationship between the three be re-concep-
tualized and reformulated because bureaucratic representation as an 
activity, process, and program/policy goal is proving to be essential 
for social stability and continuity, particularly in multicultural and 
otherwise diverse societies like Canada, but also throughout Western/
Northern societies (Wilson, 2001, chap. 6). In effect, while electoral 
representation remains absolutely indispensable as a necessary con-
dition for a responsible and responsive representative democracy 
under the rule of law, bureaucratic representation is increasingly 
indispensable as a sufficient condition for the success of these politi-
cal and administrative arrangements.

Not surprisingly, democratic theory, at least until recently and quite 
ironically, has had little or nothing constructive to say about the 
crucial function of bureaucratic representation. Indeed, vilification 
of bureaucracy in all its forms has long been a staple of politicians, 
business, and the media in these societies. Present circumstances 
strongly suggest that it be understood as the sufficient condition that 
underscores the very insufficiency of democratic theory on its own, for 
better or worse, as only a necessary condition for stability and conti-
nuity (Godsell, 1994; Long, 1962; Wilson, 2001, chaps. 3–5). Without 
contesting the indispensability of electoral representation, one cannot 
ignore or minimize the signal role of bureaucratic representation as a 
largely unheralded sine qua non that makes our electoral systems of 
representation work as well as they do in the overall process (Wilson, 
2000). This is especially important given the myth that most regularly 
accompanies the fiction that electoral mechanisms in representative 
democracies are sufficient on their own to stability and continuity in 
Western/Northern societies. 

I am referring to the myth of the active and alert concerned citizen 
who can regularly be counted on, alone or in concert with others, to 
keep elected representatives and their appointees on their toes. As it 
turns out, and quite contrary to the conventional wisdom, the public 
and social sector employment relationship has proven to be central 
rather than incidental or peripheral to this and related functions. 
This is particularly the case when it has responded appropriately to 
the need for policies and programs such as affirmative action and pay 
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equity, among others. These latter provide a most important compen-
satory device filling the gap that has always existed between the illu-
sion of citizenly display and the reality of citizenly preoccupation and 
often even alienation from the political process altogether. It is just 
that now these specific policies and programs have become a necessity 
in circumstances that challenge more traditional approaches to deal-
ing with less immediately apparent forms of diversity and difference.

The question for own culture researchers carrying out evaluations 
of programs at various stages of implementation employing or ad-
dressed to members of other cultures is precisely what the standard 
unit of competent jurisdiction should look like, and the extent to 
which it should emulate realistic understandings of own culture 
examples on the matter of key structural and attitudinal attributes 
of an effectively functioning, legal-rational bureaucratic administra-
tive entity (cf. Hogwood & Gunn, 1984, pp. 120–121). For instance, 
even the outward appearance of a permanent continuous structure 
may lack full-time persons appointed in a qualified merit-based way 
who view their present positions as part of a career over time leading 
from initial appointment to progress through the ranks and on into 
retirement. Appointment instead may be based on caste, class, status, 
gender, or tribal groupings or based on privatization, outsourcing, or 
political contacts, pure and simple. How significant is this contrast 
to the now conventional legal-rational model, not only in the sense 
of instrumental competence, but given the emerging central role of 
cultural and ethical factors as well (cf. Wilson, 1984, 1989, 1992)?

Having said this, do we really need to go outside our “own culture” 
to discover the extent to which this ideal type model of legal-rational 
bureaucracy is conditionally, if not thoroughly, unrealistic (Rossi & 
Freeman, 1985, pp. 357–399)? I have already cited domestic, own 
culture multicultural circumstances in situation (b) where this con-
trast can readily be observed, and not solely in order to be critical of 
it. Indeed, it can be (and often has been) argued that bureaucratic 
competence is actually heightened overall where the legal-rational 
form is altered in specific, contextually appropriate ways in response 
to the joint circumstances of substantial in-migration and resulting 
multicultural and other diversity focused accommodation in bureau-
cratic work relations in the recipient culture. Nevertheless, and in 
explicit contrast to situation (a) where a researcher from own culture 
is attempting to evaluate the implementation of programs in other 
cultures, in situation (b) sensitivity can often go just so far before own 
culture laws, values, and practices become sufficiently challenged as 
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to require either a formal or informal response addressed to issues of 
ethics and/or the onset of a gradual process of accommodation.

The practice of bureaucratic representation, responsive as it has 
had to be to affirmative action and pay equity issues tied directly 
to the status, power, and remuneration of new citizens and perma-
nent residents, particularly those who are female and/or members 
of visible minorities, has often found this tension both difficult and/
or impossible to ignore or deal with constructively. Implicit in this 
need for responsiveness has been awareness of the fact that in any 
representative democracy, citizenship means not only the right to 
vote for candidates for public office but the no less important ability 
to run for office or support those who do (cf. Long, 1962, pp. 64–76). 
Bureaucratic representation differs from “representative bureauc-
racy” by going beyond merely mirroring passively existing forms of 
“representation” in favour of a more affirmative approach (Wilson, 
2001, pp. 5–6). 

Here the concern is actually to reproduce in the microcosm of the 
employment relationship the key ascribed properties of those being 
served in rough approximation to their percentage in the population. 
An even more radical, albeit necessary, policy-based set of programs 
is pay equity or comparable worth. It is more radical than affirmative 
action in practice because it goes beyond relatively more established 
(but not to be taken for granted) policies like equal pay for equal 
work, the law in Canada since 1960. It is also more radical because 
its purpose is to rectify pay inequities in order to break down existing 
“ghettoes” where women in particular have traditionally been a clear 
majority. This contrasts to the goal of affirmative action, which seeks 
the inclusion of equally meritorious but underrepresented elements 
of the existing and emerging workforce in higher paying positions 
and careers at or above the so-called “glass ceiling.”

EVALUATING BUREAUCRATIC COMPETENCE

Competent legal jurisdiction remains the cornerstone of effective, 
sensitive, and ethical program formulation, implementation, and 
evaluation, with one or another form of bureaucracy the organiza-
tional “minimum condition” on which its likelihood and probability of 
success depends, in other cultural settings no less than our own, and 
whether internal or external to our own culture. I have suggested that 
questions of sensitivity and appropriateness often need to be inter-
posed between instrumental and ethical concerns without, however, 
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threatening or compromising fundamental own culture values. I have 
said this mindful of the fact that ideal typical models of bureaucracy 
and derived notions of competence and jurisdiction are often unreal-
istic or even utopian, based on assumptions that we may not like to 
have called into question, but which often or regularly need to be in the 
interests of disentangling the ideal type from the reality that Weber 
above all always said we should compare it against (Weber, 1978, pp. 
6–8; but see Wilson, 2004, pp. xxi–xlvii, 15–46). The fact that this is no 
less necessary in own culture studies of programs intended to maxi-
mize greater fairness and equal opportunity in employment hiring, 
advancement, and remuneration only underscores the need to come as 
close as possible to the ideals of multiculturalism and diversity in this 
domain and elsewhere (King et al., 2004; Moore Milroy et al., 2002).

An evaluation of bureaucratic competence as I have defined it, focused 
on instrumental capacity, cultural sensitivity, and ethical integrity, 
should begin with support from the government of the relevant ju-
risdiction to proceed with relatively well-defined venues out of which 
case and comparative studies can be formulated. The purpose here 
is to monitor the implementation of already existing legislation, 
subordinate legislation, and/or bylaws or to suggest lacunae where 
programs need to be put in place or improved in response to clear 
problems or demand. In many instances, some of them well known to 
implementers and evaluators, whether in house or from other govern-
ment agencies or external professional evaluators, the merit-based 
assessment of personnel in all three areas cited has been compro-
mised, in some cases irretrievably (cf. King et al., 2004; Symonette, 
2004). The only way that the practice of bureaucratic representation 
can work effectively as a major vehicle for achieving and maintain-
ing social stability and institutional continuity through bureaucratic 
competence is by holding firm on present proactive policies by insist-
ing that reality come as close to the ideal as is realistically possible 
(Wilson, 2001, pp. 123–128).

A most prominent example already cited that is central to the en-
hancement of the goals of multiculturalism and diversity in em-
ployment is the policy of affirmative action that has been a formal 
requirement of the Canadian Constitution since 1985 (Government 
of Canada, 1985). Affirmative action programs relate directly to oc-
cupancy of the preferred jobs and careers in all organized work sys-
tems, particularly those in the public or social sectors. They address 
not only initial intake, but the subsequent representation of gender, 
ethnic, racial, cultural, lifestyle, linguistic, religious, regional, and 
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abledness groups in all sectors of the public service in a way that 
roughly mirrors in microcosm the populations being served. 

The object is to treat organized work as an arena where individuals 
must have an equal opportunity to be hired and thereafter promoted 
within and between organizations on the basis of merit. While detrac-
tors have equated affirmative action with quotas, it is important to 
underscore the point that recourse to quotas on their own constitutes 
nothing less than the defeat of this policy rather than its confirmation 
(Wilson, 2001, pp. 134–136). Quotas only become important in situa-
tions where two or more applicants for a given position are considered 
substantially equal from the standpoint of an assessment based on 
merit. That is to say, any preference for an applicant from the more or 
most underrepresented group must be based on substantial equality 
on the merits. In the absence of such a finding, individual members of 
underrepresented groups lose any possible (merit-based) preference 
they might have had. 

Affirmative action is therefore intended to preserve a merit-based 
scheme wherever it has been in force, allowing only that in circum-
stances of substantial, but only marginally less than total, equality 
the applicant or employee from the most or more underrepresented 
group in the community ought to be given preference where there 
is only one position available. We must remember that regularly or 
often those who benefit less or least from the implementation of af-
firmative action programs also turn out to be meritorious members of 
other visible minorities and/or women, either because of significant 
ethnic, racial, and/or cultural concentrations other than theirs in a 
given bureau or agency, or because of vastly differing methods by 
which they were hired, advanced, or remunerated. 

An analysis of these two major failures in program implementation 
is urgently overdue, since both run counter to the public interest in 
instrumental capacity, ironically enough, by demonstrating it to be 
intimately related to matters of both culture and ethics. How can we 
seriously expect new Canadians to embrace the ethical tenets of this 
country, thereby putting observance of their own culture in proper 
perspective, when they encounter legal justification and support for 
such practices (Jimenez, A1, A5; Paikin, 2007)? 

Pay equity, otherwise known as comparable worth or equal pay for 
work of equal value, is the other major policy that should ideally im-
pact significant elements of the multicultural community. It attempts, 



106 The Canadian Journal of Program Evaluation106

as noted, to address and redress pay inequities by requiring that job 
types and categories be rated on the basis of a scheme that becomes 
the basis of comparisons between jobs (Government of Ontario, 1985). 
It complements affirmative action to the extent that it addresses is-
sues of employment in work settings that are lower paying, therefore 
more task oriented and less discretionary, in contrast to managerial, 
executive, and professional positions that are the object of affirma-
tive action legislation. The rating scheme compares jobs traditionally 
carried out mainly, and often exclusively, by either men or women, 
based on the following criteria: knowledge and skills, broken down 
into (a) job knowledge and (b) interpersonal skills; mental demands, 
broken down into (a) independent judgement and (b) problem solv-
ing; accountability, broken down into (a) freedom to take action and 
(b) impact on results; and working conditions, broken down into (a) 
physical effort, (b) hazards, and (c) discomfort. 

Each of the subsets has four or five choices that can be made when 
evaluating and re-evaluating a given job. Utilization of schemes like 
these seeks to provide a more balanced assessment of jobs, job types, 
and job categories in order to counter the fact that all too often certain 
categories of jobs are either carried out by men and are better paid 
for this reason alone or are better paid because they are protected 
by unions or different job definitions or are said to be a response to 
allegedly “objective” market forces. As noted, equal pay for work of 
equal value or comparable worth legislation goes significantly beyond 
equal pay for equal work to advance a scheme for determining equal 
value that is often or regularly in dispute by those who defend un-
equivocally no less controversial conceptions of both “merit” and “the 
market” as allegedly valid and objective determinants of the value of 
labor (cf. Wilson, 2001, pp. 128–134).

A MODEST PROPOSAL

Social policies like affirmative action and pay equity, properly un-
derstood and implemented responsibly, are central elements in any 
effort to improve bureaucratic competence because they give proper 
scope, directly or indirectly, to concerns of cultural sensitivity and 
practical ethics alongside those of instrumental effectiveness. Indeed, 
as I suggested earlier, taking the first two concerns seriously is more 
likely to lead to greater instrumental effectiveness, broadly conceived, 
in both implementation and evaluation activities than would be the 
case if we failed to do so. As Mason (2004) has pointed out, this is 
precisely what distinguishes effectiveness from narrower concerns of 
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efficiency on its own, one reflected in our need to account for qualita-
tive improvements in outcomes that cannot necessarily be reduced 
exclusively to quantitative, measurable indicators. 

Another way of incorporating sensitivity, ethics, and resulting overall 
effectiveness into implementation and evaluation activities has a 
distinctly ethical tone to it, and perhaps might be viewed as a sug-
gested process use protocol for developing both evaluation capacity 
and implementation capacity (King, 2007). Its purpose is to resist 
traditional research practices on the matter of the relationship be-
tween the researcher and those being studied in favour of treating 
this situation as an opportunity to maximize substantive values 
of participation and dialogue. It begins by purposely going beyond 
existing formal protocols bearing on this relationship in order to 
empower respondents and clients, thereby making them an integral 
part of the research situation rather than simply being subjects 
who are really the objects of it. After all, we surely want to endorse 
research practices that honour, rather than contradict, the values of 
our general culture without unduly burdening the research process 
itself. Indeed, commitment to democratizing these practices is highly 
likely to have the same sort of positive impact on the overall quality 
of the implementation or evaluation research being carried out that 
considerations of cultural sensitivity and ethics can be expected to 
have on instrumental effectiveness.

Meeting established ethical, cultural, and instrumental protocols 
at the very least means that all relevant issues must be made plain 
to respondents, including the purpose(s) of the research, their right 
of informed consent or its refusal, their right of confidentiality or 
anonymity, the intended design of the proposed instrument(s), and 
the plan for disseminating the results. These inquiries, in whatever 
official or non-official form, will also need to be supported by the 
relevant jurisdiction of government at the highest political and staff 
levels. What is proposed here, after all, is nothing less than a continu-
ous process use evaluation of two of the most important programs 
addressed to multiculturalism and diversity ever brought into force 
in Ontario and Canada. Bureaucratic competence, conceptualized in 
the ways suggested, must seek a more comprehensive form in line 
with recent post-industrial developments, one that goes beyond es-
tablished practices to balance concerns about instrumental capacity 
with those of cultural sensitivity and ethical integrity. 

By doing so, it will provide a realistic basis for multicultural practices 
consonant with emerging geo-cultural patterns of in-migration and 
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settlement while further underwriting the continued progress of 
bureaucratic representation as the key to stability and continuity in 
all representative democratic systems (cf. Moore Milroy et al., 2002). 
Note that none of what has been said here seeks to play down or ignore 
recent well intended and important efforts to improve the existing 
system of electoral representation, which remains the foundation of 
all other forms and processes of representation in a democracy (cf. 
Paikin, 2007). The argument here is that at present bureaucratic 
representation is absolutely essential as a sufficient condition for the 
representation of women and minorities in and through the employ-
ment relationship in Ontario and Canada, supplementing electoral 
representation as the indispensable necessary condition. Indeed, 
this is not likely to change much even if significant modifications 
do occur over time in our present “single member district, first past 
the post” electoral systems for the simple reason that bureaucratic 
representation is too important to institutional and social stability 
both here and elsewhere.

Having said this, it is difficult to dispute the fact that the relationship 
between the need for research that is able to discern important new 
findings using one or another combination of empirical and related 
methods of investigation, and the requirement that extensive human 
rights protocols be honoured and actively observed is necessarily a 
dynamic and a changing one. To acknowledge that the latter must 
always trump the former in a conflict between them does not mean 
that the relationship must take the form of a zero sum game. The 
problem for most forms of research involving human subjects is to 
discover a way to both honour the required protocols and achieve bet-
ter, more reliable empirical and other forms of knowledge using more 
sophisticated techniques of design, investigation, interpretation, and 
comparison (cf. Ulrich, 1984). 

My modest proposal in support of challenging existing research and 
related protocols, which purposely seeks to politicize the research 
situation itself, does suggest a way to achieve heightened practical 
knowledge by activating the role of the formerly passive employee or 
client as a subject, thereby effectively “radicalizing the postulate of 
adequacy” that originates in phenomenological philosophy (Wilson, 
1983, pp. 247–259; 2004, pp. 295–329). As Alfred Schutz put it:

Each term used in a scientific system referring to human 
action must be so constructed that a human act performed 
in the life world by an individual actor in the way indi-
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cated by the typical construction would be reasonable and 
understandable for the actor himself, as well as for his 
fellow man. (Schutz, 1964, p. 85)

The fact that this observation can fruitfully be pointed to as a basis 
for improving standard bureaucratic practices as well as those in-
volving evaluation only underscores its inherent cultural and ethical 
value, alongside its instrumental efficacy, for the purposes I have 
suggested here.

This suggestion takes as its point of departure the assumption not 
only that there is a significant difference between everyday life un-
derstandings and those of social science and related academic and 
professional activities, but that the latter often purchase their under-
standings at a price that is thoroughly unacceptable to the former. 
This simply underscores Max Weber’s original observation regarding 
the costs of social science’s second order knowledge claims relative to 
the first order competences of actors as participants (Weber, 1978, 
pp. 17–22). By this he meant to contrast the superior conceptual 
formality of scientific and professional practices to the more immedi-
ate practical concerns of commonsense knowledge. To endorse this 
subversion of established protocols by radicalizing the postulate of 
adequacy demands that the research situation move beyond tradi-
tional practices already in place to more actively involve participants 
so that they in effect become real subjects in this situation rather 
than mere objects of it. 

Radicalization is synonymous with politicization whenever opera-
tive protocols require that subjects understand not only what they 
are being asked to respond to and existing research ethics protocols. 
They would also have to agree with the knowledge claims that were 
eventually constructed out of their testimony, remarks, and overall 
participation. If they did not, then they would have the right to 
construct alternative understandings if they wished, and have these 
produced alongside the work of the researcher(s) as a condition of 
the latter’s publication (Wilson, 1983; 2004, pp. 313–315). Reference 
to and support for a critical methodology of the sort suggested here 
simply seeks to put teeth into the affirmative and dynamic nature of 
bureaucratic representation as a process of empowerment that ideally 
should go beyond passively mirroring the composition of the society 
being served. This latter view, not surprisingly, is more popular with 
supporters of the practice of “representative bureaucracy” (Wilson, 
1983, 2000, 2001). 
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The overall effect of this proposal as a basis of practice in both re-
search and (other) bureaucratic settings would have the effect of 
reflexively activating the goals of both cultural sensitivity and ethical 
integrity by underwriting a process of individual self-identification 
and action. This in contrast to the standard practice of relying mainly 
on others to act on behalf of employee or client concerns that have 
been passively stated and recounted. This by itself would assist 
substantially in guaranteeing better implementation of affirmative 
action, pay equity, and other multicultural and diversity focused 
programs. Together it could form the basis for the development of a 
dynamic and realistic, rather than a static and utopian, prototype for 
bureaucratic competence, one that is committed to reconciling merit, 
fairness, and equity with instrumental capacity, cultural sensitivity, 
and ethical integrity. In so doing, it would also serve to provide even 
fuller legitimacy to evaluative activities than they already justifiably 
have (cf. Kymlicka, 2007a, 2007b; Reinke, 1999; Symonette, 2004). 

These changes not only provide the indispensable necessary condi-
tions for reassessing bureaucratic competence so defined and un-
derstood, but often constitute a sufficient condition for asserting its 
successful attainment whenever formal legitimation is required. I 
have only suggested a way to safeguard this central function of evalu-
ations by showing why programs must always involve both basic and 
applied knowledge and address both governance and participation 
issues, and why these issues can be counted on to occur increasingly 
in cross cultural, multicultural and global settings (cf. King et al., 
2004; SenGupta et al., 2004).

SUMMARY AND SYNOPSIS

At present there is an urgent need in Ontario and Canada to re-
conceptualize what we mean by “bureaucratic competence” so that it 
takes account of matters addressed to cultural sensitivity and ethi-
cal integrity as well as instrumental capacity, which in any case has 
never really been separate and distinct from other considerations.

The cross-cultural and multicultural reality of metro urban centers, 
especially the Greater Toronto Area and the York and Peel Regions, 
resulting from the in-migration of new Canadians who happen to 
be members of visible minorities, combines with women of all back-
grounds to demand a fundamental reconsideration of our approach 
to program implementation and evaluation in this important area 
of policy.
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What makes this most acutely evident is the ongoing reality of what I 
have elsewhere addressed as “bureaucratic representation,” a central 
vehicle whose job has always been to compensate for the insufficien-
cies of the electoral mode of representation that is the backbone of 
all democratic systems, particularly two-party “first past the post” 
systems.

Multiculturalism and diversity programs in public and social em-
ployment and elsewhere urgently demand that bureaucratic repre-
sentation now become a major institutional vehicle for making the 
employment relationship that is already central to the settlement and 
progress of these new Canadians and/or women more meritorious, 
fair, and equitable.

This suggests a need to focus on two of the most important poli-
cies/programs in Ontario and Canada—affirmative action and pay 
equity—in order to maintain and improve their contribution to our 
multicultural and diverse reality by simultaneously honouring ethical 
requirements and cultural needs and sensitivities while attempting 
to improve the quality of the research tools required to implement 
and evaluate them.

One suggestion for improving the research focus and approach that 
would seek to reconcile these two goals is what I have elsewhere 
called an “anti method,” because it seeks to use the evaluation or 
implementation situation itself in order to radicalize and effectively 
politicize the meaning of participation to the end of improving the 
implementation and evaluation of the programs cited, as well as oth-
ers where they are believed to be relevant and helpful to realizing 
the goals of multiculturalism or diversity.
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