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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The Area of Inquiry 

What role does the public play in the operations of government? The 

implications of this question for democratic government are of profound 

significance. A government which is democratic in form may not be very 

democratic in fact unless the public is important at several critical 

junctures. Among these critical junctures must be listed the bureaucra-

cy, for the bulk of governmental activity is increasingly administrative 

activity. The fabric of a democratic polity must include threads of a 

viable bureaucratic democracy if it is to endure. 

Subsumed under the matter of the general role of the public is one 

broad and important question in particular. Is the public a factor in 

the decision-making by elective and non-elective administrative officials? 

Public influence on policy is a basic requirement for democracy. Unless 

there are means of public influence in a given political system, that 

system can hardly be referred to as democratic. 

This introductory section discusses a conceptualization of American 

politics which provides an affirmative answer to the question of whether 

the public is influential. The tenets of this school of thought are 

traced down to an affirmative appraisal of the lower levels of public 

administration. However, in this section it is also observed that some 

reservations are warranted about such an optimistically democratic theo-

ry. It is especially notewoz'thy that whether a bureaucratic democracy 



blossoms in full flower is an open question. A case is developed that 

the local bureaucracy is a promising area for further investigations 

concerning administrative democracy. 

The General Role of the Public 

It is by no means an easy matter to assess the extent of, and con-

ditions for, public influence. The problem is one which has engaged the 

attention of many students of politics, and it is one for which a number 

of solutions have been offered. One school of thought in particular has 

described the governmental process as a process involving public influ-

ence. Building on the work of Arthur F. Bentley,1 the "group theorists" 

have developed a conceptualization of American democracy which is de-

scribed variously as "broker rule," "minorities' rule," and "conflict 

resolution." The central phenomenon of group theory is the interaction 

of a multiplicity of groups. Government itself is conceived of as a 

vessel in which the ideas of multifarious publics become blended. It is 

the process of the government's responding to and blending of the many-

faceted publics' interests which is the "democratic process." 

Most of the theorizing and research by the group theorists has con-

centrated on citizen - elective official relationships. Non-elective 

officialdom has not been emphasized as a research area. Group theory 

crua theory is offered as a description of the total political process, 

including citizen - bureaucracy relations, but the latter aspect of poli-

tics has been relatively neglected in empirical research. The present 

study concerns this area. 

^Arthur F. Bentley, The Process of Government (Chicago, 1908). 



Democratic Citizen - Bureaucracy 
Relationships 

From the perspectives of group theory, democracy is much more than 

episodic elections resulting in representative and responsible govern-

ment. Democracy is conceived to be a constant process of accommodating 

groups' demands—a process •which is said to occur in the non-elective 

bureaucracy as well as in the legislature and higher administration. The 

requirement for democracy mad a by group theory is that groups have access 

to every nook and cranny of government, including the bureaucracy. Demo-

cracy in this specific arena of politics, the bureaucracy, thus takes on 

the same meaning as for the elective elements of the political system-

responsiveness to a variety of group interests. Group theorists seem 

satisfied that the requirements of democracy are met generally in the 

American administrative system. 

Other scholars who are not necessarily avowed adherents to the group 

school have produced findings which support the ideas of group theory. 

Their research has corroborated the notion that a multiplicity of publics 

can and often do have an impact on decisions. For example, the "broker" 

style is in evidence in the workings of independent regulatory commis-

sions. "Broker" politics is even written into many commissions' charters;: 

e. in the guaranteed representation of various interests on boards. 

Local bureaucracy—citizen relations. —Most of the studies con-

cerning the matters discussed to this point focus on the national level 

of administration. The present research is addressed to local bureau-

cracy—citizen relationships. Logically, the framework of group theory 

can be extended to the analysis of local politics. Much impressive work 



has been done by the new school of "pluralists" who tend to treat local 

politics as an analogue of the group theorists1 view of national poli-

tics. Pluralist research, like that of group theory, is focused primar-

ily on citizen——elective official relations. However, the conceptual 

scheme, again in keeping with that of group theory, allows for a demo-

cratic relationship between local citizens and local bureaucrats.^ 

Wallace Sayre and Herbert Kaufman, in their pluralistically oriented 

study of New York City, say that "the statement, 'You can't fight City 

Hall!' does not describe the governmental process that now obtains in 

New York. For any group can fight City Hall, almost every group does, 

and many are remarkably effective. Governmental decisions by all public 

office holders in the city are affected by non-governmental groups 

Presumably, their notes of optimism concerning New York City are trans-

ferable to American cities in general—at least wherever the postulates 

of pluralist theory hold. 

The basic elements of the pluralist conceptualization of local poli-

tics in regard to local bureaucracy are: 

1. Many interest groups of varying characteristics interact 
with each other and with government 

2. Government and politics is a continual process of myriad 
bargainings and concessions involving groups 

3. Decisions are a "calculus of compromise" among groups in 
and out of government 

4. There are numerous "islands of decisions" including the 
non-elective administrative officials 

^Robert A. Dahl, A Preface to Democratic Theory (Chicago, 1956), 
passim. 

^Wallace S. Sayre and Herbert A. Kauftaan, Governing New York City 
(New York, 1965), p. 515. 



5. On balance, the pluralistic system contributes both to 
efficient, effective and flexible government, and to a 
fulfillment of democracy.^ 

An assumption is that group support is vital to local administrators 

and is sought by accommodation and other means. A typical statement 

in the pluralist scheme reads, "Every agency has its constituents, and 

all rely upon them for support at one time or another. To assure that 

support, they keep the interests of their constituents in mind as they 

go about their administrative tasks."-' A second assumption overriding 

the pluralist theory is that controversy abounds, both within and between 

groups and government. 

The more general group theory entertains essentially the same per-

spectives—hence the convergence of the two theories. For example, David 

Truman, a group theorist, agrees with the pluralists that administrators 

must and do apply devices for securing support from groups, "The impor-

tance of controversy is that, regardless of the preferences of the ad-

ministrator, a viable project 'requires a positive balance of political 

support over political opposition.1 

The compatibility of the group and pluralist frameworks is of great 

importance to this study. The present focus is on local bureaucracy -

citizen relationships, an area in which there has been little research. 

However, there have been many studies of the national administration-

Summarized from Herbert A. Kaufman, Politics and Policies in State 
and Local Governments (New York, 1963), pp. 107 ff. 

5Ibid.. p. 100. 

^David B. Truman, The Governmental Process (New York, 1963)* p. 440. 
Truman's quotation is from Herbert A. Simon, Donald W, Smithburg and Victor 
A. Thompson, Public Administration (New York, 1950), p. 462. 



•which bear on bureaucratic relationships with the public. By conceiving 

local politics in a way which is commensurate with a conceptualization 

of the national, ideas concerning the latter can be adapted to a study 

of the local level. A common frame of reference makes useful the re-

sults of research otherwise remote from a study of local bureaucracy -

citizen relationships. 

Research findings concerning the national level of administration, 

which are along the lines of or compatible with group theory, are pre-

sumed initially to be appropriate in a study of local administration. 

The question of whether the findings about the national administration 

are adaptable is, of course, an empirical one. The point is that find-

ings concerning the national level of bureaucracy are all that are 

available as guides in devising a study of local administrators' rela-

tionships to their publics. Prior research findings concerning a level 

of government different from that studied here are the starting point. 

The Empirical Nature of the 
Area of Inquiry 

It is an empirical question whether local bureaucracy-—citizen re-

lationships are fruitfully conceived as outlined above. In the first 

place, the conceptual foundation, general group theory, may be somewhat 

inadequate concerning public administration. Pluralism may similarly 

be a defective approach to local administration. Third, for a variety 

of reasons it may be that local bureaucracy is not directly analogous to 

the national. Fourth, there may be several other factors which make 

local administration too complicated to be treated by a simplistic scheme. 

These problems are discussed in the following paragraphs. 



Possible weaknesses of group theory. —Glendon Schubert has ex-

pressed hope in the "neo-Bentlian" (group theory) point of view, which 

describes the political process as "the interaction of complex forces." 

However, he charges that all administrative theory is at this point too 

generalized to be of immediate use. 

American writers in the field of public administration 
have evolved neither a unified or consistent theory to de-
scribe how the public interest is defined in administrative 
decision-making. Neither have they constructed theoretical 
models with the degree of precision and specificity which is 
necessary if such models are to be used as a description of, 
or as a guide to, the actual behavior of real people.' 

Group theory falls within the purview of this general indictment. Schu-

bert admonishes researchers to work toward the development within the 

neo-Bentlian framework of specific descriptive models of such processes 

as the bureaucracy—-citizen relationship. In the present study such a 

specific descriptive effort is made. 

Possible defects of pluralist theory. —The pluralist scheme is 

quite controversial, from a variety of standpoints.̂  Robert Presthus, 

for example, has raised doubts in his studies of local government} and 

he has pointed to the need for studies such as the present one to test 

the general applicability of pluralist assumptions.̂  There is, of course, 

much self-criticism by the pluralists, as they seek to improve upon their 

own theory. Robert Dahl, the dean of the pluralists, has himself noted 

Ĝlendon Schubert, "The Public Interest in Administrative Decision-
Making," American Political Science Review, LI (June, 1957)» 366. 

%he sides of the dispute are discussed well by Duane Lockard, The 
Politics of State and Local Government (New Xork, 1963), pp. 13# ff. 

9Robert V. Presthus, Men at the Top (New York, 1965)> passim.. es-
pecially Chapter 1. 
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some theoretical problems created by "seme communities1 failure to meas-

ure up to the exacting demands of democratic ideals."̂ ® Some communities 

may not act according to the theoretical tenets of pluralism. 

Complicating factors. —There are various factors concerning admin-

istrators and their publics which may have effects on the empirical 

reality of the group-pluralist concepts. For example, Paul Appleby has 

suggested that the formal structure of governmental agencies may affect 

bureaucratic— public relations.^ For another example, V. 0. Key, Jr., 

has observed that the degree of public involvement is important in that, 

"when opinion and concern are restricted to only a small part of the 

citizenry, policy makers work in a radically different context of in-

fluence" from that in which large proportions of the public have an 

interest, ̂  

Qualifications such as those made by Appleby and Key render ques-

tionable any simplistic assertions about the relationships between the 

government and the public. Certainly such qualifications make dubious 

any assumption that local patterns work in ways similar to the national 

level, without regard for significant modifications. There are great 

structural differences between the two levels of government, and there 

are likely to be quite different configurations of public involvement. 

Similarly, structural and public opinion configurations are likely to 

•̂ Robert A. Dahl, "Equality and Power in American Society," Power 
and Democracy in America, edited by William V. D'Antonio and Howard J. 
Ehrlich (Notre Dame, 1961), p. 77. 

•U-Paul Appleby, Policy and Administration (Tuscaloosa, Alabama, 
1949), P. 32. 

3-2y. 0, Key, Jr., Public Opinion and American Democracy (New York. 
1961), p. 547. 



differ between local units, so that a simplistic and all-embracive theo-

ry concerning local administration alone may not apply equally well in 

all cases. 

The problem for investigation. —Because of reservations such as 

those noted in the preceding sections, in this research the group-plural-

ist theory is considered to be a matter for empirical research. The 

present study tests the assumptions of the group-pluralist framework 

which relate to the existence of democratic-̂  relationships between lo-

cal bureaucracy and local citizens. Results of the testing may contri-

bute toward the development of specificity in constructing models of the 

relationship. However, it is also possible that results from testing 

will provide grounds for doubting the applicability of the pluralist 

ideas in regard to local bureaucracy. 

The basic problem confronted here is that of determining the condi-

tions for the empirical reality of democracy in citizen—local official 

relations. The first question to be raised is, how "fully" do local bu-

reaucrats orient themselves toward their publics? This question is of 

importance because it gets directly at the group-pluralist concept of 

bureaucratic democracy. The administrator is presumed by the pluralists 

to orient himself toward his public for a variety of reasons noted on 

page 4, above, Publie-relatedness is expected to be the result if cer-

tain conditions are present. The specific conditions which contribute 

to administrators' full public-relatedness are not well formulated by 

the pluralists, however, or in any other theory. Therefore a second 

-̂ "Democracy" for present purposes is defined in accordance with the 
pluralists, as governmental (bureaucratic) responsiveness to a plexus of 
publics' expressions of interests. 
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question is asked in the present study: what are the conditions under 

vihich fall public-relatedness obtains? Answers to these questions will 

contribute toward the development of the more specific descriptive mo-

dels for which Schubert has expressed a need. (Supra, p. 7.) 

Summit 

Democracy involves governmental responsiveness to the public in 

some way. There is evidence supporting the affirmative claims for Amer-

ican democracy of the group-pluralist conceptual scheme. Most of the 

evidence concerns citizen — elective official relationships. The matter 

of group-pluralist theory's worth in the citizen — bureaucratic relation-

ship is not so fully researched, nor is it so well conceptualized. There 

are grounds for suspecting that local citizen — bureaucratic relations 

work differently from those at the national level, and that local levels 

vary among themselves in this regard. Therefore, while a democratic re-

lationship of local citizens and local bureaucracy is suggested in the 

general group-pluralist theory, it remains virtually virgin territory 

for research. The present study explores in this territory. 

Organizing Theory 

There are expected to be differences between the degrees of public-

relatedness among local administrators. The differences are expected to 

be associated with differences in "conditions." The expectation of pat-

terns of differences is derived from the components of theory discussed 

below. It is an empirical question, of course, as to which if any sig-

nificant differences do exist. 

An administrator's degree of public-relatedness is the dependent 
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variable in this research, "depending upon" whatever conditions can be 

associated with his degree of public-relatedness• The conditions are 

the independent variables. In the sections immediately following, the 

dependent and independent variables are discussed, and the study's work-

ing hypothesis is derived. 

The Dependent Variable. 

Public-Relatedness 

The dependent variable is assessed by means of an attitude study 

in Chapter II, the procedure for which is explained below, page 29. The 

present section concerning theory is an appropriate place to outline 

basic aspects of attitudinal research, because the method itself involves 

a theory. 

"Role theory" provides the conceptual scheme for analyzing attitudes. 

In the present study, an administrator's "role definition" is in large 

part a matter of his "attitude toward the public," from which the depen-

dent variable is assessed. The administrator may or may not define his 

role as one which involves a high degree of public-relatedness. Using 

the vernacular of role theory, the terms which are pertinent here are 

"positional sector" and "role expectations." 
A position is the location of an actor in a system of 

social relationships. A positional sector is an element of 
the relational specification of a position, and is specified 
by the relationships of a focal position to a single counter 
position. /The "focal position" is that occupied by the 
respondents, and the "counter position" under examination is 
that of the publicsT7 An expectation is an evaluative stan-
dard applied to an incumbent of a position. A role is a set 
of expectations applied to the relationship of a focal posi-
tion to a single counter position.^ 

•̂ •Neal Gross, 14ard S. Mason and Alexander W. McEachern, Explorations 
in Role Analysis (New York, 1958), p. 67. Italics in original. 



12 

In the parlance of the present study, "attitude toward the public" or 

degree of public-relatedness is a major component of an administrator's 

role definition. 

An important theoretical assumption is that attitude is relevant 

to behavior. "A basic postulate...take§ from general role theory...is 

that a significant portion of the behavior of /official's? is role beha-

vior consistent with /the officials]*/ role concepts."^ The importance 

for the present research of this theoretical assumption is that, while 

actual behavior would be extremely difficult to ascertain, role concep-

tions or attitudes which bear on actual behavior are more amenable to 

research.^ Not only is it theoretically sound (according to role theo-

ry) to assume that one's actual behavior is implicated in his attitudes 

toward the objects of behavior, but it is a simpler matter to study the 

attitudinal component of behavior. The time factor would be prohibitive 

to a study of thirty-two persons' actual behavior. Furthermore, there 

would be the conceptual problem of comparing agencies of quite different 

behavior patterns.1? As it is shown below, page 27, some questions are 

•^John C. Wahlke and others, The Legislative System; Explorations in 
Legislative Behavior (New York, 19&2), p. 9. 

l^The verity of this statement can be seen by comparing the method 
of this study, especially in Chapter II, with James G. March's discussion 
of measuring actual behavior, "An Introduction to the Theory and Measure-
ment of Influence," American Political Science Review, XLIX (June. 1955). 
431 - 451. 

17F0r an example in regard to the latter problem, it could hardly be 
claimed that the city attorney is less public-oriented than the city bus 
driver just because the city attorney has fewer face to face contacts with 
citizens. It would be pointless to compare the two on the basis of a 
count of the instances of friendly remarks to clientele, or of proceeding 
only when clientele are ready. In short, it would be conceptually futile 
to gauge actual behavior in such incomparable situations. 
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put to the respondents concerning their actions, for the purpose of help-

ing to assess their attitudes toward their publics. However, these 

questions involve reports of behavior} there are no data on actual be-

havior. 

A caveat is in order. There is no claim here that attitude toward 

the public and behavior toward the public are perfectly related. However, 

the former has "something" to do with the latter; therefore attitude to-

ward the public is a relevant object of research. The exigencies of 

performing research make it desirable to study what can most readily be 

studied. "/An actor's reporte^perceptions may or may not correspond to 

reality /how he really acts/, but as the determination of reality is elu-

sive, they may have to serve as substitutes."-^ 

There is a wealth of literature supporting the attitude study ap-

proach. Heinz Eulau points to the "insight" that can be gained from 

such an approach, and to the value of the findings. 

The study of attitudes and perceptions is...immediately 
useful in discovering how political behavior affects large-
scale political processes.... Knowledge of how man perceives 
himself..., how he interprets the world of politics, how he 
values what he sees...can tell us a great deal about his poli-
tical behavior. Overt behavior, including opinions, can be 
revealing in several respects. Most obviously, perhaps, it can 
tell us something about government and politics as objects of 
perceptions and attitudes.... If not all pressure groups are 
perceived as powerful, which ones are and which ones not? What 
degree of influence is attributed to these groups? What criteria 
of judgement are applied?-*-" 

Arnold Brecht says that, "in order to understand another person's beha-

vior adequately I must know, not only what he is doing,.but the subjective 

"*"%einz Eulau, The Behavioral Persuasion (New York, 1964), p. 120. 

^Xbjd., p. 94. 
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meaning his own observations and his doings have for him." Knowledge 

of attitudes is thus an important ingredient of understanding. 

The dependent variable in the present attitude study is assessed 

through incumbents1 own interpretations of what their roles are in rela-

tion to their publics. It is the respondents who define their roles and 

describe their relationships with their publics. In short, the. data for 

the dependent variable, public-relatedness, are solely the responses of 

the subjects. 

The Independent Variables 

In the organizing theory for the present research, the public -

governmental relationship is held to depend in large part upon how offi-

cials interpret the situation. The situation is a complex of qualities 

of the public, of public opinion and how it is expressed, and of govern-

mental structure. Interpretations of these components of the situation 

are the independent variables. As in the case of the dependent vari-

able, public-relatedness, the data concerning situational interpretations 

are the responses of the administrators interviewed in this study. 

Gathering response data in lieu of objective data is in line with role 

theory, which holds that a person's role definition involves to a great 

extent his perceptions of many elements of the situation. (Supraj p. 11.) 

In the following sections several suggestions from, the background 

literature are noted, concerning types of factors which in this study are 

held to have a bearing on bureaucracy public relationships. Whether 

relationships do obtain between public-relatedness of administrators and 

these particular independent variables is, of course, an empirical question. 

^Arnold Brecht, Political Theory (Princeton, 1959)> p« 37. 
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The relationships suggested here are tested in the course of the re-

search. However> as it is shown in Chapter III, the analyses of the 

response data disclose more independent variables than are discussed 

here as variables suggested in the literature. The latter serve as 

background to the study's organizing theory, rather than as an exhaus-

tive listing of all the variables to be considered. 

Pertinent postulates of pluralist theory. —The postulates of plu-

ralist theory are outlined above, page 4, where it is noted that the 

pluralist ideal of democratic citizen—administrator relations depends 

upon whether the conditions for pluralism are extant. The degree of an 

administrator's public-relatedness is expected to be in part a function 

of his perceptions concerning whether pluralistic conditions are present-

group involvement in his agency's work, controversy, and need for group 

support. 

The nature of the public and of public opinion. -—Most of the cur-

rent definitions of public opinion presume conflict. The relevance for 

government is the question of what kinds of conflicting opinions enter 

into officials' consideration.21 Characteristics of the publics contend-

ing for stakes are suggested, in the writings of several scholars, to be 

of importance in administrators' interpretation of situations. Examples 

of such characteristics mentioned in the literature arelite size of the 

public,^ involvement and attentiveness of the public,33 organization 

^"Herbert Blumer, "Public Opinion and Public Opinion Polling," Ameri-
can Sociological Review, XII (1948), 545 • 

^Appleby, op« cit., p. 94. *^Key, o£. cit., p. 547. 
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and procedures of the public,24 the particular mixture of publics,^5 the 

range of groups' interests,^ and groups' "access."^7 

The characteristics of opinion itself, and of the manner in -which 

it is expressed, are also considered to be important factors in adminis-

trators' perceptions. Important qualities of opinion include the degree 

of controversy, the opinion's durability and intensity, and whether it 

is adverse or supportive. There are numerous varieties of expression 

techniques ranging from informal to formal and including many devices 

and styles of expression.^ 

Institutional factors. —It is important to note the qualities of 

governmental situations as perceived by the respondents. Also important 

are the formal structural arrangements. The characteristics of govern-

ment itself may affect the types of opinion and public that are effective 

in the settlement of questions. "Inner norms" and the "formal structure 

and internal allocation of jurisdiction," the former strictly a subjec-

tive matter, are suggested by Key to be important v a r i a b l e s . ^ Appleby's 

list of eight intermingling "political processes" is prefaced by his 

statement that variations per situation are to be expected. The factors 

include "whether administrators are appointed by officials who are elect-

ed, .../and7 whether tenure is subject to or independent of changes in 

elective posts...."30 Factors such as those which Appleby suggests can 

24lbid., p. IS. 25Blumer, loc. cit., 545. ^Kaufman, op. cit.. p. 81. 

27Truraan, op. cit., p. 462. 2%ey, cit., pp. 11 ff. 

2%bid., pp. 92 f£. 

30Appleby, ojd. cit.. p. 32. 
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be determined objectively by reading documents such as charters and organ-

ization charts. Such factors are ascertained in the present study. Even 

though they do not constitute attitudinal data themselves, it is expected 

that factors such as these formal institutional arrangements have some 

bearing on interpretations of the situations. 

Techniques in dealing with publics. —There are several suggestions 

gleaned from the literature which delve into administrator ̂ —public rela-

tionships from the standpoint of what administrators do in regard to this 

relationship. David Truman, for example, notes the importance of admin-

istrators' "devices for group adjustment." The extent of use of particular 

devices indicates a great deal about public •—official relations. First, 

there are "formal consultative arrangements" such as advisory committees. 

Formal consultation serves a safety-valve function, allows the injection 

of technical knowledge, conduces to a minimization of hostility, and in-

duces groups to "run interference" for the agency. Second, Truman notes 

that some bureaucrats adjust to groups by allowing them to take charge 

of administering parts of programs. Third, he writes of active propa-

ganda by administrators, a device for group adjustment which has four 

functions: 

1. "Enlarging the public" in which the policies are viewed with 
favor 

2. "Consolidating those segments" of the public that will support 
the agency's policies 

3. "Perpetuat/ing7 the acceptance of the agency's operations as 
routine 

4. "Reduc/ing7 the hazards" involved in currently controversial 
functions.-' 

3-4?ruman, 033. cit., pp. 462 ff. 
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Administrators1 use of, and attitudes concerning the use of, these de-

vices are useful indices to their attitudes toward their publics. 

Other ways to judge administrators' attitudes toward their publics 

by what they do involve the matters of public relations, responsiveness 

to public wishes, administrative responsibility, and several related 

things. Charles Adrian has suggested that "public relations must normal-

ly be directed toward one or more interested groups.... Municipal 

departments often have peculiar publics of their own, and each of them 

must therefore be conscious of the importance of public relations.... 

Some are likely to have tiniquely identifiable publics." Implicit in 

this statement is the idea that some agencies may not have clientele 

publics. Adrian continues by noting that there are many variations in 

"public relations situations": some administrators work hard for a 

specific clientele, but give little attention to the general public; 

some have vital programs which are nonetheless out of the public's 

sphere of awareness; some perforin functions which are generally approved 

but potentially "dynamite"; and some are under constant public surveil-

lance. Administrators' perceptions of their situations along these lines 

influence their activities in public relations. Adrian also suggests a 

convenient means of ascertaining the extent of public relations activi-

ties—the employment of press relations techniques, public reports and 

public relations p r o g r a m s . 3 2 

The Dimocks have associated public relations with responsiveness to 

the public. Public relations is a complementary relationship which in-

volves not only presenting the agency in a favorable light, but some 

^^Charles R. Adrian, Governing Urban America (New York. 1955). 
pp. 277 ff. 
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cognizance of the attitudes existing in the community as well. The as-

pect of responsiveness "is measured by the degree to which the bureau-

cracy is oriented toward the citizen and not turned on itself." Four 

suggested categories for judging responsiveness are: ready compliance, 

a sympathetic attitude, a "chore first" attitude, and outright refusal 

to comply.33 

Arthur Maass and Laurence Radway have suggested another criterion 

useful in discerning bureaucrats1 public-relatedness—the factor of ad-

ministrative responsibility. They have offered two classification schemes 

concerning institutional factors as they bear on responsibility. One 

deals broadly with "hierarchy powers"; the other concerns where responsi-

bility is directed. Their hierarchy power scheme includes: a high 

degree of technical discretion under a clear mandate, social planning, 

reconciliation of differences ("hot potato" agencies), and developing 

proposals for the legislative body to consider. The latter three do not 

involve so clear a mandate as the first category. The different hier-

archical powers, it is suggested, are factors in different qualities 

which bear on responsibility. Second, Maass and Radway conceive of an 

administrator's responsibility as lying in any one of several directions: 

to the people at large, to groups, to the legislature, to the executive 

hierarchy, to the party, to professional standards, and to the courts.^ 

It is likely that administrators1 public-relatedness depends to some ex-

tent upon what their powers are and to whom they are responsible. 

^Marshall E. and Gladys 0. Dimock, Public Administration (New York, 
1953), P. 493. 

3%rthur A. Maass and Laurence I. Radway, "Gauging Administrative 
Responsibility," Ideas and Issues in Public Administration. edited by 
Dwight Waldo (New York, 1953), pp. 440 ff. 
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Several other items of a miscellaneous nature appear in the litera-

ture, especially concerning practices vriiich would be expected of highly-

public -related administrators. W. Brooke Graves mentions the "two-way 

street" nature of public relations.35 John A. Gaus has emphasized the 

activity of "interest consultation."-^ Avery Leiserson has noted that 

administrators often seek to "anticipate" the demands of certain groups.37 

Paul Appleby has underscored the importance of administrators' attuning 

themselves to voting returns.3# 

Much about perceptions of the situations can be determined from 

administrators1 responses concerning what they do in regard to their 

publics, and concerning the implications of their situations for public-

related activity. In this research, response patterns along the lines 

suggested in this section and those immediately preceding are tested for 

their correlations with varying degrees of public-rela t ednes s . (infra. 

Chapter III.) 

Differences between cities. —It is a plausible hypothesis that 

differences in public-relatedness obtain between administrators of one 

city as opposed to those of another. As suggested in the preceding dis-

cussion of types of independent variables, it is expected that pluralism 

may work differently in different cities, one city's publics and their 

opinions may have different configurations from those of another, formal 

Brooke Graves, Public Administration in a Democratic Society 
(Boston, 1950), p. 725. 

•^John A. Gaus, "The Political Context," Elements of Public Admin-
istration « edited by Fritz Morstein Marx (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey, 
1959), pp. 309 ff. 

37Avery Leiserson, Administrative Regulation (Chicago, 1942), p. 14. 

-^Paul Appleby, Big Democracy (New lork, 1945), p. 93. 
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institutional factors are likely to diverge in important ways, and ad-

ministrators' performance patterns may vary from one city to another. 

The two cities from which respondents are drawn in this study are 

substantially different in several respects. Abilene, Texas, is a cen-

tral west Texas city of 100,000 people, operating under a city manager 

system. It is the only sizeable city within a radius of one hundred 

miles. The city charter and governmental performance are generally con-

sidered by citizens and observers to be in line with the model advocated 

by the National Municipal League. The economy is based on agriculture 

and oil, with a significant recent addition to the economy, a Strategic 

Air Command base. There are drives toward industrial and mercantile de-

velopment, but these economic areas are of little significance now. 

Nashville, Tennessee, at the time interviews were made, was the core 

city of a metropolitan area, bringing the problems of intergovernmental 

strife. With a population of 220,000 and a widely-based economy, Nash-

ville has the demographic and economic complexity typical of metropolitan 

areas, in contrast to the relative simplicity of Abilene. The city 

government at the time of interviewing was of the mayor type. The mayor's 

formal powers were diminished somewhat by the presence of citizen boards 

and by other factors, but he apparently had a great deal of political 

strength. 

It is expected that administrative differences obtain between the 

two cities, owing to factors such as those sketched above. However, for 

present purposes it is an empirical question whether such factors are 

relevant to administrators1 differences in public-orientation. In ana-

lyzing the variable of inter-city differences, the general response data 
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patterns among each city's administrators are compared with the other 

city's response patterns. In this manner it can be inferred whether 

there are some differences between administrators which are attribut-

able to differences between the cities in which they work. Differences 

between administrators of the two cities are sought in both the depend-

ent and independent variables, in Chapter IV. 

Implications of the Organizing Theory 

It is expected that there are differences among administrators con-

cerning their attitudes toward their publics (the dependent variable). 

This expectation is derived from the anticipation of differences among 

administrators in certain factors (the independent variables) which seem 

to bear on administrators' public-relatedness. In organizing the re-

search, the factors conceived of as independent variables are taken from 

the broad range of literature discussed in the sections immediately pre-

ceding. The study is not confined to the discerning of relationships 

of matters mentioned in the text to this point, however. During the 

course of analyzing the response data, additional categories of independ-

ent variables and reconceptualizations of the initial categories are 

developed. The ultimate "list" of independent variables is a product 

of the factors which emerge as significant variables in the response 

data. The manner in which this list is developed is demonstrated in 

the tables of Chapter III. The point for purposes of establishing the 

organizing theory is that there are suggestions in the literature con-

cerning factors which contribute to variations in public-relatedness 

among administrators. In short, there is some background for phrasing 

the following initial hypothesis. 
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The Initial Hypothesis 

The working hypothesis is that non-elective city administrators' 

attitudes toward their publics vary according to their perceptions of 

situational elements such as those discussed above as independent vari-

ables. Where a pattern of relationship does occur regarding attitudes 

of public-relatedness and situational perceptions, the relationship will 

contribute toward specific knowledge of the conditions for bureaucratic 

democracy. (Supra, pp. 1 10.) Specific knowledge will help meet the 

need for descriptive theory, noted by Schubert. (Supra, p. 7.) 

The sub-hypothesis for the comparative element of this study is that 

the situational factors pattern differently in either city, so that differ-

entials in administrators' attitudes tox̂ rard their publics can be traced 

to inter-city differences in administrative situations. 

Method 

The data for this study are the responses made during interviews to 

items in an interview schedule (orally-administered questionnaire). The 

methods for gathering and interpreting the data are discussed in the 

following sections. 

The Respondents 

Non-elective city aduinistrators. —This study restricts the field 

of inquiry to non-elective city administrators for three empirical rea-

sons. First, it is this level which has been most neglected in research 

concerning both democracy and the group-pluralist theory. (Supra, pp. 

3 — 5.) Second, it is the local administrative level which is the one 

most available for interviewing. Third, restricting the study to those 
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situations of non-elective city administrators is a means of reducing the 

number of variables. By excluding elective officialdom many complicated 

political factors can be excluded from consideration. By excluding coun-

ty and special district administrators the complicating factor of varying 

relations with higher governmental units can be "shelved" as extraneous 

to the particular research area. In short, by focusing on the limited 

class of non-elective city administrators, the study is more manageable 

than would otherwise be the case. 

Method of sample selection. —This comparative study is based on 

case data taken from samples of two cities' non-elective administrators. 

The subjects are selected "purposively" rather than at random, by quota, 

or by stratification. "Purposive samples" are appropriate in exploratory 

studies where the researcher makes a pointed effort to obtain subjects 

who are suitable for the particular purposes of the r e s e a r c h . 3 9 

The strategy here is two-fold. On the one hand, differences in 

public-orientation are sought, to discern the ranges in the dependent 

variable. On the other hand, the research seeks explanatory variables. 

It focuses on the independent variables noted above, pages 14-—21. 

Structural and other gross differences between the two cities are not 

the only independent variables anticipated to be of importance. Drawing 

statistically random samples would entail the risk of omitting respon-

dents with some of the variables, or characteristics deemed in theory to 

be relevant to public—relatedness. Some of the characteristics may not 

39ciaire Selltiz and others, Research Methods in the Social Sciences 
(New York, 1966), pp. 520 ff. 
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be sufficiently extant in either city to have a high probability of in-

clusion in a random sample. Respondents must therefore be selected on 

the basis of insuring that at least the principal independent variables 

are represented among the samples' members. 

In neither city have there been prior studies producing information 

helpful in the selection of administrators on this basis. It is possible 

to do so tentatively nonetheless, by reviewing organization charts, news-

paper articles, and by doing a bit of prior questioning. Several subjects 

are selected, each of whom appears to have some of the independent vari-

ables considered important in the organizing theory. The rule of thumb 

is that each characteristic be represented by at least three respondents 

in each city. 

The question, whether the respondents do show the characteristics 

on the basis of which they are chosen, is subject to verification by the 

respondents in the response data. In cases where the variables subsumed 

under the selection scheme are not in fact met by sufficient numbers of 

respondents, such variables are simply excluded from analysis. Thus, 

for example, if none or too few of the respondents indicate a practice 

of delegating authority to clientele groups, this particular independent 

variable concerning administrative techniques is removed from the sphere 

of factors included in the analysis. In other words, whether the sam— 

pling is done successfully in this regard is itself an empirical matter. 

The point is that an effort is made to obtain a sample which includes 

each variable anticipated to be of importance. An outline of the scheme 

for respondent selection appears in Appendix I, based on the procedure 

described in this section. 
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Logical or substantive inferences can be made from a purposive sample, 

and inferences can be made about the comparability of the two samples in 

this study. This is an effort to discover whatever factors can be dis-

covered which have a bearing on administrators' public-relatedness. The 

search for relevant factors must come first, preceding research concern-

ing the frequencies of occurrence of such factors. The latter kind of 

research usually involves inference from random sample data; however, 

the present research is in the former category—discovery of some of the 

relevant variables. 

Number of respondents. —Twenty-three respondents from Nashville 

are used, and twelve from Abilene. The differential in sample size oc-

curs because of the difference in size of the two administrations. A 

meaningful sample from Nashville's greater number of administrators re-

quires more than in Abilene's sample. The differential in no way affects 

statistical comparability. 

Dates of interviews. —Interviews with the Nashville respondents were 

given during the summer of 1961. Those in Abilene were given in the spring 

of 1967. The time differential is of no consequence. For comparative 

purposes the data are treated as if they were taken from a single moment; 

this is not a study in administrative dynamics over a time span. 

The interviewer. —-All interviewing was done by the author' of this 

report, who also did the coding and analysis of responses alone. This 

unassisted effort has the advantage of insuring congruity between the 

several research stages. There is no problem of reliability in this re-

gard, as there would be in the case of a team of researchers. 
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Interview Schedules 

The interview schedules are developed from the theory underlying 

this research. A list of the points of information sought is presented 

immediately below, both by way of reviewing the items behind the theory 

and in order to outline the format for the questioning technique of the 

interview schedules. 

Basic Categories of Questions 

A. Pertaining to pluralist theory 
1. How vital is support considered to be, and why? 
2. How intensely is public support sought, and how? 

B. Concerning the publics and their opinions 
1. What kinds of opinions enter into consideration, and 

what is the degree of consideration? 
2. What are the characteristics of the publics, as per-

ceived by the respondents? 
3. What are the qualities of opinion, and of the mode of 

expression, as perceived by the respondents? 

C. Concerning the institutional arrangements of the respec-
tive administrators 

1. What are the "inner norms" and "expectations" concern-
ing them, as interpreted by the respondents? 

2. What are the respondents' perceptions of "formal struc-
txxre" and "political processes" in regard to their 
relationships with their publics? 

3. What is done in their relationships with their publics; 
why are these things done, and with what degree of 
emphasis? 

a. Specific items include: 
1) Usage of "consultative arrangements" or practices 
2) Usage of public relations devices 
3) Emphasis on responding to, or anticipating, public 

demands 
U) Gauging public opinion 

b. What attitudes exist concerning these activities? 

The interview schedule presents these questions indirectly, repetitively, 

in depth, and open-endedly. Each item was supplemented during the inter-

views by probing or additional questioning, depending upon the adequacy 

of initial responses. Thus, while the interviews were organized around 
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aspects deemed important in the organizing theory, responses were quite 

"free." It is shown that the free responses to the interview schedule 

items are relevant both to the dependent and independent variables, in 

Chapters II and III, respectively. A copy of the interview schedule 

appears in Appendix II. 

Method of Analysis 

After the data are gathered, the procedure involves two steps. 

First, attitudes toward publics are organized by a scheme which renders 

the respondents comparable. In Chapter II, page 29, the Index of Public-

Orientation is explained as an operational definition of "attitude toward 

the public." The Index is shown to be a means of "content analysis," a 

common approach to analyzing free responses. 

Chapter III presents the second step—the search for independent 

variables which relate to an administrator's public-orientation as scored 

in the Index, The basic approach of content analysis is continued in 

Chapter III. However, a further analytical method is employed—that of 

"concomitant variation" of attitudes toward publics and independent vari-

ables found in the settings as perceived by the respondents. 

The procedure of finding concomitant variations is one which indi-

cates the tenability of the relationships discovered. "Causation" can be 

inferred by noting variations in the independent variables and the co-

variations in the dependent variable. The principal statistical method 

for making such inferences, the Chi-square test, is described in Appendix 

III. Other statistical methods are employed as well; sources which e»-' 

plain them are footnoted at appropriate points in the text. Chapter IV 

compares the respondents per city, and Chapter V presents conclusions. 



CHAPTER II 

THE INDEX OF PUBLIC-ORIENTATION 

The dependent variable, attitude toward the public, is assessed 

for each respondent by means of a scoring device, the Index of Public-

Orientation. In this chapter the Index is explained and outlined, and 

the tabulations are shown and discussed. 

Method 

The method is that of content analysis.^ In this procedure most 

data :..re gathered through free-answer, open-ended questions. It is in-

cumbent upon the researcher to impose order upon the data by coding the 

responses. First, all interview schedules are perused in order to adapt 

"^e 3. priori analytical framework to the actual verbal responses. This 

is a matter of noting that one frequent type of response is A, another 

is B, and so on, and arranging the response-types into some order. 

Content analysis is an appropriate method in treating variables of 

such complexity as public-orientation. The researcher's evaluation of a 

respondent is done from a variety of viewpoints. In content analysis it 

is "easier to obtain good reliabilities with more phenotypic categories 

/response-types or viewpoints/."2 The genotypic phenomenon of public-

orientation is thus more reliably assessed by virtue of bringing many 

iDorwin P.. Cartwright, "Analysis of Qualitative Material," Research 
Methods in the Behavioral Sciences, edited by Leon Festinger and Daniel 
Katz (Wew York, 1953), p. 421. 

2ppjd.. p. 449. 

29 
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viewpoints to bear on the phenomenon than would be the case of utilizing 

relatively few viewpoints. 

The different responses are coded tinder broad categories. These 

categories are the basic components of the variable. The variable— 

public-orientation—is thereby defined as a combination of the components 

of the categorizing scheme itself. The four -categories, finalized after 

reviewing the response data, include: role interpretation regarding the 

public, degree of deference toward the public, activity concerning the 

public, and the importance of public approval in the agency's work. 

Actual verbal responses themselves are coded under their appropriate 

categories. 

The categories are conceptually interrelated, since they are con-

cerned with a single variable, public-orientation. However, for analy-

tical purposes the categories are discrete. This is so because the 

response data falling within each are of perspectives different from 

those under the other categories. The response data are coded into sub-

categories which are also discrete, that is, exhaustive of the responses 

and mutually exclusive. In short, the first step is to compile from the 

data lists of several types of responses, categorized in a conceptually 

discrete manner. 

Second, scores are assigned by the researcher to the various types 

of responses. Here the scoring scheme is to indicate whether high or low 

public-orientation obtains for each respondent. Measurement is taken 

from the standpoints of the various components of the concept of public-

orientation. The administrator whose points on the components accumu-

late toward a high total score is by definition highly public-oriented. 
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The four components are equally weighted. The coded responses under 

each component are scored in a manner in which the highest possible num-

ber of points is twenty-four. The total possible score on the four 

components combined is ninety-six, and the lowest possible score is zero. 

A fifth component of less weight is added, which rounds out the 

highest possible score to one hundred. Two purposes are served by the 

additional weighting. First, this possible four points is based on 

evaluating the whole context of the interviewees' remarks in regard to 

their publics, a perspective not featured in the other components. 

Second, a scale of zero to one hundred points presents a symmetrical 

array, which is convenient to read. While there is no requirement con-

cerning scaling methods that a range of one hundred points be used, 

such a range is generally employed for purposes of data presentation. 

As the final step, the interviewees' responses are coded into the 

scheme in a manner which permits obtaining the total Index score for 

each. This is explained immediately below. 

Format and Scoring System for the Index 

Each of the following tables consists of items concerning a compo-

nent of the Index of Public-Orientation. There are two or more response 

types per item, each of which is assigned a score. The scores are shown 

at the right-hand margin beside their respective response-types. Each 

response-type is discrete. Every respondent is to be coded under one 

response-type for each item. Each respondent's score on the several 

items will constitute his score on the component covered by the table. 

The total score for each is his total on all twenty-one items of the five 

separate tables. Total scores are shown in Table VI, page 37. 
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Table I shows the format for evaluating the first component, role-

interpretation. The items' labels and ordering are derived from the 

pattern of actual verbal responses. The questionnaire is, then, the 

source for the items, and pertinent segments of the questionnaire are 

footnoted. 

TABLE I 

SCORING SCHEME FOR THE INDEX COMPONENT, 
ROLE-INTERPRETATION IN REGARD 

TO THE PUBLIC* 

Item, Response-type Score 

Relationship of program to the public 
Emphasis on promotion, where program success is highly 

dependent upon public acceptance . . . . . 1 2 
Emphasis on service, where the agency may exercise some 

discretion concerning means of serving its public; 
the agency's program is not, however, highly depend-
ent upon public acceptance .. 6 

Emphasis on objectivity, where there exist few occasions, 
few means, or no inclination for exercising discre-
tion as a way of relating to the public. 0 

Attitude toward public opinion as it relates to agency work 
Role of reciprocity, leadership, responsiveness to public 

wishes wherever feasible, or other responses indicating 
much concern for public opinion. 12 

Role in middle-range between high and low concern for 
public opinion 6 

Low concern or contemptuous remarks about public opinion. . . 0 

•'"•Questionnaire sources: p. 1, passim., items A, D, ii, 
iii, vii. 

Two items were discernible from the responses bearing on role-in-

terpretation, so each is accorded in Table I a maximum score of twelve 

points, one-half of the total assigned to a component of the variable. 

Three types of responses occurred regarding each item. The most public-

oriented responses receive the item's maximum score of twelve, the least 



33 

public-oriented get a score of zero, and the middle-range responses get 

a score of six, the middle score between zero and twelve. 

Table II, concerning the second component, deference, follows a 

format which is identical to that of Table I. 

TABLE II 

SCORING SCHEME FOR THE INDEX COMPONENT, 

DEFERENCE TOWARD THE PUBLIC 

Item, Response-type Score 

Agency program and deference practices^ 
Discover what public opinion is, and incorporate public 

wishes into program wherever feasible 4 
Guide public opinion and proceed with agency-determined 

programj or proceed but clarify program to public 2 
Proceed in the face of public opposition, virtually 

ignoring public opinion. .. 0 
Deference—volitional, mandatory or nil*5 

Deference to the public "voluntarily"—a matter of the 
administrator's own volition . . . . . 2 

Deference to the public required by law (e. g., required 
public hearings, referenda, etc.). or by order of a 

'• ' higher authority; or deference not a salient feature 
of the agency's work 0 

Degree of willingness to defer0 

Responses indicate a ready compliance with public wishes . . . 4 
Compliance seldom possible, but responses indicate a sym-

pathetic stance toward the public 2 
Responses indicate an attitude of "chore comes first," 

before complying with public wishes; or outright re-
fusal to comply 0 

Willingness to change agency plans in deferring^ 
Willing to change plans in the face of public wishes 4 
Will, change plans only if feasible—seldom the case 2 
No occasion or inclination to change agency-determined plans . 0 

Attentiveness to public opinione 

Try to find out what public opinion is, when it is not evident.2 
Heed public opinion only when it becomes loud enough to hear . 1 
No need to pay attention to public opinion 0 

Priority—agency goals or public satisfaction 6 

Satisfy the public, even if this means less progress in work . 2 
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TABLE II —Continued 

Item, Response-type Score 

Get work done, but at the same time satisfy the public. . . . 1 
Do the work in a certain way, no matter what the pub-

lic thinks 0 

'IReal" situation concerning deferencee 

Must always do what the public demands. . . 2 
Can sometimes get bjr without doing all the public demands . 1 
Can always get by without doing what the public wants . . . , 0 

Attitude concerning cases of public's disagreement® 
Must do what the public wants done ;2 
Must "give in" at least a little bit 1 
Can continue with agency plans, regardless of public wishes. 0 

Practice in cases where public wishes cannot be mete 

Must convince public that agency's method is better 2 
Must explain why agency cannot do what the public wants . . . 1 
Can go ahead, without further ado about the matter. . . . . . 0 

Questionnaire sources: ap. 1, D, F, G, H, comments made in 
answering v and vii. ^Ibid. cWhole context of questionnaire. 
^H. ev—self-administered cafeteria questions. 

The scoring scheme varies among the items in Table II. For six of 

the nine items the maximum score is two, for the rest it is four. This 

distribution is made in order to permit half of the total score to be 

from free-answer questions, and the rest to come from respondents' 

actual choices on cafeteria questions. It is done in order to avoid 

giving undue weight to either kind of respondent evaluation. 

Table III follows the same pattern as the preceding and following 

tables. It deals with the third component, public-related activities. 

The introductory chapter has made reference to the implications for 

public-orientation of what administrators do. Briefly summarizing, it 

is assumed that an actor's orientations can be judged in large part from 

how he evaluates his own behavior. The items of Table III are categories 

of such reports made by the respondents. 
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TABLE III 

SCORING SCHEME FOR THE INDEX COMPONENT, 
PUBLIC-RELATED ACTIVITIES 

Item, Response-type Score 

Ascertaining public opinion3-
Exercise initiative in gauging public opinion 4 
Attentiveness to public opinion when it makes itself known, , 2 
No gauges of opinion relevant in agency's work 0 

Public relations emphasis*5 

Agency conducts PR through its own program . 4 
Reliance upon city's PR program, or practice merely a "PR 

attitude" in daily operations 2 
Hi of minimal importance 0 

Extent of use of mass media for pursuance of agency program0 

Exercise initiative in getting coverage; much coverage. . . . 4 
Much coverage, but at initiative of the media . 2 
Little coverage, little initiative, or submit to media 

only what is required by law (e. £., public records) . . . 0 

Consultative practices concerning substance of agency policy** 
Much informal consultation with groups or individuals . . . . 4 
Consult only in those formal settings required by law . . . . 2 
No consultations in agency's work 0, 

Degree of anticipation of public wishes® 
Much.. 4 
Some , 2 
Little 0 

Efforts at winning group consent-̂  
Much 4 
Some 2 
Little 0 

Questionnaire sources: aItem G. and E. CF. dp. 1, passim.. 
D, E, G. eG. fC and E. 

The scoring for Table III is uniform. Each of the six items has a 

maximum of four points, for a total of twenty-four. 

Table IV shows the scoring scheme for the fourth component, respon-

ses concerning the importance of public approval in the agency's work. 



36 

TABLE IV 

SCORING SCHEKE FOE THE INDEX COMPONENT, 

IMPORTANCE OF PUBLIC APPROVAL 

Item, Response-type Score 

Response to direct question, 'Must you have public approval?" ... 8 
Public approval is vital ...... 8 
Approval is gratifying but not really necessary 4 
Approval is irrelevant in agency work 0 

Activity in obtaining public approval** 
Much 8 
Some * 4 
Little, virtually none . 0 

c 
Reaction to cases of disapproval 

Try to adapt program to meet criticisms 8 
Educate or persuade public to agency's point of view 4 
Virtually ignore criticisms, consider the source, depre-

cate critics, etc. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 

Questionnaire sources: aItem B. ^C. CD. 

Each of the three items in Table IV has a maximum of eight points, 

for a total of twenty-four possible points on this component of public-

orientation. 

Table V assigns scores on the basis of the over-all context of a 

respondent's remarks concerning his public-orientation. It provides a 

total score of four points; it is included to round out the total pos-

sible points to one hundred. 

TABLE V 

SCORING SCHEME FOR THE INDEX COMPONENT, 

GENERAL PUBLIC-ORIENTATION 

Item, Response-type Score 

High public-orientation 4 
Middle-range general public-orientation . . . . . . . . . 2 
Low public-orientation . . . . 0 
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Results 

Table VI lists each respondent's total Index score, derived by 

adding the scores of categories in which he was coded in Tables I - V. 

The respondents' administrative positions are described, and the cities 

involved are noted as well. They are arranged in rank order. 

TABLE VI 

INDIVIDUAL SCORES ON THE INDEX 
OF PUBLIC-ORIENTATION, 

IN RANK ORDER 

Position and Agency 

. Director, City Beautiful Commission 

. Head Librarian 

. Director of Finance 

• Director of Civil Defense 

. Superintendent of Parks 

. Director of Parks and Recreation 

. Head Librarian 

. Zoo Director 

. Fire Chief 

. Executive Director, Nashville Housing Authority 

. Chief of Police 

. Chief of Police 

. Traffic Engineer 

. Superintendent of Water Works 

. Director of Planning and Zoning 

. Director of Planning and Zoning 

Index 
Score City 

98 • * • Nashville 

85 • • • Abilene . 

76 • • • Nashville 

75 • • • Nashville 

73 • • m Nashville 

73 • • • Abilene . 

72 • • • Nashville 

72 • • • Abilene . 

70 • • # Nashville 

64 * • • Nashville 

56 • • • Abilene . 

52 • • • Nashville 

51 • • • Abilene . 

49 • • • Nashville 

44 • • « Abilene . 

40 • • • Nashville 
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TABLE VI —Continued 

Index 
Score City Position and Agency 

•
 

•
 

to 
ca . Nashville • • • Secretary, Beer Board ' 

37 . . • Nashville • • • Director, Nashville Transit Authority 

33 . . • Nashville • • • Director of Public Works 

31 . . • Abilene . • • * Fire Chief 

30 . . • Nashville • • • Assistant Director, Nashville Planning Council 

25 . . * Nashville * • • Director of Civil Service 

25 . . . Abilene . • * • Director of Public Works 

25 . . . Abilene . • * • Superintendent, Water and Sewer Department 

24 . . • Abilene . • • • City Attorney 

21 . . « Nashville • • • Traffic Engineer, Director of Traffic Commission 

15 . . . Nashville • • • Superintendent of Inspections 

15 . . » Abilene . • • • Animal Control Director 

14 . . . Nashville • • • City Tax Assessor 

12 . . • Nashville • • • Assistant Comptroller 

11 . . . Nashville • • • Director of Parking Board 

6 . . • Nashville * • • Assistant City Attorney 

1 . . . Nashville 
• • • City Purchasing Agent 

1 • • • • Abilene . • • • Director of Personnel 

0 . . • Nashville • • • City Clerk. 

The procedure described and illustrated in this chapter is one 

which renders all respondents from both cities comparable. The Index 

scores of the individual respondents provide a means of determining 

variations in the dependent variable. 



CHAPTER III 

THE INDEPENDENT VARIABLES AND THEIR BEARING 

ON THE VARIABLE OF PUBLIC-ORIENTATION 

This chapter shows the results of a search for independent vari-

ables which are related to the dependent variable—public-orientation, 

as defined by the Index of Chapter II. 

Format for the Tabular Presentation 

Each table organizes several independent variables bearing on a 

general category of variables. Such an arrangement serves to facili-

tate the reading and textual discussion of the tables. Table I, for 

example, congruently includes four different variables having to do with 

aspects of formal structure. Because the table is followed by a general 

discussion concerning the relationship of formal structure and public-

orientation, it is helpful to have placed all these related variables' 

together in the tabular presentation. 

Each variable is footnoted to indicate its source—where it has been 

suggested to be an independent variable having an effect on public-orien-

tat ion. There are no notes concerning which questionnaire items apply in 

coding the responses. The free-answer style of interviewing permitted 

comments germane to most variables to be made at various points. The 

variables are described within the tables, in order to minimize the 

need for extensive prefatory explanations. 

The tables are arranged to permit the simultaneous presentation of 

' 39 
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several features in the data. Numbers falling under the column heading 

"N" indicate how many respondents are included in each category of a 

variable. The number denoted by "Total" is the number of all those in-

terviewed and coded in one of the variable's categories. It is always 

thirty-five, the total number of respondents, since the variable 6f; cate-

gories are exhaustive of the data and mutually exclusive. The columns 

"High" and "Low" show the number of respondents who are above and below 

the median Index score. This information pertains to the Chi-square 

analysis, explained below. The median is 37} it is put in the low group. 

Numbers in the column headed "Average Public-Orientation Index"— 

abbreviated as "Avg P-0 Ix"—indicate the average scores of all those 

respondents falling into each category of each variable. By noting 

where the high and low average Index scores are—i. e., in which vari-

able category they appear—one can roughly discern the relationship 

between the dependent and independent variable. For example, the first 

independent variable in Table I is whether the administrator's formal 

responsibility is to elective or non-elective officials. The higher 

average Public-Orientation Index score (the dopendent variable) is for-

ty-seven, and it occurs in the catogory, "elected officials." Thus it 

can be said that responsibility to elective officials is related to a 

high degree of public-orientation, more than responsibility to non-elec-

tive officials. This is so simply because those whose responsibility 

lay toward the former tended to have relatively high Index scores. 

In short, one can determine which kind of formal responsibility, or 

other independent variable, is the more conducive to high public-orien-

tat ion „ Such a tabular analysis is not in itself conclusive regarding 
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the dependence of public-orientation on the matter of formal responsi-

bility, It remains to ascertain whether the data are sufficiently-

arrayed to show a significant divergence of high and low public-orien-

tation Index scores on the independent variable. Whether such a 

significance obtains can be determined through the Chi-square method* 

(The method of computation for Chi-square is described in Appendix III.) 

Summarizing, the format for the following tables is one which per-

mits ready comprehension of several features in the data. The variables 

are grouped together in topical categories, a "topic" in each table. 

Components of each variable are spelled out and footnoted as to source. 

The number of respondents coded in the variable components is shown, as 

well as their average score in the Index of Public-Orientation. These 

numbers facilitate conclusions about which variable-components are accom-

panied by relatively high public-orientation. Chi-square is shown for 

each variable to indicate whether the variable shows a statistically 

significant relationship to public-orientation. 

Each variable represents an hypothesis that a relationship exists 

between the quality described and public-orientation. 

The Tables 

Table I shows the number of administrators classified according to 

four aspects of formal structure suggested in the background literature. 

There are many such aspects which are excluded from the table. Upon 

analysis most did not show promise as variables affecting public-orien-

tation, although the initial expectations were that they would. An 

example of what is meant by failure to "show promise" appears in the 

table. The third variable discloses neither average Index differences 
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nor a substantial Chi-square figure to suggest its effect on public-

orientation. The other variables of Table I do show average Index 

differences, although their Chi-squares are too low to warrant the 

assertion of significance. 

TABLE I 

AVERAGE SCORES ON INDEX OF PUBLIC-ORIENTATION 
OF ADMINISTRATORS CLASSIFIED ACCORDING TO 

ASPECTS OF FORMAL STRUCTURE, 
AND CHI-SQUARE NOTATIONS 

Aspect of Formal Structure 

Direction of principal responsibility, to el-
ective or non-elective officials—on the 
basis of how appointed and removed, sur-
veillance of agency operations, and 
accountability3' 
Responsible to elected officials (the 

mayor or city council) 
Responsible to non-elective officials 

(city manager or board) 

X2 - 1.34, not significant at .05 level. 

High Low Ha Avg. 
P-0 Ix 

$ 
a 

6 

12 
17 18 

15 

20 
35 

47 

29 

Branch of government to which responsible-
on basis of criteria as above*5 

Responsible to executive (mayor or 
city manager) 

Responsible to legislative (council) 
Responsible to board 
Responsible through judicial process 

5 
6 
6 

11 
• 0 

5 
2 

17 18 
X^ inappropriate as a test of significance 

16 
6 
11 
2 

35 

32 
64 
44 
15 

Nature of agency autonomy—on basis of struc-
tural and legal independence of .operation0 

Autonomy in technical decisions, fiscal 
arrangements, or in general conduct 
of agency program 

Little autonomy—technical matters are 
spelled out, funds dependent upon 
budget or earmarked funds, or program 
heavily supervised by or coordinated 
with another agency 

X2 - ft.0$, not significant. 

11 11 22 

17 18 
J3L 
35 

'40 

41 
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TABLE I —Continued 

Aspect of Formal Structure ' High 1 Low 1 N Avg. 
P-0 Ix 

Nature of most salient power exercised 
by agency*1 

Technical discretion under a clear man-
date of law or higher authority 

Social planning or service without a 
clear mandate, in a non-controver-

2 11 13 28 

sial area 
"Hot potato" activity, mediation of 

disputes, or development of pro-
posals in a controversial area 

10 

5 

1 

6 

11 

11 

69 

34 

- 1.42, not significant. 
17 18 35 

*Chi-square is an appropriate test only where the expected frequen-
cy in each box is at least 5. There are too many boxes to this variable 
to permit an expectancy of 5 in each. 

Sources for variables: aAppleby, Policy and Administration« p. 32 j 
the variables selected from his list. 
klbid. cIbid. ^Kaass and Radway, loc. cit., p 440. 

Table I represents those aspects of formal structure in the data 

which appear to be most important. Comparisons of average Index scores 

indicate the correspondence of high public-orientation with responsibil-

ity to elected officials (especially to the city council), and a formal 

power of social planning in a non—controversial area without firm guide-

lines. However, average Index differentials are shown by the Chi-square 

notations to be insignificant. In the following tables, which deal 

with non—formal structural matters, some Chi—squares do indicate signi-

ficant relationships. The tentative conclusion concerning Table I is 

that its variables are relatively inconsequential to public-orientation. 

Unlike the first table, Table II includes variables which suggest 

themselves in the actual verbal responses (manifest data). There are 

conceptualizations of "role" in the background literature, to be sure, 
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but none of then, seem conformable to the patterns of respondents' com-

ments. "Content analysis," as described above on page 29, requires 

coding actual responses into a scheme such as that of Table II. 

TABLE II 

AVERAGE INDEX SCORES OF ADMINISTRATORS CLASSIFIED 
ACCORDING TO AGENCIES' ADMINISTRATIVE ROLES, 

AND CHI-SQUARE NOTATIONS 

Agency's Administrative Role High Low N Avg. 
P-0 Ix 

Action and/or advisory rolea 

Action-oriented role, implementation 
of policy; no significant advisory 
role 

Advisory role—exclusively, or as a 
basic part of total agency role (e.g. 
both advisory and action roles) 

6 

11 

14 

4 

20 

15 

28-

57 

x2 = 6.75. significant. 
17 18 35 

Role performance guided by rigid rules 
and/or subject to agency discretion^ 
Role requiring application of rigid 

law or other standards 
Role allowing agency discretion under 

broad authority; or combinatory 
role of some discretion and seme 
rigid standards 

3 

14 

9 

9 

12 

23 

22 

49 

X^ = 4.10, significant. 
17 18 35 

Enforcement-regulation and/or service roleC 
Enforcement of rules upon the public, 

or regulating public activity 
Provision of public services—exclu-

sively, or in addition to enforce-
ment-regulation of citizens 

3 

14 , 

12 

6 

15 

20 

22 

54 

X^ = 3.63, significant. 
17 18 35 

Sources for variables: b anc* °Manifest data. 

Both average Index scores and Chi-square figures indicate the rela-

tionship to high public-orientation of advisory, discretionary and 

service roles. Low Index scores are associated "with roles which are 
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action- or enforcement-oriented, and which involve the rigid applica-

tion of rules. 

Table III is also composed of variables which suggest themselves 

in analysing respondents' remarks. In this table they are subsumed 

under the general concept of functions. 

TABLE III 

AVERAGE INDEX SCORES OF ADMINISTRATORS CLASSIFIED 
ACCORDING TO ASPECTS OF AGENCIES' FUNCTIONS, 

AND CHI-SQUARE NOTATIONS 

Aspect of Agency's Functions High Low N Avg. 
P-0 Ix 

Basic or non-essential governmental fnctn.*1 

Fnctn. generally considered basic, com-
mon, or necessary at local level 

Non-essential fnctn.—"extra," not com-
monly performed at local level, etc. 

8 

9 

16 

" 2 

24 

11 

29 

69 

X2 = 7.67, significant. 
17 18 35 

Function of regulating or facilitating 
citizens' activity" 
Regulate, restrict citizens' actions 
Facilitate citizen activity—enhance, 

extend opportunities, provide di-
rection or facilities. (A small 
degree of "regulation" may occur.) 

8 

9 

16 

2 

24 

11 

28 

66 

X2 = 7.67, significant. 
17 18 35 

Ramifications of functions on citizens' 
economic livelihood0 

Affect civic and social amenities, or, 
public safety and welfare, without 
a salient effect on livelihoods 

Directly affect livelihoods of part of 
the public 

13 

4 

7 

11 

20 

1? 

51 

26 

X2 = 5.0S, significant. 
17 18 35 

Sources for variables: a> ^ and ̂ Manifest data. 

From Table III it is evident that high public—orientation attends 

functions which are "non-essential" rather than basic in local government, 
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which facilitate rather than regulate citizens' activity, and which hare 

no direct affect on citizens' livelihoods. As in the case of Table II, 

both average Index scores and Chi-square notations strongly indicate 

these variables' relationship with public-orientation. 

Table IV is an important supplement to the first table. In Table 

I it is apparent that aspects of formal structure show little relation-

ship to public-orientation. Table IV goes beyond the formal structure 

into the administrators' perceptions of their administrative situations. 

(It is important to recall that respondents are coded into the various 

categories of each table according to the things they emphasized in in-

terviews. Content analysis is based on a presumption that what the 

respondents emphasize in a well conducted interview is a reasonably 

close approximation of their actual perceptions."'*) 

TABLE IV 

AVERAGE INDEX SCORES OF ADMINISTRATORS CLASSIFIED 
ACCORDING TO RESPONSES CONCERNING THEIR 

PERCEPTIONS OF ADMINISTRATIVE 
SITUATIONS, AND X2 NOTES 

Perceptions of Administrative Situation 
1 High 1 Low N Avg. 

P-0 Ix 
Sense of responsibility to professional stan-

dards, political authorities, etc.a 

To professional standards, codes 
To higher authorities, directly or ulti-

mately, legally or in a spirit of 
cooperationj to administrator's 
sense of "public interest" where it 
is not firmly described in the pro-
fessional codej to public wishes 

5 

12 

12 

6 

17 

18 

26 

54 

X2 z 4.92, significant 
17 18 35 

^artwright, o£. cit., pp. 442 ffi. 



TABLE IV —Continued 

47 

Perceptions of Administrative Situation High Low N 1 Avg. Perceptions of Administrative Situation 
P-0 Ix 

Sense of vulnerability of agency or program"0 

Possible disruptions through association 
with politicians, or through prob-
lems in the program itself 12 8 20 49 

Unlikely to be in jeopardy—agency, pro-
gram and self well established 5 10 15 29 

X^ = 2.47, not significant. 
17 18 35 

X^ = 2.47, not significant. 
Degree of administrator's professionalism0 

Career (colleagues) highly organized; 
special training and credentials 9 13 22 36 

Non-professionalized 8 ? 13 48 
17 18 35 

X^ = 1.57, not significant. 
Degree of emphasis on objective applica-

tion of standards^ 
High emphasis—technical standards, or 

a sense of equity which implies con-
sistent, standard treatment 3 14 17 24 

Not salient in agency work, or program 
24 

not routinized, or objectivity tem-
pered by other considerations 14 4 18 56 

X-- = 12.851 significant. 
17 18 35 

56 

X-- = 12.851 significant. 
Degree of emphasis on efficiency0 

High—responses indicate primacy of pro-
tecting taxpayers' dollar, public 
expectations and professional stan-
dards of efficiency 4 17 21 24 

Low—no responses suggesting a prem-
ium on efficiency 1 14 65 

17 18 35 
X2 - 13.9, significant. 

35 

Sources for variables: aMaass and Hadway, loc. cit., p. 440s, the 
variables grouped somewhat differently here. 
^Dimock and Dimock, o£>. cit,, p. 494. c, d and data. 

Apparently, low public-orientation attends administrative situa-

tions in which an administrator perceives a responsibility first and 

foremost to professional standards, objectivity and efficiency. These 

variables relate by Chi-square standards. The other two variables— 



43 

unlikely jeopardy and a highly organized career—are shown to relate 

at least in comparing average Index scores. High Index scores are 

generally related to a respondent's emphasis on his responsibility 

to higher authorities rather than to professional standards. 

Table V shows the variables which fit the data's patterns of re-

sponses concerning the administrators' perceptions of their publics. 

The variables refer to relevant levels of publics, whether adverse 

criticisms occur, and the frequency of adversity. A "relevant" public 

is one which the administrator deals with directly or which his re-

sponses indicate are of major concern even if he has little direct 

dealings with them. The variables of '̂ whether" and "how much" ad-

verse criticism occurs are separated. They are conceptually simlar, 

but the groups of respondents coded under each are substantially differ-

ent, a fact which warrants separate presentation of the two variables. 

According to Table V, where groups are relevant to an administra-

tor's work, and where groups or other levels of the public do not 

criticise much, Index scores tend to be high. On the other hand, those 

administrators tend to be la-; in public-orientation whose publics are 

primarily the general public and individuals in the masses and whose 

agencies are recipients of adverse expressions. 

The array of these variables presents a problem of analysis. Ac-

cording to the pluralist aspects of the study's organizing theory, high 

public-orientation should attend both where groups are relevant, and 

where adverse expressions occur frequently. Here, however, the vari-

ables are mixed. Where groups are relevant, high average Index scores 

prevail, but low Index scores tend to accompany adverse public expres-

sions. This problem is thoroughly analyzed below, page 73. 
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TABLE V 

AVERAGE INDEX SCORES OF ADMINISTRATORS CLASSIFIED 
ACCORDING TO THEIR PERCEPTIONS OF THE 

PUBLIC RELEVANT' IN THEIR WORK, 
AND CHI-SQUARE NOTATIONS 

Perception of the Public 
1 High 1 Low ' N ! 

# 

f Avg. 
P-0 Ix 

Level of public most relevant to agency work*1 

Unorganized general public and/or un-
organized individuals 

Groups, ad hoc or permanently organ-
ized—solely or in addition to the 
the direct relevance of the unor-
ganized public 

4 

1? 

Ik 

4 

18 

17 , 

27 

55 

Level of public most relevant to agency work*1 

Unorganized general public and/or un-
organized individuals 

Groups, ad hoc or permanently organ-
ized—solely or in addition to the 
the direct relevance of the unor-
ganized public 

17 18 35 
X^ z 10.1, significant. 

Level of public most likely to criticise'3 

Unorganized individuals in gen'1. public 
Groups—ad hoc or permanently organized 
No criticism likely from any level 

7 
5 

, ? 

9 
6 
3 

16 
11 
8 

33 
41 
51 

Level of public most likely to criticise'3 

Unorganized individuals in gen'1. public 
Groups—ad hoc or permanently organized 
No criticism likely from any level 

17 18 35 
x2 - inapplicable. 

Nature of public expressions—pro or conc 

Adverse expressions from any level of 
public—objections, requests for pre-
ferred treatment, or vigorous re-
quests for different policy 

Negligible criticism—public per-
ceived as actively cooperative or 
generally favorable toward agency 

4 

1? 

13 

5 

17 

18 

27 

53 

Nature of public expressions—pro or conc 

Adverse expressions from any level of 
public—objections, requests for pre-
ferred treatment, or vigorous re-
quests for different policy 

Negligible criticism—public per-
ceived as actively cooperative or 
generally favorable toward agency 

17 18 35 
X^ - 8.18, significant. 

Frequency and intensity of adversity*1 

Much from individuals and ad hoc groups 
Little from any level of the public 

3 
14 

9 
9 , 

12 
23 

26 
45 

Frequency and intensity of adversity*1 

Much from individuals and ad hoc groups 
Little from any level of the public 

1 7 18 35 
- 3.97, significant. 

Sources for variables: a, Manifest data.. c> dKey, op. cit., pi.' 11. 

Table VI treats of the manner of contact with the public. Several 

variables which are expectably important do not pattern sufficiently to 

be included in the table—notably, the types of gauges of public opin-

ion employed (personal contact, hearings, mail, newspapers, etc.). Those 

patterns which do emerge from the response data are shown. 
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TABLS VI 

AVERAGE INDEX SCORES OF ADMINISTRATORS CLASSIFIED 
ACCORDING TO MANNER OF CONTACT WITH PUBLIC, 

AND CHI-SQUARE NOTATIONS 

Manner of Public Contact 'High 1 Low i N Avg. 
P~0 I x 

Degree of emphasis on gauging opinion—ini-
tiative and frequency in gauging3-
Take initiative in actively searching 

for opinion, finding many sources 
Receive many expressions, without 

taking initiative 
Minimal initiative and few receipts 

7 

6 
4 

6 

5 
, 7 

13 

11 

74 

41 
29 

= 0.24, not significant. 
17 18 35 

Respondent's estimate of the reliability of 
the gauges employed^ 
• None reliable, can surmi.se public wish-

es without gauging; or public opin-
ion irrelevant in agency1s work 

Very or at least fairly reliable 
7 

10 
15 

3 
22 
13 

30 
57 

X2 = 7.OS, significant. 
17 18 35 

Where pressures frcm publics are felt 
Public opinion made known primarily 

at agency level, to administrator 
Higher levels often receive pressures 

6 
11 

6 
12 

12 
23 

44 
38 

X2 - 0.02, not significant. 
17 18 35 

Sources for variables: anc^ cManifest data. 

Initiative and frequency in gauging, and faith in the reliability 

of gauges, are shown to be conducive to high public-orientation. It is 

somewhat less important whether pressures are felt "at home" or "up-

stairs." 

In Table VII, the variables concern aspects of public relations. 

All the variables are suggested in the literature as rephrased slightly 

to correspond with the patterns of verbal responses. The variables are 

described textually in the table. 
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TABLE ¥11 

AVERAGE INDEX SCORES OF ADMINISTRATORS CLASS-
IFIED ACCORDING TO ASPECTS OF PUBLIC 
RELATIONS, AND X 2 NOTATIONS 

Aspect of Public Relations ' High 1 Low 1 N 1 Avg. Aspect of Public Relations 
P-0 Ix 

Level' of public to which PR is directed3. 

PR directed toward groups 11 • • 11 68 ' 
PR directed only toward general public 

and individuals TO.thin gen'l public 6 18 28 and individuals TO.thin gen'l public 
17 18 35 

X 2 = 16.30, significant* 
PR situation13 

Basic program, but out of public ken 3 12 15 24 
Generally-approved program, but poten-

tial "dynamite" 9 6 15 42 
Non-essential governmental program, re-

quiring substantial public acceptance; 
use of facilities, cooperation, etc. 5 • • ? 80 use of facilities, cooperation, etc. 

17 18 35 
X2, excluding last box ~ 5.0, significant • 

Relations with mass media0 

Good relations, media favorable 9 2 11 65 
Fairly good, media not actively promot-

ing agency, but not adverse 7 6 13 27 
Media attack agency at least occasionally 1 10 11 40 Media attack agency at least occasionally 

17 18 35 
40 

combining last two boxes r 6,50, significant i 
Agency's purpose in PRa 

Lead public toward agency goals, or re-
ciprocate with public in "enlarging 
public support" 12 3 15 63 

PR perfunctory, maintenance of "PR at-
titude ," or explain work to criti-
cal public in "establishing policy 
as routine, reducing controversy" 4 6 10 30 

Minimal PR emphasis—because above 
items are not relevant, or because 
administrator deprecates PR 1 9 10 16 

o 17 18 35 
X - XO#76, significant# 

35 

Sources for variables: a> b a n d cAdrian, op. cit., pp. 277 ff: se-
lected on the basis of correspondence "with manifest data# 
^Truman, ot>. ext., pp. 462 ff. 

Chi-squares and average Index scores indicate the relatedness of 
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all these variables to public-orientation. For two of the variables, 

adjustments in the data arrangement are made in order to facilitate 

Chi-square analysis. High public-orientation attends group-directed 

public relations, non-essontial programs or generally-approved programs 

which are potentially subject to hostile public reactions, good press 

relations, and a "PR purpose" of leading or reciprocating with the pub-

lics to enlarge public support. 

Conclusions 

Factors Which Contribute Toward 
High Public-Orientation 

The independent variables, —The variables which the tables' Chi-

square notations show to be of significance are listed below. Under-

scored in the listing are those factors which can most confidently be 

held to have a bearing on high public-orientations among local admin-

istrators, according to the data of the preceding tables. 

1. A role which includes advising other city officials concerning 

policies, as opposed to a strictly action-taking role; 

2. A role which allows some discretion in performing duties, as 

opposed to a role of applying rigid law or rules; 

3. A role of performing services for the public, rather than one 

primarily of enforcement and regulation of public activities; 

4. A function which is not ordinarily considered basic and essen-

tial in local government, as opposed to a basic function; 

5. A function which facilitates citizen activity, rather than one 

which restricts certain activities by regulation; 

6. A function which has no direct effect on citizens' economic 
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livelihood, as opposed to a function which does have an effect; 

7. A sense of responsibility, not primarily to professional stan-

dards, but beyond professional standards to higher authorities and to 

public wishes$ 

8. A de-emphasis of the norm of objectivity in agency operationŝ  

9. A de-emphasis of the norm of efficiency in agency operations} 

10. A situation in which groups are a significant level of public, 

as opposed to one where only the general public and individuals within 

the general public are significant* 

11. An atmosphere of negligible criticism from the public, as op-

posed to one in which there are adverse criticismsj 

12. A system of ascertaining public opinion in which the gauges 

are considered to be reliable as to what the public wants; 

13. A public relations program which is oriented toward groups, 

rather than a minimal program or one which is not group-oriented; 

14. A generally-accepted program which is "potential dynamite," 

as opposed to one which is out of the public's sphere of awareness; 

15. A good relationship with the press; 

16. A purpose in public relations activities of leading or recipro-

cating with the public, rather than a Hi purpose of placating the public, 

or a program which is perfunctory. 

Verification of relationship. —Each of the factors listed above 

has a relationship with high public-orientation. Therefore a combina-

tion of them contributes toward a high Index score. That this is so 

is verifiable by checking high and low scorers' attributes according, 

to the variables. The administrators in the upper half of the Index 
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share from five to sixteen of the listed variables, averaging 10.8 of 

then. The low half on the Index have from none to eight of these attri-

butes, averaging 3.5. A combination of the attributes listed is quite 

clearly conducive to high public-orientation. 

The relationship is more strikingly clear according to a rank corre-

lation test.^ The relationship test of Table VIII compares the rank 

order of administrators based on scores on the Index of Public-Orienta-

tion and according to the number of the listed independent variables 

upon which they each were coded. Respondents appear in rank order in a 

previous table, page 37* where they are described as to Index score, city 

of employment, position and descriptive title of agency. The same order 

is used in Table VIII, but here the respondents are identified simply by 

their respective numbers in the sequence from the highest score (number 

one) to the lea-rest (number thirty-five). In several instances the rank 

order numbers deviate from the usual numerical sequence. For example, 

instead of reading "4 - 5 - 6," the table reads "4 - 5.5 - 5.5." This 

is done because the fifth and sixth respondents have identical scores on 

the Index; it is necessary to show their similarity in the rank order as 

well. The standard method is to give each the average rank of five and 

six, or 5.5. The figures in the second rank order column are derived in 

the same x-ray, the high ranks being given to those respondents who have:-

the higher number of variables in their situations. The rank order test 

is employed in order to determine the extent to which high public-orien-

tation "depends" upon a combination of the independent variables. 

2A convenient explanation of this test appears in George H. Weiriburg 
and John A. Shumaker, Statistics; An Intuitive Approach (Belmont. Cali-
fornia, 1966), pp. 292 ff. 



TABLE VIIX 

RANK CORRELATION OF INDEX SCORES AND 
THE NUMBER OF INDEPENDENT VARI-
ABLES WHICH APPLY TO EACH 
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Rank Order 
of Index 
Scores 

(X) 

Rank Order 
According 
to Number 
of Ind. Var. 

CO £x - Y) . (X-Y)2 

-1.5 2.25 
-0.5 0.25 
-5.5 30.25 
-0.5 0.25 
4.5 20.25 
1.0 1.00 
-1.0 1.00 
-1.0 1.00 
-4.0 16.00 
4.0 16.00 
-0.5 0.25 
-11.5 132.25 
-10.5 110.25 
-4.0 16.00 
3.5 12.25 
-2.0 4.00 
8.5 72.25 
4.0 16.00 
-4.5 20.25 
-6.5 42.25 
3.0 9.00 
5.0 25.00 
5.0 25.00 
5.0 25.00 

-5.5 30.25 
-0.5 0.25 
9.5 90.25 
-5.5 30.25 
-1.5 2.25 
-5.0 25.00 
3.0 9.00 
-1.0 1.00 
0.5 0.25 
4.5 20.25 
11.5 132.25 

Computations 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5.5 
5.5 
7.5 
7.5 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
IS 
19 
20 
21 
23 
23 
23 
25 
26 
27.5 
27.5 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33.5 
33.5 
35 

2.5 
2.5 
8.5 
4.5 
1 
4.5 
8.5 
8.5 
13 
6 
11.5 
23.5 
23.5 
IS 
11.5 
18 
8.5 
14 
23.5 
26.5 
18 
18 
18 
18 
30.5 
26.5 
18 
33 
30.5 
35 
28 
33 
33 
29 
23.5 

R = 1-

= 1-

6(TX-Y)2 

N(N2~l) 

6(939) 

Total 939.00 

35(1224) 

= 1- .13 

R - .87 

z = R |/N-a 

= .87 X 5.8 

z = 



56 

The rank correlation coefficient in Table VIII—"R"—is .87, closet 

enough to a perfect relationship of 1:1 to warrant the assertion of the 

relatedness of public-orientation and all the independent variables. 

The "z" score is high enough at 5.1 to warrant the assertion that such 

a relationship is significant and not likely to have occurred by mere 

chance. 

Factors Related to Low Public-Orientation 

Reference to the list. —Alternatives to the factors listed above 

are, of course, the ones shown in the data to be conducive to low pub-

lic-orientation. These alternatives are described in the list on page 

52 and in the preceding tables. Thus, no farther notes need be made 

at this point. 



CHAPTER IV 

INTER-CITY COMPARISON 

In this chapter the data are examined to determine whether the 

dependent and independent variables are arrayed differently in Abilene 

and Nashville. The basic approaches to comparison are described in the 

following sections. 

Comparison of Index Scores 

Three kinds of tests are applied in pursuance of this first ap-

proach to comparative analysis: compari son-of-means, Chi-square and 

comparison of counterparts. 

C ompari son-of-Mean s Test 

Referring to the Index of Public-Orientation, page 37, the average 

score of all respondents is 40.4. The average score among respondents 

from Nashville is 39.7; the Abilene administrators average 41.S. These 

latter averages do not deviate markedly from each other, nor from the 

general average. 

As explained previously (page 24), the samples of administrators 

were not drawn in a statistically random manner from either city. How-

ever, neither were the samples deliberately biased toward high public-

orientation in one city and low public-orientation in the other. In 

view of the sampling procedure's unprejudiced nature concerning public-

orientation, the closeness of the various Index averages is quite 

meaningful. No differences between the two sets of administrators— 
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those from Nashville and those from Abilene—can be asserted on the 

basis of their scores on the Index of Public-Orientation, 

Chi-Square Test 

The preceding observation is corroborated by noting how many high 

and low scores appear among each city's administrators. The median of 

the Index is 37,3, The twelve Abilene administrators are equally di-

vided between high and low Index scores around this median—six on 

either side. Of those of Nashville, eleven are above and twelve are 

below the median. A Chi-square test, with city as one variable and 

high—low Index scores as the other, shows no relationship between the 

two variables, 

In short, the Index data provide no firm basis for ascribing differ-

ences in public-orientation to the fact of respondents' employment in 

different cities. On the basis of these data, the broad characteristic 

features of the two cities may not be inferred as explanatory of public-

orientation differences. Such features would include a city manager 

versus mayor form of government, differences in demographic factors such 

as population size, and other broad descriptive aspects of Abilene and 

Nashville. These cannot be held to be independent variables for pur-

poses of analyzing these data on Index scores. Instead, all of these 

respondents are best considered part of a common universe of local ad-

ministrators whose public-orientation differences hinge upon variables 

other than broad inter-city differences. 

The comparison-of-means and Chi-square analyses are substantially 

conclusive concerning the comparability of the two cities' administrators. 

•̂ The Chi-square method is described in Appendix III, 
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However, there remains an alternative way of analysis—that of checking 

the Index scores of administrative counterparts in the two cities* 

Comparison of Inter-City Counterparts 

This method pits administrators from one city against their count-

erparts from, the other. The ten most obvious pairs of inter-city 

counterparts are compared in Table I. Listed according to broad de-

scriptions of their work, their respective Index scores are shown. The 

right-hand column indicates whether the Nashville respondents are high-

er or lower than their Abilenian counterparts. 

TABLE I 

COMPARISON OF INDEX SCORES OF ADMINISTRATORS 
CLASSIFIED ACCORDING- TO SIMILAR 

POSITIONS IN THE CITIES 

Administrative 
Position 

Index Score 
of Nashville 
Administrator 

(N) 

Index Score 
of Abilene 
Counterpart 

(A) 

N - A 

(•for-) 
Legal officer 6 24. 
Head librarian 72 85 M l 

Planning director 30 44 MM 

Traffic engineer 21 51 -

Police chief 52 56 — 

Park superintendent 73 73 0 
Water superintendent 49 25 + 
Personnel director 25 1 + 
Fire chief 70 31 + 
Public works director 33 25 + 

Table I shows that the cities' administrators vary in differing 

directions from their respective counterparts. Among five pairs of ad-

ministrators Abilenians score higher. In four pairings Nashville 

administrators have the higher Index scores. In one set the scores 

are identical. No assertions can be made on the basis of these data 
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that one city's administrators are generally more highly public-oriented 

than their counterparts in the other city. 

Camparison on Basis of Prevalence of 
Variables Which Enhance High 

Public-Orientation 

While differences in respondents' public-orientation cannot be 

attributed to the simple fact of their location in different cities, 

differences may be found in factors which are traceable to, and preva-

lent in, one city as opposed to the other. Factors which conduce to 

high or low public-orientation are shown in Chapter III. They are vari-

ables, tested by a method in which all respondents from both cities are 

combined. Emerging from the Chi-square analysis are observations which 

prove to be pertinent to local administrators generally. 

In order to pursue further the comparison of data from Nashville 

and Abilene, it is worthwhile to examine more closely whether the vari-

ables of Chapter III apply differently between the samples from the two 

cities. If so, the statistical inference may be that one city has more 

of the characteristics which enhance public-orientation, by virtue of 

the prevalence of such characteristics in the sample of its administra-

tors. Logical induction can lead to the proposition that the city having 

more of such qualities is more highly public-oriented in its administra-

tion than the other. In other words, sample differences concerning the 

variables, if quite significant, may permit the inference of a public-

orientation difference between the cities' whole sets of administrators. 

Public-Orientation Index data alone do not suffice to show inter-city 

differences, as pointed out in the previous section, especially page 58. 

There the focus was on discerning whether gross, general differences of 
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the two cities could be inferred from the distribution of Index scores. 

Such an inference was demonstrated to be infeasible. The present in-

quiry concerns whether the specific factors conducing to high public-

orientation described in Chapter III might permit a logical inference 

of one city's generally higher public-orientation. The syllogism, in 

the event that such a finding occurs, would read: 

High public-orientation among city administrators is related 
to variables A, B, C...X; 

These variables are more prevalent in one city than in the 
other, evidenced by their prevalence in the sample of 
one city as opposed to the sample of the otherj 

Therefore, the former city's administrators are more highly 
public-oriented than those of the other city. 

City Held Constant 

The most direct method of seeing whether a variable is patterned . 

similarly or differently in Nashville and Abilene involves holding con-

stant the factor of city. To "hold constant" is to combine all of-the 

respondents from each respective city. Thus, Abilene and Nashville ad-

ministrators are treated as two separate groups. The cities are held 

in juxtaposition, whereas in the preceding analyses the administrators 

of both cities were pooled. 

Each city's group of administrators is then analyzed according to 

each variable, to ascertain how many in the city are coded under each 

of the variable components. The function of this operation is simply 

that of seeing to what degree high Index-related variables are present 

in either city. If they tend to be prevalent in one city but not in 

the other, then one group has a set of factors more conducive to high 

public-orientation than does the other. 
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Chi-souare analysis. —Using "city" as one variable against the 

variables of Chapter III, Chi-square tests show no significant differ-

ences. Table II, immediately below, presents the Chi-square data in 

this regard. The variables shovm in Table II are those of the tables 

in Chapter III which seem significant by Chi-square standards when 

tested for all the respondents combined. Here, these "proven" vari-

ables are tested for their prevalence in one city as opposed to the 

other. Abbreviated textual descriptions of each variable appear in 

the table; more thorough descriptions are contained in the tables of 

Chapter III. The format for Table II is different from that used pre-

viously. Only the information which is directly pertinent to the 

present Chi-square testing appears here. 

There are differences within the samples from the cities, to be 

sure. However, the tests indicate that they are not marked enough5to 

enable the assertion of differences between all administrators of the 

respective cities. 

The data's distributions in the contingency tables comprising Table 

II indicate that Nashville has a somewhat higher proportion of admini-

strators with some of the high Index-conducive characteristics. On 

other variables, however, Abilene's administrators have the higher pro-

portions. The tendency in both cities is similar on some items, those 

concerning which both groups of administrators incline toward high- or 

low-conducing characteristics. In any event, Chi-square tests provide 

no basis for asserting significant differences between administrators 

of the two cities. Thus, this analysis shows no evidence that one city 

has more favorable public-orientation factors than does the other. 
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TABLE II 

CHI-SQUARE DATA COMPARING THE VARIABLE OF CITY 
AND TIE I N D E P E N D E N T VARIABLES APPEARING 

IN THE TABLES OF CHAPTER III 

Description of j j1 

Variable IN* AI X 2 

1 Description of ; 
Variable (cont.) : 

i 11 

N A X 2 

Formal structure 
(Table I) 
Responsible to 

Elected off'els. 
Non-elected 

11 k 
12 8 .75 

Situation (cont.) 
Objectivity norm 
No 

io 7 
13 5 .43 

Formal structure 
(Table I) 
Responsible to 

Elected off'els. 
Non-elected 

11 k 
12 8 .75 

Efficiency norm 
| No 

14 7 
9 '5 .001 

Autonomy 
Much 
Little 

14 8 
9 4 .14 

Nature of public 
(Table V) 
General public in-

volved most 
Groups 

14 A 

9 2 

* 

2.69 

Role (Table II) 
Action 
Advisory 

14 4 
9 8 3.09 

Nature of public 
(Table V) 
General public in-

volved most 
Groups 

14 A 

9 2 

* 

2.69 

Role (Table II) 
Action 
Advisory 

14 4 
9 8 3.09 Adverse publics 

Favorable 
13 4 
10 B 1.47 Rigid rule applica-

tion 
Rules not rinid 

7 5 
16 7 .35 

Adverse publics 
Favorable 

13 4 
10 B 1.47 Rigid rule applica-

tion 
Rules not rinid 

7 5 
16 7 .35 

Much adversity 
Little 

2 ^ 21 15 inap.*** 
Enforcement 
Service 

8 7* 
15 5 1.66 

Public contact 
Gauges not reli-

able 
Reliable 

15 7 
8 5 .13 

Function (Table III) 
Basic program j 16 9 

inap 

'inap 

Public contact 
Gauges not reli-

able 
Reliable 

15 7 
8 5 .13 

Non-essential ! 7 3 inap 

'inap 

Public relations 
Group-directed 
General public 

17 7 
6 5 .85 

Regulate activities 116 8 
Facilitate I 7 4! 

inap 

'inap 

Public relations 
Group-directed 
General public 

17 7 
6 5 .85 

Small economic ef~ : 
feet 

Much effcct 
19 9 
4 3 inap 

"HI purpose" 
Lead public 
Perfunctory 
Minimal 

10 5 
6 5 
7 5 inap."55* Situation (Table IV) 

Responsibility to 
Prof's'n'l. code 
Higher-ups 

12 5 
11 7 

j 

.43 

"HI purpose" 
Lead public 
Perfunctory 
Minimal 

10 5 
6 5 
7 5 inap."55* 

•*T1ig symbols "N" and "A" stand for Nashville and Abilene, respect-
ively. The numbers in this column indicate the number of respondents 
fran either city coded in the respective categories. 

— "InapJ1 is an abbreviation for "inapplicable," indicating that 
the Chi-square test is inapplicable as a test owing to expected fre-
quencies' being too low. 

The analysis of Table II shows no evidence that one city's adminis-

trators have more of the favorable variables than those of the other city. 
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Re-Grouping Respondents According to Whether 
They are in 'Manager-lake Situations" 

A third approach employed to discern different tendencies requires 

re-grouping the administrators of the two cities. Some administrative 

factors which are typical in manager systems are characteristic of some-

Nashville respondents as well as those from Abilene, Neither city has 

a "pure" type of governmental organization. This method of comparison 

combines administrators not according to their respective cities, but 

according to whether they share "manager-like situations." The groups 

thus composed are related to their average Index scores. 

Conclusions may be drawn concerning the public-orientation of ad-

ministrators functioning under conditions which are typical of a manager 

system. It may logically be inferred, then, that characteristics of a 

city manager system are more or less conducive to high public-orienta-

tion than those of a local government organized along other lines such 

as those "most typical" of Nashville. 

Criteria for classifying an administrator as one functioning in a 

"manager-like situation" include: 

1. Ultimate responsibility to the city council through a non-

elective, council-appointed head 

2. Very little de facto or legal discretion in operations 

3. An organization which operates as an internal oligarchy 

4. Emphasis on task efficiency 

5. Function in large part to make proposals to the council.^ 

All Abilene respondents, and those from Nashville whose situations in-

clude three or more of these items, are coded as being in a "manager-like 

^Robert L. Morlan, "Local Governments—The Cities," The 50 States 
and Their Local Governments, edited by James W. Fesler (New York, 1967), 
P. 475. 
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situation." The twelve administrators from Abilene and seven from 

Nashville meet this condition. Their average Index score is 43»2, not 

notably divergent from the remaining administrators1 average score of 

37.1. A Chi-square test with the variables, "manager-like situation" 

and high—low Index scores, shows no significant relationship. 

(X2 = .12.) 

Even when the criteria are more rigid in coding a respondent as be-

ing in.a "manager-like situation," average Index score differentials and 

Chi-square are low. When the requirement is meeting four or more cri-

teria, eight Abilene and three Nashville administrators qualify. Their 

average Index score is 33; that of the others is 43*8. Chi-square is 

3.05, too low for the assertion of a significant relationship. 

Conclusions 

The data do not disclose significant differences between Abilene 

and Nashville administrators concerning tendencies toward high or low 

public-orientation, nor concerning characteristics of administration 

which are related to public-orientation., There are some differences 

between the cities1 sets of respondents, especially in Table II. How-

ever, where inter-city tendencies are discernible among the respondents, 

Chi-square tests indicate that they are attributable to statistical 

chance, rather than to inter-city factors. 

Because there are no demonstrable inter-city differences in the 

data of this research, individual respondents' differences in public-

orientation are to be explained Tbĝ1 their characteristics according to 

the variables outlined in Chapter III. Apparently the latter variables 

are the significant ones. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Summary of the Method 

The project involves the development and testing of a theory based 

on various pieces in the literature concerning administrators' relation-

ships with their publics. The focus is on non-elective city administra-

tors, in the interests both of investigating an unresearched area and of 

manageability of data. Thirty-five cases from two cities are included 

for purposes of comparing between the cases and between respondents of 

the two cities. 

Data in the study are attitudes of these administrators toward their 

publics. Responses to questions in the interview schedule are analyzed 

according to a dependent independent variable framework. Each admin-

istrator's "public-orientation" is assessed by means of an Index, in 

Chapter II. The patterns of Index scores are compared with variables 

concerning various aspects of administrative situations and characteris-

tics of the publics, in Chapter III. 

The analyses of Chapters II and III include the identification of 

certain Index - independent variable relationships which occur signifi-

cantly in the data. Statistical inferences concerning these variable 

relationships allow the assertion that whenever and "wherever certain 

"favorable" conditions obtain for non-elective city administrators, they 

are accompanied by the administrators' high public-orientation. Corol-

lary inferences are that certain "other" conditions are attended by low 
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public-orierxtation. The analytical methods employed permit such infer-

ences because of the results of testing the null hypothesis. The null 

hypothesis is that no relationship exists between the dependent and in-

dependent variables. The reasoning behind the null hypothesis is that 

if a pattern can be said to have occurred by mere chance, there is no 

relationship between the elements of the pattern. That is, if an infi-

nite number of samples of non-elective city administrators were to be 

analyzed, their collective tendency would be wward no relationship. 

Some samples would deviate, or fortuitously show patterns which would 

seem to suggest a relationship. However, most of the latter samples 

would deviate by chance among the infinite number of samples. On the 

other hand, when a marked pattern occurs in a sample, the null hypothe-

sis (that of no relationship) is rejected. That is, the sample shows a 

relationship between dependent and independent variables which is sta-

tistically significant. It is so significant that it could have occurred 

in only one to five cases out of a hundred were there no relationship in 

the population. It is improbable that such a marked relationship could 

be found in any sample of a population where there is no relationship. 

Therefore, the inference is that the relationship does exist among the 

population of non-elected city administrators. 

The tables of Chapter III show the variables which relate in the 

broad sample of all respondents. Chi-square notations indicate that 

most relate significantly enough to warrant an inference of their impor-

tance in the population. These variables appear in a list on page §2. 

The tables include non-relating items as well, for purposes of showing 

those variables which seem important in the sample data, although they 
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are not significant by Chi-square standards. Verification of the rela-

tedncss of public-orientation to these variables is accomplished by a 

test of rank order—Index scores and number of variables applicable to 

each administrator. (Supra, p. 55.) 

Having thus discerned generally applicable relationships between 

variables, the remaining task is to compare the respondents of Abilene 

and Nashville. They are shown to be similar in public-orientation fac-

tors in Cha.pter IV, by means of four tests. First, the two groups1 

Index score arrays are similar as to mean and dispersion. (Supra, p. 57.) 

Second, upon comparison on the basis of their descriptive, official 

titles, Nashville's administrators are not uniformly more or less public-

oriented than their Abilenian counterparts. (Supra, p. 59.) Third, 

searching for the prevalence of characteristics in either city which con-

duce to high or low public-orientation, neither city shows more or less 

than the other. (Supra, p. 63.) Fourth, public-orientation tendencies 

are not traceable to the factor of city manager form of government, nor 

even to characteristics which are typical of city managerism. (Supra, 

P. 65.) 

By none of these means can the data be interpreted to indicate 

differences in public-orientation between Nashville and Abilene as gross 

and opposing entities. "City" is not discernible qua "city." Neither 

is an administrator's being more or less public-oriented than his inter-

city counterpart traceable to the factor of city. Nor do the data show 

that either city is substantially different concerning the characteris-

tics important in this regard. Finally, administrators in a "manager-

like situation" are not discernibly different in public-orientation from 
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the remaining respondents. In short, no inter-city variations occur 

which are significant enough to distinguish the respondents of the 

two cities. The inference is that what matters in public-orientation 

is traceable not to inter-city differences so much as to the variables 

outlined in Chapter III, They relate regardless of the factor of city. 

Summary of the findings. —Because the analysis indicates that the 

findings of Chapter III, concerning variables which are related to public-

orientation, are the important ones, the list which combines the findings 

is the primary summarization of this study. The list includes descrip-

tions of variables which attend high and low public-orientation. It 

appears on page 52. 

Conclusions 

Variables Which Relate to High Public-Orientation 

The variables are arranged in various analytical categories in the 

tables of Chapter III, each indicated in the table headings. The analyt-

ical categories includete aspects of formal structure, administrative 

role and function, perceptions of administrative situation and character-

istics of the public pertinent to the agency, manner of contact with the 

public, and aspects concerning public relations activities. Some gener-

alizations about the findings shown in the tabular presentation are 

illuminating. The following paragraphs discuss the data as re—arranged 

and generalized under different conceptual orderings, which facilitate 

the textual discussion. 

It appears that high public—orientation occurs more frequently among 
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administrators whose publics are involved in their programs, or at least 

are potentially concerned. The variables of group-directed FR (#13 in 

the summarizing list, page 52), a program which is "potential dynamite" 

(#14), HI activities of leading or reciprocating with the public (#16), 

and the saliency of groups in the agency's public (#10)—all suggest 

public involvement in what the agency does. There is an interesting ex-

ception, however. Those administrators are likely to be low in public-

orientation whose operations affect the economic interests of portions 

of the public (#6). This is a situation which logically suggests public 

interest and involvement and under the general rule should contribute 

toward high public-orientation. 

This exception can be explained by another general characteristic 

of the data. High public-orientation is likely to occur where there 

exists a "harmonious relationship" with the public. Those administrators 

reporting their effect on economic livelihoods were also exercising 

powers which posed restrictions on economic activities (e. building 

and zoning codes), a circumstance not conducive to complete "harmony." 

Whether a harmonious administrator—public relationship exists is indi-

cated by the variables of a function which facilitates rather than 

restricts citizens' activities (#5), negligible criticism from any level 

of the public (#ll), and a good press (#15). 

Another factor contributing to high public-orientation is the ad-

ministrator's 1!leeway and opportunity" to consider his public's wishes. 

The variables fitting into this generalization are % roles of an advi-

sory, discretionary, and service nature (##1 -3), and a situation where 

the means employed to ascertain public wishes are deemed reliable, so 
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that the administrator feels that he can tell what the public wants,(#12). 

Logically, such factors afford both the leeway and opportunities for high 

public-orientation. 

A fourth generalization is that high public-orientation is more 

likely to attend a de-emphasis of professional standards (#7), and a 

de-emphasis of certain norms frequently implicated in administrators1 

professional codes—objectivity (#8) and efficiency (#9). While profes-

sional standards may often include public-orientation as a norm, most of 

the professionally inclined respondents received low scores on the Index, 

This suggests that a professional norm of public-orientation is likely to 

be subordinated to other parts of the professional code. 

The one remaining item in the list not covered in the generaliza-

tions thus far is that of non-essential functions (#4). The relationship 

of this variable and high public-orientation suggests that the adminis-

trator resorts to public-orientation whenever his function is on a trial 

or probationary status. On the other hand, given a function which is 

firmly entrenched in local government, an administrator may feel that h© 

can afford to be relatively less public-oriented. 

Variables Related to Low Public-Orientation 

It has been noted, immediately above, that the high Index scores 

tend to occur in situations where l) the publics are involved rather 

extensively in the administrator's work, 2) the administrator—public 

relationship is harmonious, 3) the administrator is free and has the op-

portunity to consider the public's wishes, 4) codes of "professionalism" 

are de-emphasized, and 5) the function is not solidly established as a 

governmental program. 
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Some comments concerning administrators who scorc lew on the Index 

are made in the discussion above. Generally, situations which are "op-

posite" conduce to low public-oricntation. Such differing situations 

are l) publics which are aloof from, or not cognizant of, the agoncy's 

operations, 2) discord with segments of the publics, 3) restraints felt 

on including public opinion as a prominent factor in agency operations, 

or an inability to ascertain reliably what the public desires, 4) empha-

sis on professional standards of expertise, objectivity and efficiency, 

and 5) a function which is indifferently accepted by the public, or 

generally considered to be ordinary and basic in local government. 

These observations concerning administrators of lea'/ public-orienta-

tion suggest low interaction between the administrator and his public. 

Low public-orientation occurs where the public is indifferent or quito 

acquiescent to an agency's work, and/or where an agency is well-insulated 

from any heat generated by the public. An agency's insulation is fre-

quently a matter of its operating according to criteria other than those 

which emphasize public-orientation—standards laid down in law, by high 

authorities, or in professional codes. 

Appleby says that administrative—pub.lie aloofness is normal under 

certain circumstance s—circumstances which pervade the administrative 

situations of these low-scoring respondents. "There are two main areas 

...normally left to non-political officials: ...in the sense that 

actions are (l) implicit, habitual, within bounds previously fixed by 

general decisions or administrative tradition or social action; Bn!7... 
(2) of preponderantly technical content."^ Under such conditions the 

IPaul Appleby, "The Influence of the Political Order," American Poli-
tical Science Review, XKCI (April, 1948), 272 - 274. 
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public's importance is "normally limited." Such is apparently the case 

among the low-scoring respondents of this study. 

Discord and low pu'blic-orientation. —The second generalization con-

cerning conditions for low public-orientation presents an analytical 

problem. "Discord with segments of the public" implies either unharmo— 

nious interaction, or vigorous one-sided action not met by reciprocal 

action by the other side. The former is a situation of conflict—a 

struggle of an administrator with his publics. The latter—one-sided, 

unreciprocated action—is a situation not of conflictual'< interaction, 

so much as one of impaired or incomplete interaction. It is the latter 

meaning of "discord" which prevails among the respondents who score low 

in public-orientation. 

The relationship discovered between "discord" and "low public-orien-

tation" has important implications for an hypothesis put forth by a 

group-pluralist theorist® According to Truman, "the degree of controver-

sy is important in that, "regardless of the preferences of the adminis-

trator," he must seek "support." Support is achieved by adoption of the 

public's ideas, efforts to adjust agency programs to group wishes, com-

pensatory public relations, or by some other deliberate means.^ These 

administrators, however, whose low Index scores indicate low support-

obtaining efforts, are the very ones who reported a high degree of 

controversy. Apparently there is no direct positive relationship between 

the two variables, discord and high public-orientation. Other variables 

may intervene, to cause an inverse relationship. This is the case among 

these low respondents. 

^Truman, o£. ext., pp. 340 ff. 
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The intervening variables include agency-rigidification and the 

nature of the public. The first is these agencies' rigidification by 

placing a premium on professional standards of objectivity and effi-

ciency. Truman notes that this can lead to a state of "independence," 

of ignoring group pressures.-5 In a situation of rigidity, governmental 

officials may "structure" their activities without clear recognition of 

pressures that are actually there A That these administrators have a 

low '"level of recognition" of the importance of group strife can be in-

ferred from their "verbal aggressions" in discussing their publics.5 

For example, responses to questions concerning public opinion include 

evaluations such as "irresponsible," "selfish," "uninformed," and "the 

spleen of chronic misfits." In short, rigidification of an agency may 

bear the onus of guilt for the impairment of administrator— public 

interaction. 

The second intervening variable places the onus on the nature of 

the public. The low-scoring administrators tend to describe their pub-

lics as sporadic, ad hoc and amorphous as well as critical of agency 

policy. Furthermore, the bulk of the public's adverse criticisms fre-

quently comes from single individuals, considered by the respondents to 

be short-sighted and selfish cranks. The organizing theory behind this 

study postulates that an administrator's public-orientation depends in 

3Ibid., p. 547. 

"̂Oliver Garceau and Corrine Silverman, "A Pressure Group and the 
Pressured: A Case Report," American Political Science Review. XLVIII 
(September, 1954), 24 - 26. ~ 

^Peter M. Blau and W. Richard Scott, Formal Organizations (San 
Francisco, 1962), p. 25. 
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large part upon how he perceives his public. Apparently, a discordant 

public which the administrator perceives as sporadic, ad hoc and amor-

phous, or a constant parade of selfish individuals, is not conducive 

to an administrator's being highly public-oriented. Fresthus,^ and 

the ardent pluralist Dahl,? have remarked on the requirement of adequate-

ly structured publics as a condition for pluralism to obtain. Key has 

noted that variation in type and degree of public activity has an effect 

ft 

on the type and degree of public-orientation.0 

One must conclude that one important hypothesis of group-pluralist 

theory requires qualification. This is the hypothesis that discord stim-

ulates public-orientation, and the qualification is the presence of two 

disruptive, intervening variables—agency rigidification and adverse 

criticism by individuals and ad hoc groupings. Where "discord" is of 

this nature, administrators are likely to be low in public-orientation, 

especially if their agencies are susceptible to rigidification. 

Variables V « T h i c h Are Not Related 
by Chi-Square Standards 

Several variables are shown in the tables of Chapter III to have 

too insufficient a relationship (by Chi-square standards) to warrant in-

ferring their relationship among the universe of local administrators. 

("Insignificance" by Chi-square standards means that the patterns are 

attributable to chance in the sample.) None of the variables concerning 

formal structure shows a significant relationship to public-orientation 

(Table I). Two variables concerning administrative situations show no 

^Presthus, OJD. ext., p. 32. ?Key, og. cit., p. 89. 

%)ahl, in D'Antonio and Ehrlich, op. cit., p.77. 
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significance—agency vulnerability and "career professionalism" (Table 

IV). Table VI, concerning manner of public contact, discloses no signi-

ficant relationship regarding respondents1 emphasis on gauging public 

opinion, nor concerning where public pressures are felt. 

These variables are included in the tables notwithstanding their 

statistical insignificance. It is illuminating to note examples of what 

kinds of variables are relatively unimportant to an administrator's de-

gree of public-orientation. Most of the weakly-related variables bear 

on the structural aspects of local administration. Method of the admin-

istrator's appointment, the channels through which he is accountable, 

the agency's fiscal arrangements, and the precision and clarity of its 

authority to act—these and other structural factors prove less impor-

tant to public-orientation than do other factors. In short, the hypo-

theses that these are independent variables with effects on public-

orientation are not confirmed. 

The Working; Hypothesis 

As described in the introductory chapter̂  the working hypothesis 

is that non-elective city administrators' attitudes toward their publics 

vary according to situational elements—the variegated nature of publics 

and their opinions; structural, political and normative differences 

which obtain between administrative settings; and differences in tech-

niques in dealing with the publics. (Supra, p. 23.) This hypothesis 

is based on the extraction of the "kinds" of things which are deemed 

important in the literature reviewed in developing the study's organiz-

ing theory. 

The conceptualization of "kinds" of important considerations is 
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fruitful. Where the literature's specific suggestions prove unwarranted 

in the data (for example, those concerning formal structure), the re-

sponses themselves suggest related variables (for example, those which 

are coded as administrative "roles," "functions" and "perceptions of 

administrative situations" in Chapter III). 

The working hypothesis thus proves to be a useful framework enabling 

the identification of variables which relate to high and low public-

orientation among non-elective city administrators. 

Implications for Pluralist Theory 

It is also noted concerning the organizing theory that the discovery 

of patterns has implications for group-pluralist theory. The discerning 

of factors attending high or low public-orientation contributes specific 

knowledge concerning conditions under which the pluralist ideal may or 

may not obtain. 

Those variables which attend low public-orientation indicate that, 

here, neither publics nor administrators function in ways postulated by 

pluralist theory. The publics are generally indifferent, acquiescent, 

or not aware of the work of administrators whose Index scores tend to be 

low. Apparently lacking is the necessary "force" toward public-orienta-

tion potentially generated by administrators' publics in these cases. 

However, it is also notable that where potential "force" does exist, 

in the form of adverse public expressions, these low-scoring administra-

tors tend to shield themselves. Shielding is accomplished by means of 

rigidifying themselves and harboring hostile attitudes toward the criti-

cising publics, as explained above, page :74. Not only the factor of 

agency rigidification, but the characteristics of the publics themselves 



7a 

are seen to. be reasons for low public-orientation. The publics are not 

sufficiently organized to bring about administrative reactions presumed, 

to obtain by the pluralists' standards. 

Conclusions concerning the respondents who show high public-orienta-

tion have implications for pluralist theory as well. Publics are deemed 

by such respondents to be involved as participants or at least as objects 

for the administrators1 consideration. Public relations activities tend 

to be emphasized, interest groups are important, and so on. 

However, there are two important provisos which are significant for 

pluralist theory. First is the requirement that relationships be har-

monious. Among these respondents, harmony is more a product of perform-

ing innocuous functions than of administrators' efforts to create a sense 

of harmony. It has been pointed out that there tend to be few highly 

public-oriented administrators whose functions impinge upon economic 

livelihoods of the citizenry, a "hot potato" area. Even where high Index 

scoring respondents are coded as operating in an area of "potential 

dynamite," the "dynamite" is quite remotely "potential," not imminent as 

a source of disharmony. Apparently, warm relationships with the public 

occur where the atmosphere is itself'warm and cordial. It would be a 

highly dubious inference from the data to predict these respondents' 

continued high public-orientation were a cold, unharmonious situation 

substituted. 

Second, the administrator who registers a high Index score tends 

to perceive his situation as one of "leeway and opportunity" to learn 

and respond to public wishes, and one where "professional standards" are 

not his supreme guidelines to action. Such perceptions of situations are 
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apparently vital to an administrator's public-relatedness. Where they 

arc not a part of his perceptions, pluralist theory's standards are not 

likely to obtain. 

To summarize, an administrator's high public-orientation depends to 

a great extent upon an appropriate oe- ox perceptions of the situation. 

For example, administrators tend to be highly public—oriented provided 

that they perceive their situations as ones of few impediments to their 

responding to publics which are perceived to be important, but not dis-

cordant, to their work. It is likely that such a delicately balanced 

circumstance is not always characteristic of city administrators. Unfor-

tunately, according to the findings of this research, the withdrawal of 

any element of the "ideal" situation contributes to the deterioration of 

administrators' public-orientation. 

Administrators with relatively high and low degrees of public-orien-

tation have 'been identified; and their public-orientation differentials 

are associated with several variables, listed on page 61. The variables 

which relate to low public-orientation appear to be frequently relevant 

in city government. Those which relate to high public-orientation are 

apparently not expectably common enough to warrant relaxation by advocates 

of bureaucratic democracy. The requisites for public-oriented city admin-

istrators identified in this study present themselves neither inherently 

nor fortuitously. Such observations warrant a degree of pessimism con-

cerning the difficulty of attaining the democratically ideal administra-

tor - public relationship in city government# 
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APPENDIX I 

METHOD OF SAMPLING 

It has been explained that the criteria for respondent selection 

are the various independent variables held in the organizing theory to 

be of importance concerning publlc-relatedness. (Supra, p. 25.) Respon-

dents are chosen in a manner in which the principal variables are thought 

to figure in at least three cases. Table A shows the broad categories 

of independent variables employed as criteria for sample selection and 

indicates the administrators of each city chosen on the basis of antici-

pation that they meet the respective criteria. (The administrators are 

identified by number, according to the List immediately below.) Table A 

indicates whether it is expected that they do or do not have the respec-

tive characteristics as described. 

List of Administrative Offices to Which 
Reference is Made in Table A 

Nashville respondents 
1. Director, City Beautiful Com's'n. 19. Assistant Comptroller 
2. Director of Finance 20. Director, Parking Board 
3. Director of Civil Defense 21. Ass't. City Attorney 
4. Superintendent of Parks 22. City Purchasing Agent 
5. Head Librarian 23. City Clerk 
6. Fire Chief 
7. Dtr.̂  Nashville Housing Auth'ty. Abilene respondents 
8. Chief of Police • 24* Head Librarian 
9. Superintendent of Water Works 25. Dtr., Parks and Recr'tn. 
10. Director of Planning and Zoning 26. Zoo Director 
11. Secretary, Beer Board 27. Chief of Police 
12. Dtr.• Nashville Transit Auth'ty. 28. Traffic Engineer 
13. Director of Public Works 29. Dtr., Planning and Zoning 
14. Ass't. Dtr., Advncd. Planning Cncl. 30. Fire Chief 
15. Director of Civil Service 31. Dtr., Public Works 
16. Traffic Engineer 32. Sup't., Water and Sewer 
17. Superintendent of Inspections 33. City Attorney 
18. City Tax Assessor 34. Animal Control Director 

35. Director of Personnel 
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TABLE A 

CRITERIA FOR CHOOSING RESPONDENTS AND LISTS OP 
RESPONDENTS ANTICIPATED TO MEET CRITERIA* 

City 
Criterion Nashville Abilene 

Expect to meet criteria Expect to meet crtra. 
Yes No Yes No 

Pluralist conditions 
Groups involved 1 7 11 14 6 9 23 25 28 29 30 32 34 
Controversy 2 10 11 14 1 19 23 25 28 29 24 26 30 
Need zzroup supp't. 1 2 3 7 6 11 21 23 24 26 29 33 34 35 

Nature of public 
24 26 27 Sizeable 5 12 IS 11 15 22 24 26 27 33 34 35 

Attentive 4 S 14 9 22 23 25 26 28 30 33 35 
Organized io 11 20 1 5 33 25 29 31 24 26 32 
"Mixed" 4 11 14 16 1 7 12 25 27 34 24 30 35 
Broad interest 2 8 IS 1 3 10 25 27 29 24 26 34 
Accessibility 15 20 21 6 18 22 28 31 33 25 32 35 

Characteristics of 
opinion 
Durable, .intense 7 11 14 1 19 23 25 29 31 24 30 34 
Adverse 2 8 16 1 3 5 28 29 31 24 26 35 

Institutional 
factors 
Tenure subject to 

change in elec-
tive posts 1 2 3 9 14 15 27 30 33 25 28 29 

Fiscal dependence 
on elective 
officials 1 13 16 4 12 20 28 29 33 24 32 34 

Operational auto-
24 26 34 nomy 6 13 16 2 18 19 24 26 34 30 32 35 

Techniques in deal-
ing with public 
Advisory c'n^tees. 1 5 17 9 15 21 24 25 29 32 33 34 
Propaganda 4 7 12 14 19 22 23 25 26 29 33 34 35 
PR situation where 

program is in 
sphere of public 
awareness 1 3 12 19 22 23 24 25 26 29 33 35 

Relevance of elec-
tions and refer-

25 26 28 enda 2 4 7 9 11 12 20 25 26 28 33 34 35 

"̂ Respondents are listed, by numbers which refer to the list immediate-
ly above. 
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APPENDIX II 

THE INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 

Interviewee^ Interview number. 
Position Time, Place 

First, I want to examine the relationship of your department to the 
general public. 

A. Do you deal with the general public, or with just a part of the public, 
or both? Explain. 

Are there any organized groups which are interested in what you do? 
Describe (permanently organized? nature of their interest? do 
groups sometimes get together for a single issue?). 

In what ways are they interested in the work of your department? 

B. Must you have the approval of your department's clientele? Why or why 
not? 

C. Do you make a special effort to get your clientele's approval, or the 
approval of the general public? How? 

D. Who in the public is likely to be critical of your work? Describe 
(nature of the public? areas of criticism?). 

jfiMD INTERVIKtEE PROMPT-GUIDE SHEET, NUMBER -i .17 Would you just 
check the kinds of publics likely to criticise your work? 

1. Private citizens, acting individually 
2. Private citizens, joined together for one particular 

protest or appeal 
3. Permanently organized groups 
4. The press, without any perceivable public sympathy 

with the adverse press 
5. The press, with support from the public 
_6. The general public 
7. Other 

^RiOBE PJ2SP0NSES TO "l.JJ 
How, and to whom, do these express their criticisms? (to Mayor, 

your department, official "hearings?) 
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How do you usually react in the event of criticism? 

Have you ever had a case of outright disapproval? Describe 
(the situation? your reaction?). 

E. Does your department consciously pursue a public relations program, 
or does your work require no special efforts in PR? 

/IF ACTIVE PR IS INVOLVED, PROBE AM) HAND INTERVIEWEE PRCMPT-
GUIDE SHEET, NUMBER "ii JjjJ Why are you so interested in PR? 

"ii" 
1. My work is in the public eye a great deal. 
2. Occasionally I have to do something which is disagree- • 

able to the public, or to a part of the public. 
3. My employees have a great amount of contact with the 

public. 
4. I just feel that a city administrator should keep up 

good PR. 
5. My work is not in the public eye so much, so I must 

make a special effort in public relations. 
6. I need a good following in the public in order to get 

my programs accepted by the Mayor or council. 
7. Other . 

Jmss&J 

ftF PR ACTIVITY IS LOT, PROBE AND HAND INTERVIEWEE FROMPT-GUIDE 
SHEET, NUMBER "iii.jy Why is this? 

"iii" 
1. My work is not in the public eye so much. 
2. My work is largely of a routine nature. 
3. I don't have enough time to spend on public relations. 
4. My work does not involve action which is disagreeable 

to the public. 
5. Other . 

F̂ROBET/ 

F. How do you feel about publicity for your agency? 
/FROBE~J 

Do you encourage it? How? (furnish information, actively seek?) 

Do you discourage it? How? Why? 

G. How do you determine what public opinion is on matters which depart-
ment deals with? 

/PROBE AND HAND INTERVIEWEE FROMPT-GUIDE SHEET, NUMBER "iv.J/ 
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lliv« 
1. Voting results, campaign issues 
2. Newspapers 
3* Ka.il from individual citizens 
km Hail from organized groups 
5. Personal contacts with individual citizens 
6. Personal contacts with groups, or representatives 

of groups 
7. Opinion polls 
8. Contacts with individual councilmen 
9. Public hearings 
10. Phone calls from individual citizens 
11. Phone calls from representatives of groups 
12. Other . 

Which is the most frequent? 

Are any of these reliable indices to what the public wants? 

Is it possible for your department to have an idea of what' 
the public-at-large wants, without having to check? 

With these sounding boards of public opinion, do you get 
the negative angle, complaints, etc.? 

H. How heavy an influence is public opinion in your decisions? 
/FROBLJ 

When you feel that you do know what the public wants, do you 
do what they want? (only if justified?) 

Do you change the plans which you think are best, if the pub-
lic wants something else? (how do you deal with the public 
in cases where you do not go along with what they want?) 

Do you have much of a problem of the public's wanting more 
than you are doing, or wanting something else? 

/HAND INTERVIEWEE PROMPT-GUIDE SHEET, NUMBER "v.]\J Here is a 
series of items, in which I want you to check all the state-
ments which apply to you. 

1. a) I must try to find out what public opinion is, when it 
is not already evident to me. 

b) I must heed public opinion only when it becomes loud 
enough for me to hear it. 

c) I don't need to pay attention to public opinion. 
d) I must educate the public to my tasks. 

For the following items, assume that you do know what the public wants: 
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2. a) 1 must satisfy the public, even if this means less pro-
gress on my work. 

b) I must get my work done, but at the same time I must 
satisfy the public. 

c) I have to do my work in a certain way, no matter what 
the public thinks of my methods. 

3. a) I must always do what the public demands. 
b) I can sometimes get by without doing all that the public 

demands. 
c) I can always get by without doing what the public wants. 

4. If the public disagrees with me on a matter, 
a) I must do what they want done. 
b) I must give in at least a little bit, 
c) I can simply continue with my own plans. 

5. If it is impossible to do what the public wants, 
a) I must convince them that my method is better. 
b) I must explain why I cannot do what they want. 
c) I can go ahead, without further ado about the matter. 

/prober/ 

I. How do you see to it that the clientele of your department obey your 
rules? 

'/PROBE AND Hill© INTERVIE'JEE FRCMPT-GUIDE SHEET, NUMBER »viHow-
would you describe your method for getting your clientele to 
comply? 

"vi» 
1. Make non-compliance costly, in terms of money, denial of ser-

vice, etc* 
2. Discourage violations, with penalties which are not costly. 
3. Encourage compliance without imposing penalties. 

J. How much discretion does your department exercise; that is, how much 
leeway do you have? (in what ways?) 

/PROBE AND HAND INTERVIEWEE FRCMPT-GUIDE SHEET, NUMBER On 
those matters where you do have leeway, which of these is most 
obligatory for your department ? 

"vii" 
1. Do what is most efficient, according to my professional judge-

ment. 
2. Do what I think is best for the community, even when it is not 

the most efficient thing to do, and even when my clientele 
disagree. 

3. Do whatever my clientele call for, even when another policy is 
deemed better. 
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APPENDIX III 

DESCRIPTION OF THE CKI-SQUAKE METHOD 

The function of Chi-square is to indicate statistically whether 

different qualities in a dependent variable—in this case, high or low 

public-orientation—are relatable to different qualities in an independ-

ent variable. Chi-square tests whether respondents are from the same 

universe (where the independent variable makes no difference so far as 

the dependent variable is concerned); or whether the differences are too 

great to allow classifying all respondents together. 

The Chi-square method assumes that the data come from a sample of 

a universe, in this case a universe of city administrators. The method 

shows whether observed differences occurring within the sample could 

have happened by chance, or whether the divergences were too significant 

to have occurred by chance. In the latter case, the assumption of uni-

versality is rejected. That is, the data show the existence of two 

generic classes, from the point of view of the variable. 

The procedure involves testing the null hypothesis that there is no 

statistically significant difference between "high and low" in the depen-

dent variable, and "this and that" in the independent variable. If the 

computation discloses no significant divergence, the null hypothesis is 

accepted,, That is, the independent variable is deemed to have no sig-

nificant bearing on the dependent variable, public-orientation. The 

Chi-square figure may be large enough to be significant, on the other 

hand. The null hypothesis is then rejected, and a relationship between 

the two variables is said to obtain in the universe. 



37 

The first step is to set up a "contingency table." One variable 

is arranged vertically, the other horizontally. Each respondent is 

coded into an appropriate box indicating his classification on both 

variables. Totals are entered in each box. For example, for the first 

variable in Table I of Chapter III, page 42, the contingency table 

would appear as follows. 

TABLE A—1 

ILLUSTRATION OF THE CHI-SQUARE METHOD: 
FIRST ENTRY IN "CONTINGENCY TABLE" 

Direction of Formal Responsibility 
P-0 Ix* Elected officials Non-elective Total 

High 9 8 

Low 6 12 

Total 

"̂The criterion for "High" is a respondent's being in the 
upper half of the Index; for "Low" his being in the bottom half# 

Source: Table I of Chapter III, first variable. 

Second, tabulations are made of what the number would be if there 

were absolutely no relationship. Computations of the numbers "expected"' 

by virtue of the null hypothesis (that of no relationship) are as fol-

lows. Both vertical and horizontal totals are taken and entered in the 

table. Then, the total of the first vertical column is divided by the 

grand total (total number of respondents). The result is multiplied by 

the top horizontal total. This resulting number is recorded in the 

upper left-hand box. It is the number "expected" to appear in the box 
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were the null hypothesis true. This operation is repeated for all the 

boxes, using the appropriate vertical and horizontal totals. The com-

pleted contingency table would appear as illustrated in Table A-2. 

TABLE A-2 

ILLUSTRATION OF THE CHI-SQUARE METHOD: 
THE COMPLETED "CONTINGENCY TABLE" 

Direction of Foraal Responsibility 
P-0 Ix Elected officials Non-elective Total 

High 9 s 2*2 17 

Low 6 ' 1*1 12 10.3 IS 

Total 15 1 20 35 

*To illustrate the computation for the "expected frequen-
cies, underlined in each box, the upper left-hand box's 
"expected" number is: 15/35 X 17 = 7.3. 

Source: Table I of Chapter III, first variable. 

Third, differences between each set of observed and expected fre-

quencies are squared and divided by their respective expected frequencies. 

The results are totaled, the sum being Chi-square. Table A-3 illustrates, 

TABLE A-3 

ILLUSTRATION OF THE CHI-SQUARE METHOD: 
THE COMPUTATION TABLE 

Observed 
Freq. (0) 

Expected 
Freq. (E) 0 - E (0 - E)2 

(0 - E)2 
E 

Box 1 Q / 7.3 1.7 2.89 .39 
Box 2 8 9.7 -1.7 2.89 .30 
Box 3 6 7.7 -1.7 2.89 .37 
Box 4 12 10.3 1.7 2.89 .28 

i 1.34 a 
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Finally, reference is made to a standard Chi-square table. If X2 

is a smaller number than that appearing in the Chi-square table, the 

null hypothesis must be accepted. Such is the case in this illustra-

tion. Looking at a standard table, in columns headed "one degree of 

freedom" and ".05 level of significance," it is seen that must be 

at least 3.84 before the hypothesis of non-relatedness can be rejected. 

The concepts of "degree of freedom" and "level of significance" are ex-

plained in standard texts on statistical methods. 

The statistical inference in the illustration, then, is that there 

exists no relationship between score on the Index of Public-Orientation 

and Formal Responsibility. Many of the variables in the tables of Chap-

ter III do show relationships, however. Whether Chi-square is significant 

is noted in the tables for each variable. The computations themselves 

are not shown, but sufficient data appear in the tables for verification, 

in the columns headed "High" and "Low."l 

The standard Chi-square method discussed in this Appendix is treated 
in many handbooks of social science statistics. See, for example, V/einburg 
and Shumaker, o£. cit., pp 275 ff. 
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