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This dissertation addresses a question fundamental to 

democratic government: Under what conditions are 

bureaucrats responsive to citizens and elected officials? 

The importance of the question has long been recognized by 

scholars, who have produced a voluminous and eclectic 

literature. Yet this extensive literature has failed to 

produce consensus. This discouraging state of affairs 

suggests the need for a comprehensive, systematic theory to 

organize a more orderly effort. 

A deductive empirical theory, such as a rational choice 

theory, facilitates an economical and productive enterprise 

of empirical research by generating hypotheses, by refining 

the statement of hypotheses, and by pointing to the 

hypotheses that will probably be the most fruitful to test. 

In this dissertation I propose a nonmathematical rational 

choice theory to accomplish these goals. 

First, I make assumptions about the institutional 

constraints within which bureaucracy in a democracy 

functions. From these assumptions I deduce six primary 

motives which bureaucrats hold. Each motive has a 



characteristic relationship to bureaucratic responsiveness. 

Furthermore, certain variables determine the strength and 

the expression in behavior of each motive. Therefore, most 

of the hypotheses of this theory result from a linkage 

between responsiveness and the variables that determine the 

strength and expression in behavior of each motive. 

The resulting theory accomplishes the intended goals. 

It refines a number of existing hypotheses. It proposes new 

hypotheses. Perhaps most importantly, it ranks hypotheses 

according to potential usefulness. It is apparent that the 

effectiveness of coercion in inducing responsiveness is 

limited. Instead of pressuring unwilling bureaucrats, we 

must usually control with a lighter hand, attracting and 

nurturing willing bureaucrats - bureaucrats of strong 

Democratic Work Process Motive, who enjoy bargaining, 

mediating, and other democratic work processes. The nature 

of this motive suggests practical ways to encourage not only 

responsiveness, but particular kinds of responsiveness. The 

key hypotheses are therefore those reflecting variations in 

the Democratic Work Process Motive. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Since Weber recognized the importance of bureaucracy in 

the early part of this century, bureaucratic institutions 

have become more dominant in democratic governments. More 

and more, they also make value-laden policy decisions 

(Aberbach, Putnam, and Rockman, chap. 4; Rourke 1976; Simon 

1957, 52-60). Yet there is reason to believe that 

bureaucracies are both difficult for elected officials to 

control and less responsive to citizens than elected 

officials are. If this is true, then bureaucratic dominance 

represents a real problem for democracy; as bureaucracy 

becomes more dominant in government, government will become 

less responsive to citizens and elected officials unless 

counteracting f action is taken. Acknowledgment of such a 

problem is widespread, as reflected in the surfeit of books, 

articles, and administrative studies on the subject which 

began to grow in the late 1960s, peaked in the early 1970s, 

and continues at a reduced level in the present. The 

extensive effort, however, has not yielded widely accepted 

solutions to the apparent tensions between bureaucracy and 

democracy. Writing in 1983, Thompson lamented that. 



"[n]either democratic theory nor democratic practice has yet 

discovered a form of administrative responsibility that 

would let democrats comfortably consort with bureaucrats in 

the governing of society" (Thompson 1983, 250). 

The basic empirical questions to be answered are 

whether and under what conditions bureaucrats respond to the 

policy preferences of citizens and elected officials. If we 

can answer these questions, we are better able to assess the 

performance of democracies and to alter their institutions 

to approach some democratic ideal. The current lack of 

consensus in the study of these vital questions, especially 

in light of the voluminous research being done and the 

numerous propositions being offered, probably results in 

part from an inadequate empirical theory of bureaucratic 

responsiveness to direct and integrate the research. The 

purpose of this investigation is to propose a rational 

choice theory of bureaucratic responsiveness to facilitate 

the empirical study of the above questions. Such a theory 

will help to organize and evaluate the existing research, 

and it will- also result in some new propositions. In 

addition, it will lead to a choice, through careful 

analysis, of causally basic and unidimensional or nearly 

unidimensional independent variables. Such variables will 

enable us to apply the theory comparatively, representing 

different democratic political systems by variations in the 

values of the independent variables. To that end a 



discussion of some of the basic concepts of the study will 

help to delimit the scope and significance of the 

dissertation more precisely and lay the groundwork for a 

theory. 

Basic Institutions 

The definitions of the primary institutions involved in 

this study - bureaucracy, professionalism, and democracy -

first help to delimit the scope and significance of the 

theory. Beyond that, however, these definitions and certain 

additional assumptions about the institutions will form the 

foundations - the institutional constraints - from which the 

hypotheses of the theory will be deduced. The definitions 

are broad enough and flexible enough to apply to a wide 

variety of democratic political systems. 

The Nature of Bureaucracy 

"Bureaucracy" is an ambiguous term, defined differently 

by different authors (Albrow 1970). This is understandable, 

since definitions are often tailored to the ̂ purpose of the 

research. Perhaps an overall theory of bureaucratic 

behavior, or even of politics, will require us to take on 

the formidable challenge of "universal" definitions. Until 

such a theory is attempted, however, we are better served by 

narrowly focused definitions. 

Weber, interested in describing what he saw as a 



relatively new, highly efficient, and increasingly dominant 

type of organizational technology, defined bureaucracy (as 

an ideal type) as that type of organization possessing a 

long list of characteristics, including specialization; a 

high degree of expertise, even if only expert knowledge of 

rules; career employment; employment and promotion according 

to technical merit; control through hierarchy; control 

through elaborate rules; and impersonality. Weber believed 

such organizational technology could be found in many 

organizations, public and private, democratic and 

authoritarian (Weber 1968, 23-29). Some more recent writers 

(Downs 1967; Niskanen 1971; Tullock 1965) have defined 

bureaucracy as a form of organization which is controlled by 

authority, hierarchy, and central planning rather than 

market forces. They make this distinction to emphasize the 

inefficiency of bureaucracy relative to the market. 

These definitions are inadequate for the present 

purpose. This study is concerned not with organizational 

technology or efficiency, but with a type of institution, 

often called "bureaucracy," which is becoming more dominant 

in democratic government, and which poses special problems 

for democratic accountability. Therefore, it is useful to 

define bureaucracy in such a way as to take into account 

factors especially problematic for accountability. First, 

"bureaucracy" will encompass only governmental organizations 

in democracies. Characteristics often labeled 



"bureaucratic" might affect accountability in private 

organizations and authoritarian governments as well, but 

this study deals with democratic government. Second, 

"bureaucracy" includes only a subset of government 

officials, and the most important characteristic of this 

subset is that they be unelected. Above all, the absence of 

this most powerful, direct control over bureaucrats by 

citizens casts doubt on the probability of responsiveness by 

bureaucrats. Third, judges, judicial and legislative staff, 

and political appointees are not included in the subset of 

unelected officials. Admittedly these officials have some 

characteristics that could be described as bureaucratic. 

Judges, especially, have certain characteristics that are 

analogous to those of bureaucrats (Shapiro 1975, 335-336). 

Nevertheless, both judges and legislative and judicial staff 

have been established in part as countervailing officials, 

to control governmental bureaucracy. Also, judges, 

especially, are expected to function according to somewhat 

unique premises. Furthermore, political appointees have 

characteristics - notably, frequent lack of .expertise, brief 

tenure, and job insecurity - that sharply distinguish them 

from bureaucrats. Fourth, bureaucrats in this study are, as 

Weber said, often experts. Their specialized knowledge -

coming from specialized training in and out of government, 

and long and often specialized experience as career 

officials - frequently makes their decisions less 



understandable to citizens, and probably endows them with 

professional resistance to outsiders as well (Mosher 1968, 

109, 124). Legislators specialize too, but their smaller 

numbers (and hence lesser specialization), frequent lack of 

specialized training, and frequently shorter service make 

them less expert as a whole than bureaucrats. Among 

unelected officials, there are those - clerical personnel, 

and manual laborers, for example - who might not qualify as 

"experts." However, they make few decisions which citizens 

would be interested in influencing, nor do they dominate 

agencies. These nonexpert actors can be considered as 

adjunct to and subordinate to expert bureaucrats. They are 

scattered throughout the government, dominating nowhere. 

Probably "experts" are able, through their greater 

knowledge, to dominate most parts of the bureaucracy (Mosher 

1968, 110-123), and this study is concerned with the 

aggregate decisions of bureaus. Fifth, bureaucrats are 

often deliberately insulated from democratic control through 

merit systems, to make sure that only technical criteria are 

used to make more detailed decisions in furtherence of 

general goals set by elected officials. However, to 

increase the generality of the theory, allowance will be 

made for varying levels of merit system protection. 

Finally, there are frequent characteristics of 

bureaucracy which would not be appropriate for a definition, 

but which both affect the responsiveness of bureaucracy to 



participants, and provide institutional constraints for the 

development of the theory. Bureaucrats are very numerous as 

a whole, compared to elected officials and judges. Citizens 

frequently do not even know whether decisions are being made 

in this labyrinth, or by whom. Because of this sheer size 

of bureaucracy, because of the esoteric technology 

frequently practiced by bureaucracy, and because the law 

requires only limited openness in registering decisions, 

bureaucratic decisions are often virtually invisible to 

citizens. Furthermore, bureaucrats are frequently "on the 

firing line," making thousands of decisions which have 

immediate impact on citizens. Because of the number of 

these decisions, and because of the quickness of decision, 

there is often little opportunity for influence by citizens. 

As Weber notes, bureaucrats are also frequently governed by 

elaborate rules, though with the increasing complexity of 

government and the consequent discretion given to 

bureaucrats, this rule boundedness is probably less 

pervasive than it once was. A further frequent 

characteristic of bureaucracy is low compensation, at least 

for upper level bureaucrats, compared to their peers in the 

private sector (Rose 1985, 81-84, 114, 149-150, 187, 218; 

Weber 1978, 28). This compensation is generally set by 

authority rather than by a market (Downs 1967, 24-31; 

Tullock 1965, 22-26). Finally, and perhaps most 

importantly, bureaucrats are not limited to noncontroversial 
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implementation; they make policy decisions (Aberbach, 

Putnam, and Rockman 1981, chap. 4; Rourke 1976; Simon 1957, 

52-60). 

In summary, bureaucrats are unelected governmental 

officials, exclusive of judges, judicial and legislative 

staff, and political appointees who have significant 

policy-making authority of probable interest to at least 

some citizens, who have considerable expertise, and who are 

employed within merit systems. In addition, the sheer 

number of bureaucrats, their "facelessness," compared to 

elected officials, and their frequent service "on the firing 

line" make them less subject to systematic citizen control. 

These same factors - except the fact that they are unelected 

- also make control of them by elected officials difficult. 

There are also additional features of bureaucracy that have 

a less direct effect on responsiveness. Although the actual 

extent of bureaucratic responsiveness will be revealed only 

by empirical study, the above arguments are plausible 

reasons for concern, and incentives for the further study of 

determinants of bureaucratic responsiveness. 

All "agencies" of the bureaucracy, as later defined, 

will be assumed to possess the foregoing characteristics. 

However, although there are universal characteristics of 

bureaucracy distinguishing it from, for example, elected 

institutions or spoils-oriented administrations, there is 

also a great variation within bureaucracy. It is this 



9 

variation, including variation in responsiveness, which will 

inspire much of the theory. This section has set the outer 

boundaries of "bureaucracy." Later sections will consider 

the internal variations of bureaucracies. 

The Nature of Democracy 

The definition of "democracy" also varies from author 

to author. "Democracy" can refer to preferences for 

particular governmental outputs, such as liberty and 

equality (Pennock 1979), and it can be judged by its 

production of these outputs. The concern of the present 

study of responsiveness, however, requires a procedural 

definition of democracy: "democracy" is a form of 

government in which the decisions of the government are to a 

considerable degree responsive, legitimately, to the policy 

preferences of large numbers of citizens ("the people") 

outside the government. Relating democracy to bureaucracy, 

Dahl (1956, 84) points out that responsiveness, while 

ultimately dependent on elections, cannot exist unless 

government is held accountable between elections. Since 

bureaucracy conducts most government activity between 

elections, bureaucracy must be accountable. Citizens can 

accomplish this by influencing bureaucrats either directly 

or through elected officials, but they logically must do it 

in some way if democracy is to exist. "The people," 

however, is not a simple concept. "The people" are divided. 
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They have different interests which are not easily 

aggregated, and which are not affected equally by all 

government decisions; it is important to know to whom, among 

the people, government is and should be responsive. 

There is dispute among democratic theorists over the 

appropriate degree of responsiveness (see Schumpeter 1947, 

256-264, 290-296, versus Thompson 1983, for example), and 

over the appropriate distribution of responsiveness among 

various citizen groups, but in a democracy bureaucratic 

decisions must conform, to some degree, to the wishes of 

citizens and elected officials. The performance of a 

democracy can be assessed and systematically adjusted only 

if we can discover the extent and determinants of 

responsiveness. "Democracy" thus helps determine the scope 

and significance of this study. 

In addition, however, there are characteristics of 

democracy which act as institutional constraints on 

bureaucracy, limiting their behavior and limiting the 

rewards they can expect from their work. These assumed 

constraints, like the constraints of bureaucracy and 

professionalism, help lay the foundation for the deduction 

of hypotheses. For one thing, to paraphrase Appleby (1945, 

1-10), bureaucracy is public. More than most private 

workers, and more than public officials in nondemocratic 

regimes, bureaucrats work in a fishbowl, visible, 

potentially at least, to citizens and elected officials, and 
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subject to legitimate contacts initiated by a wider variety 

and larger number of people. Additionally, these meddlesome 

participants have formal techniques, ranging from the vote 

to budget apropriations, with which to control bureaucrats. 

Bureaucrats are thus put in the same curious position in 

which other public officials find themselves: they 

simultaneously control and are controlled by the same 

people. In addition to constraints, however, democracy also 

offers bureaucrats potential rewards, the intrinsic rewards 

that come from being responsive. 

The preceding discussion of the nature of democracy 

helps to delimit the scope of this study and to set the 

institutional constraints which condition the deduction of 

hypotheses. However, when investigating an aspect of such a 

value-laden subject as "democracy," it is also appropriate 

to turn to the norms of democracy to determine what types of 

hypotheses are most worth investigating. As previously 

mentioned, theories of democracy vary widely, and this 

section will examine democracy in more detail and in such a 

way as to suggest hypotheses of interest to those who judge 

government by competing democratic theories. 

The primary democratic value of concern here is the 

responsiveness of bureaucrats. Hypotheses should address 

how responsive bureaucrats are to citizens and elected 

officials. Of course, democrats disagree as to the 

appropriate amount of responsiveness, and any hypothesis 
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answering the above question about the circumstances of 

bureaucratic responsiveness would be of use to those wanting 

either more or less responsiveness. However, we must also 

address the question, Responsive to whom? 

First of all, we must distinguish between 

responsiveness to citizens and responsiveness to elected 

officials; when will responsiveness to each be greatest? 

Ultimately, of course, in a democracy there must be some 

sort of responsiveness to citizens. Some scholars suggest, 

however, that citizen control of government should be 

filtered through elected officials. Others believe that 

only elite elected officials are competent and responsible 

enough to govern directly (Madison 1961, 81-84, Schumpeter 

1947, 256-264, 290-296). Still others argue that to the 

extent direct electoral democracy is mechanically 

impractical, the next best approach to majority rule must be 

through elected officials in a representative democracy. 

This is probably the most common view. By contrast, other 

schools of thought argue that citizens ideally should have 

direct involvement in governing, for their educational 

benefit (Bachrach 1967, 1-9; Mill 1958, chaps 2,3; Pateman 

1970, Chapter 1); that only direct citizen involvement of 

some type can fully reflect the variety of preferences in 

society (Ostrom 1973); and that government by referendum has 

a broad practical application (Kelso 1978, 62-89). 

To complicate matters further, neither citizens nor 



13 

elected officials are monolithic. We must decide to which 

subgroups of each we want bureaucrats to respond. Out of 

many possible subdivisions, a few stand out. Among 

citizens, we might want bureaucrats to respond directly to a 

majority (Sartori 1987, 31-34; Spitz 1984). This has 

serious practical limitations, but it is a possibility. 

Alternatively, some scholars have favored responsiveness to 

particular subgroups of citizens. Rawls (1971, 75-83), for 

example, suggested that democratic societies should be 

judged be how well they treat their least fortunate members. 

More narrowly, they could be judged by how well they treat 

oppressed or formerly oppressed groups. More generally, 

bureaucrats could strike a balance among groups, based upon 

their intensity of interest and relative resources (Bendor 

and Moe 1985, 762-763; Herring 1936, 6-7). Finally it has 

been suggested that it is only fair for bureaucrats to 

respond most to those who are most directly affected by 

their specialized activities (Dahl 1970, 64-67; Ostrom 1973; 

Bedford 1969, 16-19). It should be noted in this last case, 

however, that such selective responsiveness has met the 

charge that it ignores a broader public interest (Lowi 

1979). Under analysis, the aspect of the "public interest" 

ignored in this case seems at least in part to be the 

diffuse or indirect interests of those who are affected by 

agency activity, but who are not affected sufficiently or 

clearly enough to rouse them to action, or even to make them 
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aware of their interests. Whether bureaucrats can be made 

to respond to such diffuse and indirect interests of 

citizens is thus an appropriate question for investigation. 

Among the elected officials, the most obvious subgroup 

for normative purposes is a lawmaking majority. The exact 

nature of a lawmaking majority would vary from jurisdiction 

to jurisdiction, but in the American national case, it would 

be a majority of both houses of Congress plus the president. 

In the absence of government by referendum, which is 

probably unrealistic, the nearest we can practically come to 

majority rule is government by a lawmaking majority of 

elected officials. In addition, it is such a majority that, 

because of its breadth, is most likely to reflect a concern 

for the public interest, and most likely to encompass 

diffuse interests, indirect interests, disadvantaged 

interests, and oppressed interests in some way. Because of 

both the central and the conspicuous position of such a 

majority in the political system, because of its many access 

points, and because of the general and far-reaching nature 

of its pronouncements, it is more likely to reflect the 

influence of those who would not be able or inclined to 

participate elsewhere. Perhaps bureaucrats would best 

respond to all of these interests by responding to the 

demands of a lawmaking majority - that is, by obeying laws. 

The most complete system of representation might come from 

bureaucratic responsiveness to a variety of directly and 
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intensely affected specialized citizen interests within a 

limiting framework of law which reflects not only some of 

the more general wishes of directly affected citizens, but 

also less intense, less focused, and less well articulated 

interests. 

Responsiveness to the legislature as a whole might be 

desired because of the special representative qualities of 

legislatures. Lowi (1979, 295-313), for example, believes 

Congress is the most appropriate controller of American 

national bureaucracy. This is a worthy question to 

investigate, if we can find enough instances in which 

legislatures act as a whole. 

If single legislative houses within bicameral 

legislatures represent different types of interests, then 

the responsiveness of bureaucrats to each house as a whole 

would be a useful question to investigate. Responsiveness 

of bureaucrats to more specialized subdivisions of elected 

officials, such as legislative committees, would have less 

normative justification, since such committees do not 

necessarily encompass any broader principle of 

representation (unless they are designed as representative 

microcosms of the parent house or the entire legislature) 

than direct bureaucratic responsiveness to citizens with 

specialized, direct interests. Nor is it necessarily true 

that such a committee would have greater expertise than the 

most directly affected citizens, or that, since final 
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decisions will be filtered through expert bureaucrats 

anyway, it matters whether elected officials are more 

competent than citizens. Bureaucratic responsiveness to 

specialized subdivisions of elected officialdom would have 

positive normative significance only if those subdivisions 

are designed to reflect a broader representation than that 

bureaucrats already face in the form of directly affected 

citizen participants. . If there exist such broadly 

representative subgroups of elected officials, formed only 

for purposes of division of labor, as practical monitoring 

and control devices for the lawmaking majority, then it will 

be normatively worthwhile to investigate bureaucratic 

responsiveness to such subdivisions. 

Responsiveness to generalist elected executives would 

be significant for the same reasons that responsiveness to 

lawmaking majorities would be significant. Being 

personalized and less amorphous than a lawmaking majority, 

general executives might be even more likely to attract the 

rationed attention of less intense interests and thus 

represent them better, though this would be less true in 

parliamentary systems. On the the other hand, executives, 

being individuals or small groups, could not personally 

oversee the bureaucracy as effectively as a large 

legislature with division of labor. Also, executives 

reflect only part of the representativeness of a lawmaking 

majority, although this is less true of parliamentary than 
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presidential systems. Nevertheless, it is surely 

normatively significant to know about responsiveness to the 

general executive. 

We will also be interested in the implications of 

bureaucratic responsiveness for democratic outcomes, such as 

liberty and distributive justice, although democratic 

procedure is most directly relevant to this investigation. 

Democratic outcomes are relevant here primarily in that they 

sometimes conflict with democratic procedure. Thus we 

should investigate under what conditions bureaucrats will be 

responsive and unresponsive to demands that affect 

democratic outcomes. We sometimes might prefer that 

bureaucrats be unresponsive on these occasions. 

The Nature of Professionalism 

Professionalism is a type of institution - a type of 

occupation, to be more precise - which is widespread in 

modern society. It is significant for this theory first 

because professionals are found in greater concentrations in 

bureaucracy than elsewhere (Mosher 1968, 110-123), and 

second because of the special relevance of professionalism 

for responsiveness. 

"Professionalism," like "bureaucracy" and "democracy," 

has no simple, agreed-upon definition. However, there are a 

number of characteristics that frequently appear in the 

literature (Moore 1970, 5-16; Mosher 1968, 115-120; Mosher 
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and Stillman 1982, 2). First, profesionals have a 

specialized, esoteric, highly controlled, and lengthy 

education that influences their behavior and sets them apart 

from often bewildered lay participants. Second, there is 

usually an accreditation or credentialling process. Third, 

there is usually a well-developed set of professional norms, 

combined with a service orientation. Thus, professions have 

both a policy impact, and relatively well developed 

preferences for certain types of behavior. Fourth, there is 

usually a professional organization that sets and enforces 

standards, acts as a forum for contacts, acts as an 

employment network, and represents the interests of 

professions before society. Finally, professions try to 

preserve their autonomy from outside control. 

Not only does "professionalism" set institutional 

constraints for the study; it also is a variable in several 

hypotheses. Unfortunately, it is a multidimensional 

variable, and that is troublesome for both theoretical 

clarity and empirical testing. In certain hypotheses we 

might identify single dimensions that are of greater 

relevence than others, but several dimensions are usually of 

some relevance. The best approach is to formulate an index. 

"Professionalism" is therefore used as an independent 

variable, on the assumption that an appropriate index will 

be developed as the theory is rendered operational. 
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Other Basic Definitions 

The concern of this study is the responsiveness of the 

agencies of bureaucracy, in their decision making, to 

participants. Although I have defined "bureaucracy," 

"participant," (and the related "participation"), "agency," 

"decision," and "responsiveness" remain to be defined. 

Other, more specialized terms will be defined as the theory 

is developed. 

A "participant" is a normatively relevant person or 

group (see pp. 11-17 for a discussion of normative 

relevance) that in the broadest sense has a preference for a 

particular bureaucratic policy decision. Ultimately, the 

most relevant participants are citizens, or subgroups of 

citizens. A "citizen" is any participant in the 

bureaucratic decision making process who expresses and 

promotes political demands and who is not a government 

official with formal authority (except as a voter); elected 

officials, bureaucrats, judges, legislative or judicial 

staff, political appointees, and part-time members of 

citizen committees with final decision making authority are 

excluded. Elected officials are also relevant in that they 

are of primary significance in the theory of representative 

democracy. All other actors, including political 

appointees, are excluded as participants for the purpose of 

this study because they have figured less prominently in 



20 

democratic theory, and because they are no more subject to 

control by citizens, the actors of ultimate interest, than 

bureaucrats are. We could investigate responsiveness to 

participants in the aggregate, or to subgroups of 

participants. "Participation," defined broadly to include 

as many avenues of influence by citizens and elected 

officials as possible, is any expression of a policy 

preference relevant in some way to a bureaucratic decision. 

This will include aggressive lobbying, participation in such 

formal avenues of citizen participation as the 

Administrative Procedure Act's comment procedure, statutory 

policies set by elected officials, "suggestions" in 

committee reports, such passive expression, unaccompanied by 

pressure, as response to a poll, and even general 

expressions of policy preference which are not explicitly 

directed toward particular bureaucratic decisions. Of 

course, some forms of participation defined in this way will 

be easier to operationalize than others. Also, 

participation will include the expression of preferences by 

citizens and elected officials even when they share these 

preferences with bureaucrats. "Representative bureaucracy," 

made up of officials sharing common values with their 

clientele, is a common and important phenomenon. In order 

to encompass the broadest range possible of relationships 

between the preferences of citizens and elected officials 

and the decisions of bureaucrats, "participation" and 
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"responsiveness" as defined here will encompass 

representative bureaucracy. All the aforementioned forms of 

participation could be aggregated into a continuum, or 

responsiveness to different discrete forms of participation 

could be investigated separately and compared. 

For the present purpose, a "decision" has been made 

whenever bureaucrats choose among alternative policies -

government actions, proposed by any source, which are 

expected to affectcitizens significantly in different ways. 

The decision is the unit of analysis. 

Once the investigator has chosen the decision to study, 

it is possible to define the "agency" as the lowest formal 

level of government at which such a decision is made. This 

will usually, but not always, be the site of an initial 

decision which is delegated by a higher level of 

organization and which is usually final in practice. If 

such an initial decision has been explicitly overruled by a 

higher level of organization, then the "agency" and its 

accompanying characteristics will be different. Finally, an 

agency is "responsive" to participants to the extent that 

its policy decisions concur with the policy preferences of 

citizens and elected officials (Arnold 1979, chap. 5; Nagel 

1975; Verba and Nie 1972, chap. 17). 



22 

Rational Choice Theory 

The above sections having clarified the scope of the 

investigation, it is possible to turn to the question of how 

to assess the performance of bureaucracies in existing 

democracies. Rational choice theory is a fruitful approach 

to this empirical investigation. Rational choice theory is 

a subdivision of deductive theory, and the need for such 

theory in political science has been argued for many years. 

Deductive theory is one means of proposing hypothetical 

relationships among variables to be tested later for 

purposes of explanation and prediction. Traditional 

political science generally proposes isolated hypotheses or 

limited sets of hypotheses based on insights concerning 

topics of current interest to the investigator. These 

hypotheses might be proposed intuitively, on the basis of 

common sense, or as a result of personal experience. More 

systematically, they can be derived inductively, by 

summarizing the findings or views of many investigators. In 

either case, however, the hypothesis remains isolated; there 

is little basis for relating it to other hypotheses. 

Furthermore, although behavioralists will go on to test 

hypotheses according to scientific standards, the results 

remain isolated from other hypotheses. 

Deductive theory proceeds differently. Although there 

may be inductive and intuitive elements in the derivation of 
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such a theory, additional order is imposed on it. There are 

a limited number of factors which account for the 

regularities the theorist expects to find. These few 

factors, in the form of definitions and assumptions about 

behavior, are the common threads which connect the 

hypotheses deduced logically from the definitions and 

assumptions. The resulting theory has a number of 

advantages over less systematic approaches. Most obviously, 

it provides more information about the interrelationships 

among hypotheses. Additionally, if empirical findings 

conform to a thoroughly structured, pre-existing theory, it 

is less likely they are just random occurrences (Riker and 

Ordeshook 1973, 8-43). The interrelationships also provide 

multiple checks on hypotheses. Support of each hypothesis 

strengthens confidence about other supported hypotheses. 

Finally, the fact that all hypotheses proceed logically from 

a few definitions and assumptions means that a simple 

procedure is available to generate new hypotheses, 

including, possibly, some that experience or common sense 

would not have suggested. 

However, a number of weaknesses of deductive theory can 

be pointed out. Two are especially prominent. For one, the 

presumed web of interelationships which we are trying to 

discover may simply not exist in the real world. Perhaps 

life is not that regular. If not, deductive theory will be 

fruitless, and investigation of isolated hypotheses makes 
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more sense. There is evidence within political science, 

however, that while a single deductive theory might not be 

able to explain everything, probably enough regularity 

exists to make the enterprise worthwhile in the discipline. 

In one view, deductive theory simplifies too much. It 

is, however, improbable that political science can ever 

describe reality perfectly. There will always be 

simplification. The danger is that although there may be an 

underlying, relatively simple regularity, there may be so 

many extraneous secondary factors that to answer all the 

questions of interest and to explain a reasonable percentage 

of variation in variables, we will have to introduce so many 

new assumptions that the benefits of the theory are largely 

eliminated. Although there is probably some truth in this, 

and although deductive theory may have to be combined with 

other approaches such as traditional political science, case 

studies, and testing of isolated hypotheses, in order to do 

all that political science can legitimately endeavor, the 

simplified core prescribed by deductive theory is certainly 

helpful. It is probably the single most important step 

toward systematic political knowledge, even though it does 

not currently encompass the whole discipline. We might be 

able to develop a usable complex theory by starting with a 

simple theory and elaborating it once it has been supported 

and refined to a reasonable degree (Riker and Ordeshook 

1973, 8-43). 
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Different kinds of deductive theory are possible; the 

theory of the physical sciences, for example, has been 

logically deduced from a few mathematical and physical 

assumptions. Political science, with other social sciences, 

shares special features affecting the kinds of assumptions 

that must be made to develop a theory of human behavior. 

According to Riker and Ordeshook (1973, 10), human beings 

are different from celestial bodies or molecules in that 

they are purposeful, vital, and changeable creatures 

possessed of free will and creativity. Therefore, the 

assumptions which provide regularity for theory building 

will have to be assumptions about the patterns of choices 

that human beings make. 

There can be no rational choice theory if choices are 

predominantly random and arbitrary. There must be a source 

of regularity. Freudians find a primary source of 

regularity in subconscious phenomena based upon childhood 

experiences and basic drives. Marxists find a source of 

regularity in the form of an elaborate system of 

psychological manipulations by a dominant class whose own 

choices are in turn determined by economic factors. 

Rational choice theorists, by contrast, see rationality as 

the source of regular behavior. Rationality is basically 

goal-oriented behavior. According to Siegel (1983, 120), 

"Motivation is considered to be goal-directed and caused. 

It is the push or pull behind or in front of human 
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behavior." Therefore, rational choice theory begins with 

the discovery of the motives or motivating goals of the 

actors in question. In general, the goal is assumed to be 

maximized utility, but more specific goals must eventually 

be proposed. 

One requirement for rationality is that people must 

know what their goals are, so they can pursue them, although 

ordinarily thechoice of particular goals is not considered 

relevant to rationality. A second requirement for 

rationality is that goals be ordered and relatable in 

certain ways which will permit the chooser to rank various 

packages of goals in order to maximize the utility to him 

resulting from pursuit of the goals (Riker and Ordeshook 

1973, 6-20). A third requirement is that actors choose the 

most effective behavior by which to achieve goals. It is 

not necessary that the behavior actually be effective. It 

is possible to be both rational and mistaken. All that is 

necessary is that the actor choose the means, which, to the 

best of his knowledge, will attain the desired goals (Riker 

and Ordeshook 1973, 23-32). 

The assumption of rationality as the source of 

regularity in a deductive theory of political behavior 

requires some justification. Most basically, the assumption 

that human behavior (or at the least, political behavior) is 

purposeful is open to challenge. Perhaps human behavior is, 

in a complex way, subject to the same relatively 
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deterministic, materially based laws as physics. Riker and 

Ordeshook reject this in favor of the vitalism previously 

described. This project will be based on that assumption as 

well. For one thing, purposeful human behavior is more 

consistent with the experience and intuition of most people. 

More importantly, if our behavior is governed by physical 

determinism, the development of a political theory, and, 

indeed, intellectual activity in general, have no meaning. 

To avoid that self-contradictory absurdity, vitalism will 

therefore be assumed. 

Once we accept rationality as the source of regularity 

for behavior, "utility" remains a vague goal to guide the 

deduction of hypotheses. It must be specified in greater 

detail to be useful. It is likely that the precise goals 

pursued will depend on the rewards most readily yielded by 

the institutional environment in which the political actors 

are operating. Most often, they will pursue what they can 

get. Not only is it usually fruitless to do otherwise; if 

they did not want the available rewards, they would seek a 

different institutional environment. Thus, although the 

problem of determining goals can frequently be solved, it is 

necessary once more to complicate rational choice theory by 

bringing in more information. Before we know precise goals, 

we must have information about the relevant institutions. 

Of course, this institutional information, if properly 

analyzed, might be broken down, categorized, generalized, 
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and simplified so that we are not reduced to conducting case 

studies of each institutional setting. A few broad 

institutional categories might be consistently related to 

specific motivations. To the extent that this is true, our 

rational choice theory might be specific to the broad 

categories of institutions, each with its own set of 

specific motivations. The early part of this chapter 

provided a description of the broad institutions relevant to 

this study, and Chapters III and IV will use these to deduce 

motivations and hypotheses. 

Finally, it is necessary to determine what behavior 

political actors will choose to pursue their goals. 

Knowledge about the institutional setting will partly 

determine this. Some methods will be required and others 

precluded. In existing, successful democracies, for 

example, the primary political leaders must get their jobs 

through elections, and in order to win elections they are 

forbidden to engage in certain activities - buying votes, 

for instance. There nevertheless remain numerous possible 

strategies within these constraints. Choosing among them 

depends upon one's perception of voter psychology, knowledge 

of one's own resources, and past experience, among other 

factors. To the outside observer, some broad strategies 

seem reasonable: a candidate does not win votes without 

communicating with the voters in some way. Sometimes 

appropriate strategies seem clear and uncontroversial: a 
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candidate is usually better off campaigning where more 

voters live than in a remote, sparsely populated area. In 

some cases, the effectiveness of available strategies is 

very uncertain. In all these cases, however, it must be 

remembered that the important question is not what the 

theorist believes will work, but what the average political 

actor believes will work. Perhaps the theorist has a good 

reason to believe that a certain strategy will work, and no 

reason to believe that the actors will perceive the 

situation differently. Perhaps the actors are likely to 

perceive effective strategy differently from the theorist, 

but there is some basis for predicting the nature of the 

difference. Perhaps the effectiveness of strategies is 

unsettled, but convention can be used to predict behavior. 

In each case, however, especially the last two, much 

information external to the basic theory must be considered 

and linked to the theory through many additional explicit or 

implicit assumptions for which there may be empirical 

justification of varying quality. At its weakest, rational 

choice theory is less logical deduction than it is a much 

less rigorous use of judgment in determining how political 

actors are likely to perceive alternative strategies to 

pursue their assumed goals. Nevertheless, rational choice 

theory remains useful. The weakness can be alleviated by 

the recognition of institutional constraints, and even with 

the weakness, rational choice theory imposes more order on 
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political inquiry than does the testing of isolated 

hypotheses. 

As a result of the complexities of rational choice 

theory, a variety of approaches for which the authors claim 

the title of rational choice theory have been developed. 

The literature review of Chapter II will discuss in more 

detail the works cited here as illustrations of varying 

approaches. Now, however, it is useful to describe what 

approach this study will take. 

At the least ambitious level of rational choice theory 

Tullock (1965) and Downs (1967) discuss rational choice 

assumptions without using them systematically in the 

deduction of hypotheses. Such an approach does not improve 

much on the traditional approach of proposing isolated 

hypotheses. At the most ambitious level, Niskanen (1971), 

and Bendor and Moe (1985) carefully define their terms and 

deduce their hypotheses mathematically from motivational 

assumptions and definitions, producing precise mathematical 

theories. These mathematical theories are especially useful 

in generating unexpected hypotheses, because the method of 

deduction is not based on experience or common sense. Such 

theories, however, are long-term projects, painstakingly 

difficult to develop and often unrelated to past work, which 

in the early stages yield only the simplest of hypotheses. 

They are not suitable for the current task, which is 

primarily to develop a theory which integrates, clarifies, 
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simplifies, and generally makes more useful the existing 

hypothetical literature. An intermediate rational choice 

theory, such as those of Gruber (1987), Arnold (1979), 

Breton and Wintrobe (1982), Yates (1982), and Chubb (1983), 

is the most promising approach. Such a theory uses a few 

relatively simple assumptions to guide the theoretical 

enterprise in a manner more systematic than the traditional 

approach but less precise than the mathematical approach. 

Using the assumptions to lay a systematic foundation, and 

proceding with nonmathematical logic based on experience, 

common sense, and analytical thoroughness, an intermediate 

rational choice theory breaks multidimensional variables 

into more basic components and binds a multitude of 

hypotheses by revealing the simpler variables they have in 

common. While this approach is less precise and less 

productive of unexpected results than the mathematical 

theories, it nevertheless makes a significant contribution, 

yielding results more quickly, and is more adaptable to the 

integration of an existing literature. It can put existing 

hypotheses into a simpler, more useful form, it can offer a 

more systematic and convincing justification of hypotheses, 

it can rank the importance of existing hypotheses to guide 

an economical program of empirical testing, and it can 

generate new hypotheses. This study proposes an 

intermediate rational choice theory, more systematic and 

broader in scope than previous intermediate theories, the 
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defects of which will be discussed in Chapter II. 

Outline of Procedure 

The dissertation will proceed according to the 

following outline. 

I. Definitions and assumptions 

A. Definitions 

1. Bureaucracy 

2. Democracy 

3. Professionalism 

4. Responsiveness (dependent variable) 

5. Participant 

6. Agency 

7. Decision (unit of analysis) 

8. Other specialized definitions for individual 

hypotheses 

B. Assumptions about the institutional constraints on 

bureaucratic behavior 

1. Bureaucracy - common characteristics beyond 

definition 

2. Democracy - common characteristics beyond 

definition 

3. Professionalism - common characteristics beyond 

definition 

II. Motivation 
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A. Nature of motives 

1. Internal forces that potentially push or pull 

individuals toward or away from certain goals 

2. Many possible motives 

3. Multiple motives within individuals and agencies 

4. Submotives based on subgoals 

5. Motive strength: a measure of magnitude 

6. Factors that affect the expression, in behavior, of 

a motive 

a. Short run threat to motivating goals 

b. Competition from other motives 

7. Differential effects of different motives on 

responsiveness 

B. Deduction of the most common relevant motives from 

definitions and assumptions, with support from 

surveys and other empirical evidence 

1. Extrinsic motives (umbrella category) 

a. Job Security Motive (a primary motive), and its 

relation to responsiveness 

b. Rule Security Motive (a primary motive), and 

its relation to responsiveness 

2. Intrinsic motives (umbrella category) 

a. Work substance motives (umbrella category) 

(1). Policy Substance Motive (a primary 

motive) 

(a). Submotives 
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(b). Relation to responsiveness 

(2). Democratic Substance Motive (a primary 

motive) 

(a). Submotives 

(b). Relation to responsiveness 

b. Work process motives (umbrella category) 

(1). Technical Work Process Motive (a primary 

motive) 

(a). Submotives 

(b). Relation to responsiveness 

(2). Democratic Work Process Motive (a 

primary motive) 

(a). Submotives 

(b). Relation to responsiveness 

III. Deduction of hypotheses 

A. Independent variables that determine the strength of 

each motive, and thus responsiveness 

B. Independent variables that determine the behavioral 

expression of each motive, and thus responsiveness 

C. Additional hypotheses about the effect on 

responsiveness of resources that bureaucrats use to 

carry out their duties and to resist pressure 

D. Additional hypotheses about the effect on 

responsiveness of normatively relevant variables that 

have complex relationships to the analytically more 

basic variables previously discussed 
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Chapter Contents 

Chapter II is a detailed, critical review of past 

attempts to formulate propositions about the 

responsiveness of bureaucracy. Many scholars, using many 

different approaches, have produced nearly two hundred 

propositions. This wealth of propositions presents a 

problem: which propositions are valid and useful, and of 

those, which are likely to produce the greatest 

relationships? The theory of this dissertation is 

intended to be at once more systematic and more broadly 

inclusive than any of the previous works. Therefore, if 

it can effectively answer the above questions about the 

existing literature, it will be a significant 

contribution. 

In Chapter III the motivational foundation of the 

theory is developed. Although a rational choice theory 

usually begins with motivational assumptions, this theory 

proceeds somewhat differently, deducing six common 

bureaucratic motives from definitions and assumptions 

about the institutional environment of bureaucracy, 

professionalism, and democracy. These six motives have 

predictable and varying relations to responsiveness. The 

strength and behavioral expression of each motive also 

varies from agency to agency and from time to time. 

Their predictable variation provides most of the 
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hypotheses of the theory. 

In Chapter IV the 81 hypotheses of the theory are 

deduced. First, hypotheses based on each of the six 

motives are discussed in a separate section for each 

motive. After a discussion of the general relation of a 

motive to responsiveness, the theory considers variables 

that affect the strength of the motive and thus 

responsiveness. Each of the six sections then includes 

hypotheses based on variables that affect responsiveness 

by affecting the behavioral expression of the motive. 

These are variables that affect the threat to the 

motivating goal. Then, in a seventh section, a few 

hypotheses based on variations in the resources, rather 

than the motives of bureaucrats are proposed. In the 

final section, normatively relevant hypotheses concerning 

primarily responsiveness to subgroups of participants are 

considered. These subgroups have complex relationships 

to the variables, discussed in previous sections of the 

chapter, which more directly determine responsiveness. 

Chapter V, the concluding chapter, summarizes the 

findings of the theory, and their contribution to the 

field. It also proposes future elaboration, and proposes 

a test of one of the key hypotheses of the theory. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Traditional and Behavioral Literature 

Because the traditional and behavioral literature on 

democratic control of bureaucracy is voluminous and 

eclectic, it will be useful to divide it into six categories 

of increasing specificity: general works on politics; 

general works on bureaucracy and bureaucratic politics; 

general works on the place of bureaucracy in a democracy; 

works on legislative control of bureaucracy; works on 

executive control of bureaucracy; and works on direct 

citizen control of bureaucracy. The hypotheses found in the 

existing literature are designated by "T," followed by the 

number of the hypothesis. My hypotheses in Chapter IV are 

designated by "H," followed by the number of the hypothesis, 

starting with HI. 

General Literature on Politics 

Some of the earliest discussions of the role of 

bureaucracy in a democracy were part of larger works on 

political science. The first such discussion, as in many 

37 
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branches of political science, is found in Aristotle's 

Politics. Aristotle's discussion was primarily descriptive 

and normative, however. He described in great detail 

various institutions for holding magistrates accountable in 

a democracy, as well as in other forms of constitution. 

Further, he argued at length that lay citizens could 

responsibly audit the performance of experts (3.11.1281a39; 

3.11.1281b21, 1281b38, 1282al4). At no point, however, did 

he propose hypotheses concerning the relative effectiveness 

of various methods of control. Presumably, he did believe 

that the techniques he described would be effective. 

After Aristotle there was a period of about two 

thousand years during which little mention was made in the 

political literature about the democratic control of 

bureaucracy. By the mid-nineteenth century, however, the 

growth of both democracy and bureaucracy in the West made 

such discussion virtually inevitable. John Stuart Mill 

addressed the question in his book On Representative 

Government (1958). Mill, like Aristotle, employed normative 

argument, though he did not describe techniques of control. 

Arguing in contrast to Aristotle that elected officials and 

citizens could not make administrative decisions 

responsibly, he concluded that they should interfere as 

little as possible with expert bureaucrats (Mill 1958, 

305-324). Mill did not discuss the determinants of 

influence by citizens and elected officials over 
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bureaucrats, but he clearly believed that such control was 

not only possible, but all too common. 

More recently David Truman, in his analysis of politics 

as an interaction among interest groups, analyzed the 

interactions between private interest groups and 

administrative agencies. In the course of his analysis, he 

proposed hypotheses which had implications for the influence 

of interest groups over bureaucracy: 

Tl. If an agency initiated the statute under which 

it is functioning, it is less likely to be 

responsive to interest groups "because the 

initiation of a law implies a commitment to a 

particular line of policy" (Truman 1951, 439). 

T2. "The groups that were strong enough to secure 

passage of the legislation continue to be 

dominant in the process of its execution. Such 

is a possible, but not invariable, situation" 

(Truman 1951, 441). 

T3. "[M]any statutes, notably regulatory measures, 

emerge out of a legislative struggle in which 

the position of the contending groups is 

unstable. Such is commonly the case where the 

executive and legislative leadership that has 

delivered a measure has been speaking for an 

unorganized, largely potential interest group or 

a loose alliance of organized groups among those 
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whose claims the measure at issue is peripheral 

rather than central. Once such a measure is 

passed, the governmental officials - including 

not only those who piloted the enactment, but 

also the administrators - must act in effect as 

the leaders (active minority) of an interest 

group if the organized elements in the 

opposition are not to secure the advantage and 

to achieve privileged access to the 

administrative agency" (Truman 1951, 441). 

T4. Bureaucrats are limited, most likely 

subconsciously, by the "influence of office," or 

rules of the game which express widely accepted 

public expectations about the way bureaucrats 

conduct their jobs (Truman 1951, 447-449). 

T5. "[P]rivileged access to the administrative 

agency is not merely a result of the relative 

strength of the opposing groups, but is also a 

reflection of the administrators' group 

membership" (Truman 1951, 450). 

T6. Membership in the administrative unit might 

require conformity to "a body of unwritten rules 

defining the proper way of handling the claims 

of various groups outside the unit" (Truman 

1951, 454). Membership in a profession can have 

a similar effect (Truman 1951, 452). 
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T7. "Where the initiative for the establishment of 

such units [advisory committees] is taken by the 

agency...it is likely that the basic purpose is 

to facilitate acceptance of the agency's actions 

by the groups represented on such bodies" 

(Truman 1951, 458-459). 

T8. "If the establishment of an advisory committee, 

whether by law or by executive act, restricts 

effective access to designated groups, the 

agency's freedom of action may be sharply 

reduced" (Truman 1951, 460). 

T9. "Agencies attempt to routinize relationships 

with interest groups, nd older agencies are more 

likely to have done so. This can include 

promoting the strength and cohesion of 

supporting interest groups. These agencies 

resist any change that will disturb such 

relationships" (Truman 1951, 467-468). 

Truman's interesting observations have more empirical 

content than those of Aristotle or Mill. They are also 

based upon a group theory orientation, though not upon 

deductive theory. However, Truman made no attempt to 

present a comprehensive theory of bureaucratic 

responsiveness, and several of the hypotheses approach the 

question of responsiveness indirectly. 

Still more recently two commentators made bureaucratic 
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dominance the central theme of their general treatments of 

American government (Nachmias and Rosenbloom 1980; Gryski 

1981). The problem of democratic control plays a prominent 

part in their books. Nachmias and Rosenbloom implied that 

there is no apparent solution to bureaucratic dominance; 

none of the proposed solutions are very promising (Nachmias 

and Rosenbloom 1980, 306). Furthermore, the growth of 

bureaucracy has been accompanied by a socialization process 

which has demoralized the citizens. Homo bureaucratus, as 

Nachmias and Rosenbloom called the species, has lost most of 

the incentive to participate at all in a government which is 

dominated by an unaccountable bureaucracy (Nachmias and 

Rosenbloom 1980, 235-251). 

Gryski was slightly more optimistic. He did assert 

that control of bureaucracy by elected officials is very 

difficult because they lack both the technical knowledge and 

the will to make the required effort (Gryski 1981, 180). 

Nevertheless, he proposed several conditions under which 

democratic control by elected officials will be greater: 

T10. The influence of elected officials will be 

greater when the political executive is 

involved (Gryski 1981, 196). 

Til. The influence of elected officials will be 

greater when Congress has explicit legal 

authority to oversee the bureaucracy (Gryski 

1981, 212). 
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T12. The influence of elected officials will be 

greater when elected officials have sufficient 

staff resources (Gryski 1981, 212). 

T13. The influence of elected officials will be 

greater when the subject matter is not complex 

(Gryski 1981, 212). 

Unfortunately, private citizens are almost never capable of 

overcoming their deficiency in technical knowledge and their 

lack of will, according to Gryski. Finally, Gryski, like 

Nachmias and Rosenbloom, emphasized the incentives or lack 

of incentives that outsiders - in this case elected 

officials - have to control bureaucracy. He was once again 

more optimistic than Nachmias and Rosenbloom, and he 

proposed conditions under which incentives are greater 

(Gryski 1981, 212). 

In the balance both Nachmias and Rosenbloom, and Gryski 

produced thoughtful analyses. However, the analyses lack 

the benefits of theory based research, and their treatment 

of bureaucratic responsiveness lacks thoroughness. The lack 

of thoroughness is probably due in part to pessimism about 

bureaucratic control. Finally, both works emphasize the 

determinants of the level of participation by citizens and 

elected officials, rather than the relative effectiveness of 

actual attempts to control bureaucracy under various 

conditions. Though important, that is not the topic of this 

dissertation. 
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General Literature on Bureaucracy and Bureaucratic Politics 

The literature on bureaucracy frequently touches on the 

problem of democratic control, although it is difficult to 

generalize given the diverse nature of the literature. Max 

Weber (1978, 23-29) began the discussion of bureaucracy as a 

form of organization, and he was also interested in 

bureaucracy as one type of governmental institution. In the 

course of his discussion, he made observations about 

democratic control of bureaucracy. Unfortunately, his 

observations were brief, general, and contradictory. He 

first asserted that 

T14. Bureaucracy will be an obedient and efficient 

machine in the hands of whoever occupies the 

top of the hierarchy. 

Later, however, he expressed doubt, suggesting that 

T15. No generalist can control the experts who make 

up the bureaucracy. 

One of the most comprehensive recent treatments of 

bureaucratic politics is that of Francis Rourke. Proceeding 

traditionally, Rourke drew on the literature to explore the 

nature of bureaucratic power, relative to the power of other 

actors, in the American policy process. Though there is a 

central theme of power, the theme does not impose much order 

on this rich but eclectic book. Among a large number of 

hypotheses about bureaucratic politics, Rourke proposed 
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several hypotheses which are relevant to bureaucratic 

responsiveness: 

T16. If client compliance is required for the 

success of a program, clients have leverage 

over bureaucracy (Rourke 1975, 5). 

T17. If a bureau has clear objectives, the bureau is 

more accountable (Rourke 1976, 84). 

T18. If a bureau makes complex decisions, there will 

be less democratic control (Rourke 1976, 183). 

T19. In certain fields, such as science, foreign 

policy, and defense, expertise and 

professionalism receive more emphasis than 

responsiveness (Rourke 1976, 2). 

T20. If there is more competition among agencies, 

and among professions within agencies, the 

criticism generated will lead to more 

democratic control (Rourke 1976, 176). 

T21. "[C]odes of ethics adopted by administrative 

groups such as city managers characteristically 

accept a subordinate role for bureaucrats in 

the governmental process" (Rourke 1976, 178). 

T22. Highly professionalized agencies are given much 

autonomy (Rourke 1976, 16). 

T23. It is easier to influence anyone who has no 

strong opinion on the subject of concern 

(Rourke 1976, 19). 



46 

T24. Bureaucrats will trade away less favored 

policies to attain more favored policies 

(Rourke 1976, 54). 

T25. If an agency has a diverse constituency the 

constituency asserts less control over the 

agency (Rourke 1976, 55-56). 

T26. Sometimes agencies fail to repond because they 

lack the ability to respond (Rourke 1976, 27). 

Although Rourke's book would be a useful guide for 

anyone seeking hypotheses to test, it lacks coherence. The 

hypotheses usually are not related to each other and their 

derivations are not always clearly stated. Rourke"s book 

leaves the reader a bit confused by the unorganized wealth 

propositions. 

There are two more general, traditional works on 

bureaucratic politics of major significance for bureaucratic 

responsiveness. B. Guy Peters (1984) discussed bureaucratic 

politics from a comparative viewpoint. He emphasized the 

interaction of bureaucrats with other official and 

unofficial participants in the political system. In doing 

so, he devoted most of his attention to description, 

building his discussion around typologies of bureaucratic 

politics (Peters 1984, 147-148), of bureaucratic interaction 

with interest groups (Peters 1984, 151), and of bureaucratic 

abuses (Peters 1984, 238). 

While such description is certainly useful, the lack of 
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explanatory hypotheses is disappointing, given the author's 

stated intention of explaining the impact of other actors on 

administration (Peters 1984, ix). His few hypotheses are 

scattered among the descriptions and are not based on 

deductive theory. The following are most relevant: 

T27. If there is a "legitimate" relationship between 

an agency and interest groups - if there is a 

legal, official, and open involvement -

influence is at a maximum, precisely because 

influence is so widely accepted as legitimate, 

and because there is no dissipation of 

resources in order to obtain access (Peters 

1984, 151-156). 

T28. If there is a "clientela" relationship between 

agencies and interest groups - if interaction 

is unofficial and access is granted selectively 

by an agency - influence is less because there 

is loss of legitimacy and political support for 

the arrangement throughout the system (Peters 

1984, 156-158). 

T29. Countries with more positive attitudes toward 

bureaucracy have been more successful in 

accommodating interest groups in the 

bureaucratic process, probably because positive 

attitudes give the bureaucracy the lattitude it 
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requires to make accommodation (Peters 1984, 

150). 

T30. The values of civil servants are key factors in 

determining the accountability of bureaucrats 

(Peters 1984, 265). 

T31. If the structure of incentives to bureaucrats 

emphasizes accountability more, there will be 

more accountability (Peters 1984, 240). 

T32. Clients of lower status and lower political 

skill will have less influence (Peters 1984, 

240) . 

These hypotheses, while occasionally provocative, are 

broadly drawn and based upon multidimensional variables, 

such as "legitimate relationship." Although this is done in 

such a way as not to jeopardize generality - the 

multidimensional variables are not country-specific 

institutions and procedures - the hypotheses almost 

certainly obscure basic underlying processes. 

The theme of Peter Woll's American Bureaucracy (1977) 

is the effect of bureaucracy on the American constitutional 

system of checks and balances. The emphasis, therefore, is 

on the interaction between bureaucrats and elected 

officials. The usefulness of the book for the present topic 

is limited however, because Woll does not propose specific 

hypotheses about the responsiveness of bureaucracy. 

Instead, he investigated the place of bureaucracy in general 
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terms: the existence of virtually inevitable bureaucratic 

dominance in the system (Woll 1977, vii-viii), and the 

vaguely discussed existence of broad systemic features which 

enable the other branches to limit bureaucracy in the spirit 

of the Constitution (Woll 1977, 248-251). 

A number of other commentators have, in the course of 

general works on bureaucracy, made observations about 

bureaucratic responsiveness which, though insightful, suffer 

from the inherent handicap of limited scope. Pendleton 

Herring, for example, argued that 

T33. Bureaucrats are willing and able to act as 

political brokers among competing interests 

(and thus to be responsive in a special way); 

furthermore, they can do so more effectively 

than legislators because of the less 

contentious atmosphere of the bureau (Herring 

1936, 6-7). 

Michel Crozier suggested that the expertise of 

bureaucrats is frequently not a hindrance to control by 

nonexperts. 

T34. As a field of knowledge becomes more developed, 

it becomes more predictable and easier for lay 

citizens and elected officials to learn and to 

control (Crozier 1964, 164-165). 

Many works on bureaucracy have concentrated on the 

personal characteristics of bureaucrats, and some of these 
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characteristics are relevant to bureaucratic responsiveness. 

Mosher (1968) and Mosher and Stillman (1982), for example, 

emphasized the effect of professionalism on bureaucratic 

performance. Professionalism can be characterized by a 

number of common features, such as a specialized, highly 

controlled higher education; an accreditation and 

credentialling process; and a professional association which 

often prescribes and enforces professional ethical 

standards. The relevant effects of professionalism can be 

summarized in a few hypotheses: 

T35. Professionalism and professional education 

generally emphasize autonomy from outside 

interference; there is an inherent obstacle to 

responsiveness (Mosher 1968, 109, 124). 

T36. "Public service" professions, such as that of 

city manager, which are practiced primarily 

within government, are an exception; they 

usually encourage a degree of responsiveness 

(Mosher 1968, 106). 

T37. It is possible to control bureaucratic 

responsiveness to a degree by controlling the 

professional education of bureaucrats (Mosher 

1982, 100). 

These two studies, of course, are limited in scope, and 

it seems that more hypotheses could be derived. 

Furthermore, there is no theoretical foundation to generate 
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more hypotheses or to connect the professionalism hypotheses 

with the rest of the literature. Finally, "professionalism" 

seems difficult to operationalize because it is 

multidimensional. Nevertheless, the hypotheses seem 

insightful and potentially useful. 

The previous studies, while empirical in a traditional 

sense, have not attempted rigorous quantitative tests of 

hypotheses. Two studies of bureaucratic attitudes, by 

Aberbach, Putnam, and Rockman (1981), and Aberbach and 

Rockman (1978), based on data collected in several western 

democracies, provide such tests. The authors did not test a 

coherent, explanatory theory, but they chose their variables 

carefully, providing rationales for their choices. 

Aberbach, Putnam, and Rockman, for example, posited four 

"images" of the proper relationship between bureaucrats and 

politicians. Some of the survey questions which are 

suggested by the images measure bureaucratic attitudes 

toward responsiveness. The authors were primarily 

interested in comparing bureucrats to politicians (Aberbach, 

Putnam, and Rockman 1981, 170-208). They did discover, 

however, that 

T38. Younger bureaucrats are more likely to approve 

of citizen participation in government. 

T39. Left-leaning bureaucrats are more likely to 

approve of citizen participation in government. 

T40. Bureaucrats who are highly involved with other 



52 

political actors are more likely to approve of 

citizen participation in government (Aberbach, 

Putnam, and Rockman 1981, 198-203). 

Earlier, Aberbach and Rockman had written an article, 

based on the same data, which more expressly examined the 

attitudes of high-level American federal executives toward 

citizen participation. Finding that a majority of the 

executives were generally supportive of citizen 

participation (Aberbach and Rockman 1978, 506), they 

nevertheless also found variations, and they proceeded to 

examine possible causes of the variations. They proposed an 

"age" hypothesis, for example, reasoning that the 

development of habits over time would make older bureaucrats 

more inflexible and less responsive. The age hypothesis was 

not supported by the data (Aberbach and Rockman 1978, 

510-511). In proposing an "agency" hypothesis, they 

reasoned that 

T41. Bureaucrats in social service agencies will be 

more responsive than those in other agencies. 

Since the new and growing citizen participation programs 

were concentrated in these areas, responsiveness to citizen 

participation would increase the clientele support for these 

agencies. The data supported the agency hypothesis 

(Aberbach and Rockman 1978, 510-511). 

The above two works investigating the attitudes of 

bureaucrats certainly report some worthwhile discoveries. 
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However, they suffer from at least two weaknesses. First, 

their scope with respect to bureaucratic responsiveness is 

limited; they include only a few independent variables such 

as age and type of agency, and those are not variables 

easily subject to manipulation as a matter of public policy. 

This would be no major failing if the empirical test had 

been made of hypotheses which were part of a more 

comprehensive and more elaborated theory, but this was not 

the case. Second, only attitudes were tested. As the 

authors themselves acknowledged, the relation between 

attitudes and behavior is uncertain, although in this case, 

they believed that a significant connection was likely 

(Aberbach, Putnam, and Rockman 1981, 30-33). 

General Literature on Bureaucracy and Democracy 

A number of works have been wholly devoted to the 

general investigation of the relation between bureaucracy 

and democracy. Mostly American, this literature is 

primarily normative and descriptive, rather than 

explanatory. 

One of the earliest works of this type was an article 

by Woodrow Wilson (1978). Primarily the article was a 

normative argument for minimal interference in in 

administration by citizens and elected officials. In a 

manner reminiscent of Mill, Wilson assumed that these 

outsiders had ample ability to influence bureaucrats all too 
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easily. 

Years later, Carl Friedrich (1972) and Herman Finer 

(1972) embarked on a debate with more empirical content. 

The debate centered on the relative effectiveness of two 

techniques for insuring bureaucratic accountability. 

Friedrich believed that 

T42. The increasingly technical nature of the 

bureaucrat's job makes impossible an adequate 

oversight of bureaucracy by the layman 

(Friedrich 1972, 321-322). 

He proposed better means of holding bureaucrats accountable. 

T43. Accountability can be accomplished through "the 

fellowship of science," a scrutiny by one's 

fellow experts and professionals which will 

hold bureaucrats within at least some limits 

(Friedrich 1972, 320-321). 

T44. Accountability can be accomplished through 

"anticipated reactions," or responsiveness by 

anticipating citizens' preferred policies 

rather than by responding to direct demands 

(Friedrich 1972, 323-325). 

Presumably such voluntary anticipation would be a product of 

the bureaucrats' professional standards. Finer disagreed, 

asserting that active control of bureaucracy by citizens and 

elected officials not only is possible; it is the only 

effective way to control bureaucracy. 
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T45. Some form of reward and punishment is required 

for democratic control of bureaucracy (Finer 

1972, 327). 

The debate between Friedrich and Finer, however, was 

conducted in general terms. It set the stage for the later 

formulation and testing of hypotheses. 

The New Deal, with the accompanying growth of 

bureaucracy, may have stimulated the Friedrich-Finer debate. 

Likewise, similar growth during World War II stimulated a 

postwar literature. One of the earliest commentators was 

Charles Hyneman (1950). As most of the general literature 

on bureaucracy and democracy, however, his book was mostly 

normative and descriptive. Somewhat later, Norton Long 

(1972, 5-14) took a very positive view of the relationship 

between bureaucracy and democracy. He believed that 

American bureaucracy was almost inherently responsive, for 

two reasons. 

T46. Decentralized politics in the United States 

makes it necessary for agencies to develop 

their own support. Policy responsiveness is 

likely to be the price of such support. 

T47. The demographic makeup of the bureaucracy is so 

representative of the American public at large 

that policy responsiveness is also likely. 

Nevertheless, Long's propositions were very general, 

probably too general to be testable without modification. 



56 

Like Hyneman's book, Long's was also largely descriptive and 

normative. 

More recent works on bureaucracy and democracy have 

carried on the normative and descriptive approach. Redford 

(1969), after discussing thoroughly the normative 

requirements which democracy places on bureaucracy, 

described in great detail the mechanisms for democratic 

control of bureaucracy in the United States. His conclusion 

was that these devices, taken as a whole, provide a 

"workable" democracy. Although he did not compare the 

effectiveness of different mechanisms, or the the effect of 

different environments, his apparent presumption was that 

those mechanisms which exist work tolerably well in existing 

environments, providing the appropriate influence for 

citizens and elected officials. 

Rosen (1982) carried on the descriptive tradition, 

providing one of the most comprehensive catalogues of 

American techniques of control of bureaucracy by citizens 

and elected officials. As useful as this catalogue is, it 

is not accompanied by propositions concerning the relative 

effectiveness of these techniques or the conditions under 

which they are effective. Margolis (1979, 158-170) was very 

specific, asserting that 

T48. Democratic control can be made much more 

effective by giving laymen the means -

primarily through access to computer files - to 
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partially match the expertise of the 

bureaucrats. 

His endeavor, however, is very limited in scope, and it is 

not theoretically based. 

In one of the most recent discussions of bureaucracy 

and democracy, Dennis Thompson (1983) made a few 

propositions. The propositions, unfortunately, are 

excessively general, and inductively rather than deductively 

based. Nevertheless, they are insightful, and might offer a 

basis for further investigation. In discussing four models 

of democratic control, Thompson asserted that 

T49. The most widely accepted model of control, the 

hierarchical model in which elected officials 

control bureaucracy, does not provide much 

control by itself. 

He argued that the empirical evidence does not support its 

effectiveness (Thompson 1983, 236-241). 

T50. Manipulation of professional education will 

result in more democratic control than the 

hierarchical approach. 

However, the details of such control have not been well 

developed. The effectiveness of the general technique is 

uncertain (Thompson 1983, pp. 241 241). 

T51. The pluralist model, similar to Herring's 

model, in which the bureaucracy presumably acts 

as a neutral and passive broker among 
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interests, does not work as a means of control. 

Bureaucracy, by responding selectively, while claiming to be 

neutral, can manipulate the results, thereby reducing 

overall responsiveness, and the joint decision making 

process can confuse citizens and elected officials, making 

control more difficult (Thompson 1983, 244-245). Thompson 

concluded that 

T52. A participatory model in which bureaucrats 

aggressively seek out all potential citizen 

participants is most likely to be effective. 

However, there is no conclusive empirical evidence of its 

effectiveness. He recommended a hierarchy of citizen 

organizations parallel to the official hierarchy as an 

effective means of control (Thompson 1983, 244-250). 

Finally, William T. Gormley (1989) proposed a broad 

approach to the study of the control of bureaucracy, and 

evaluated specific American reforms of the 1970s. He left 

the middle ground of hypothesis proposing relatively 

untouched. However, his general suggestions could be useful 

for the current study. 

Primarily drawing upon existing literature, Gormley at 

the most general level advised a contingency approach to 

control of bureaucracy. Not all controls will be 

appropriate in all situations. They might result in varying 

degrees of bureaucratic responsiveness, and they might have 

differing effects on policy performance apart from narrow 
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responsiveness. More specifically, Gormley made a special 

distinction between the most coercive strategies ("muscles") 

and the least coercive strategies ("prayers"). The 

appropriate strategy of control (in terms of an intuitive 

balance between both responsiveness and policy 

effectiveness) depends on issue characteristics (complexity 

and conflict) and bureaucratic characteristics ("support" or 

willingness to respond, and technical skill). Coercion is 

sometimes justified when there is high skill, low support, 

and high conflict. Coercion is necessary when there is low 

skill, low support, and high conflict. Otherwise, coercion 

is not advisable. Finally, when coercion is used, it should 

be legitimate, selective, scalable, reversible, and 

enforceable. 

Legislative Oversight 

Most of the literature on bureaucracy and democracy 

treats not the subject in general, but the nature and 

effectiveness of specific institutions and techniques. One 

of the earliest works, that of Seymour Scher (1963), set the 

tone for much subsequent literature on legislative 

oversight. He was primarily concerned with the determinants 

of oversight - what motivated legislators to make the effort 

to oversee - not with what effect such oversight has on 

bureaucrats. Although Scher proposed a number of 

hypotheses, the question is only indirectly related to that 
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of bureaucratic responsiveness. A later writer, Morris Ogul 

(1976), elaborated much on the determinants of legislative 

oversight, devoting an entire book to the subject. In a 

more comprehensive work on Congressional-administrative 

relations, Harris (1964) added sections on normative 

questions, description, and a few explanatory propositions 

about bureaucratic responsiveness, but he too was largely 

concerned with legislators' incentives to oversee, 

concluding with Mill, Wilson, and later writers that 

T53. The political ambitions of legislators make it 

difficult for them even to attempt to control 

bureaucracy, much less to do it effectively and 

responsibly. 

Such control as takes place is done in a fragmented way with 

little concern for the public interest (Harris 1964, 7-11). 

Harris's skepticism about legislative oversight was echoed 

in later works such as that of Dodd and Schott (1979). One 

solution that these critics of legislative oversight 

proposed is that legislative oversight should be a minimal 

post audit (Harris 1964, 294-297). 

A number of scholars of legislative oversight falls 

outside the mainstream tradition, offering propositions 

about legislative influence over bureaucracy. Fiorina, for 

example, asserted that members of Congress are capable of 

influencing the bureaucracy, but only in a fairly 

superficial way, and probably at the cost of more 
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substantive influence. 

T54. Members of Congress can effectively use 

casework to build political support, but 

bureaucrats' acquiescence in individual cases 

is probably traded for bureaucratic autonomy on 

broad policy, which is less useful to 

legislators, electorally (Fiorina 1977, 77-78). 

Among the traditional commentators on legislative 

control of bureaucracy, Freeman (1965) analyzed the 

relations between legislative committees and executive 

agencies. The main purpose of this study, which was based 

upon a review of the literature and an extensive case study 

of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, was to illustrate the 

importance in American government of relatively autonomous 

"subsystems" of Congressional committees, administrative 

agencies, and interest groups functioning in the same policy 

area (Freeman 1965, 119). One of the points Freeman 

emphasized was that relations among the participants are 

reciprocal. Each tries, with varying success, to influence 

the others, and any can enlist the aid of one of the others 

against the third. Therefore, Freeman discussed at length 

strategies which bureaucrats might use to maximize their 

influence (Freeman 1965, 121-125). 

T55. As bureaucratic influence increases, the 

capacity of bureaucrats to resist the demands 

of legislators and interest groups will 
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increase. 

However, Freeman did go on to discuss strategies that 

legislative committee members use to influence bureaucracy, 

and the relative effectiveness of those strategies: 

T56. "The substantive committee leaders tend to 

constitute the most constant Congressional 

influentials in subsystem policy-making" 

(Freeman 1965, 126). 

T57. "[T]he members of the appropriations committees 

possess what is probably the strongest single 

sanction and may effectively negate authorized 

policies and force administrative changes by 

refusing the necessary resources" (Freeman 

1965, 127). 

T58. Investigating committees "tend to increase in 

impact as they enlarge the public interested in 

the subsystem" (Freeman 1965, 128). 

T59. "The committee member's role, in which he is 

expected to choose wisely among policy 

alternatives as well as to represent his local 

constituency, tends to create blocks against 

his receptivity to the views of bureau leaders, 

despite their often-alleged superior technical 

knowledge." They also act to protect 

legislative prerogatives" (Freeman 1965, 128). 

T60. With respect to interest group influence, "out" 
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groups probably are more likely to enlist 

committees against the bureaucracy, and "in" 

groups to ally with the bureaucracy (Freeman 

1965, 117, 129). 

Though Freeman's work was an early classic on subsystem 

politics, it leaves much to be desired as an analysis of 

bureaucratic responsiveness. The hypotheses are often 

general and often obvious. Also, being based on a case 

study, they might not be generally applicable. 

Ripley and Franklin (1976, 72) attempted to correlate, 

theoretically, bureaucratic or executive responsiveness -

that is, whether Congress or the executive branch wins in a 

conflict - with six types of policy, basing their policy 

typology upon a composite of Lowi's and Huntington's policy 

typologies. Of six types of policy, Congress might win in 

conflict over three. 

T61. Congress, at the subcommittee level, is most 

likely to win (to have influence over 

bureaucracy) in distributive policy, in both 

the domestic and foreign and defense policy 

arenas. 

T62. Congress as a whole is likely to win conflicts 

over domestic regulatory policy. 

T63. Whether Congress wins conflicts over domestic 

redistributive policy depends on other 

political factors. 



64 

T64. Foreign and defense regulatory policy is 

dominated by the executive branch. 

T65. Foreign and defense crisis policy is dominated 

by the president. 

Disappointingly, Ripley and Franklin neither discussed the 

derivation of their hypotheses nor tested them. In 

addition, the generality and multidimensionality of their 

policy types make operationalization difficult. The nature 

of the policy types probably also obscures more basic, 

underlying causal variables that might have been revealed 

had Ripley and Franklin discussed their derivations. In 

present form, their hypotheses are not very useful. 

Among non rational choice scholars, Montjoy and 0'Toole 

(1979) have done especially systematic work on legislative 

control. They hypothesized that effective implementation 

(that is, responsiveness) by bureaucrats depends on the 

resources provided to bureaucrats and the specificity of the 

mandate given to bureaucrats. They found evidence to 

support their hypotheses. As the authors, admitted, 

however, their article provides only a limited beginning of 

a theory. Their later article (0'Toole and Montjoy 1984) 

merely examines the same limited variables in a more complex 

environment. 

Finally, several of the rational choice theories of 

bureaucratic behavior have touched upon or emphasized 

legislative control of bureaucracy. These are discussed 



65 

later in this chapter. 

Executive Control of Bureaucracy 

The difficulty of controlling the bureaucracy has long 

been a part of presidential lore. Academics have usually 

affirmed these observations. Rossiter, for example, called 

this the worst problem of the presidency. 

T66. The president is generally unable to control 

the bureaucracy because of pluralism, 

tradition, politics, professionalism, and 

inertia (Rossiter 1963, 278). 

Rossiter made recommendations for more presidential control. 

T67. Greater use of the power of reorganization will 

increase presidential control of bureaucracy 

(Rossiter 1963, 27). 

T68. Greater presidential authority over independent 

regulatory commissions will be a significant 

step toward control over bureaucracy (Rossiter 

1963, 279). 

These hypotheses involve multidimensional variables and are 

directed toward specific American institutions. They lack 

generality. It is also interesting to note that Rossiter 

was concerned not so much with general democratic control as 

with presidential control; one of his reforms - less 

detailed statutes - would enhance presidential discretion at 

the expense of Congressional control (Rossiter 1963, 279). 
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Whereas Rossiter seemed to discuss pluralism as an 

unfortunate aberration in an ideal presidentially dominated 

hierarchy, Richard Neustadt (1976), in a manner reminiscent 

of Truman and Woll, made it the center of his investigation. 

Not only the federal government as a whole, but the 

executive branch internally, is made up of "separated 

institutions sharing powers" (Neustadt 1976, 102, 107). The 

president is not, and probably cannot be consistently in a 

position of command. Instead, presidential power over the 

bureaucracy emanates from those resources which better 

enable him to persuade the bureaucracy. Bureaus have their 

own independent resources with which to resist presidential 

power, and their own interests, which they pursue. 

Most generally, 

T69. Presidential power varies with organization, 

subject matter, personality, and situation 

(Neustadt 1976, 111). 

More specifically, there are five conditions under which 

presidents have more control over bureaucracy (Neustadt 

1976, 87): 

T70. There is more presidential control when there 

is unambiguous presidential involvement. 

T71. There is more presidential control when the 

words of the presidential order are 

unambiguous. 

T72. There is more presidential control when the 
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president's order is widely publicized. 

T73. There is more presidential control when the 

recipients of the order have the ability to 

carry it out. 

T74. There is more presidential control when there 

is no doubt about the president's authority to 

give the order. 

T75. If all the above five factors are present, 

there is a cumulative effect, and bureaucratic 

obedience to a presidential order is almost 

automatic. 

In bargaining situations, when simple command cannot be 

relied upon, presidents are also more influential to the 

extent that they skillfully use and pyramid their resources 

(Neustadt 1976, 124). Neustadt (1976, 110) also pointed out 

that 

T76. Presidents have more influence over those in 

the executive branch who have fewer power 

resources separate from the presidency. 

T77. Presidents have most power over White House 

aides. 

T78. Presidents have less power over departmental 

secretaries. 

T79. Presidents have even less power over bureau 

chiefs. 

T80. Presidents have least power over upper-level 
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specialists. 

Neustadt made some very basic observations, based upon 

a theoretical framework, and his variables approach 

unidimensionality and generality. For example, he derived a 

more specific set of hypotheses from the general hypothesis 

that presidents have more power over those who have fewer 

resources independent of the presidency. The weaknesses of 

the analysis for purposes of the topic of bureaucratic 

responsiveness lie in its emphasis on controlling political 

appointees more than on controlling bureaucrats, and on its 

lack of connections to other aspects of bureaucratic 

responsiveness and democratic control. It is a specialized 

analysis. 

Halperin (1974) wrote about presidential control in the 

area of foreign policy, drawing on the literature to develop 

propositions. 

T81. Presidents have less influence over bureaucrats 

when the president's decision is inadequately 

communicated (Halperin 1974, 239-241). 

T82. Presidents have less influence over bureaucrats 

when bureaucracy is unable to follow orders 

because of insufficient resources, third-party 

opposition, or standard operating procedures 

(Halperin 1974, 242-243). 

T83. A president who is personally involved in a 

decision is more likely to prevail (Halperin 
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1974, 239-241). 

T84. The president is more likely to prevail when 

the technical complexity of the decision and 

the number of people involved in making it 

decline (Halperin 1974, 289-290). 

T85. The president is more likely to prevail when 

there are alternate implementors from which the 

president can choose (Halperin 1974, 289-290). 

T86. The president is more likely to prevail when 

the implementors are geographically closer to 

the president (Halperin 1974, 289-290). 

These hypotheses are stated in restrictive terms; they apply 

to the American president in foreign policy. In practice, 

however, they could be applied in other areas. 

Hugh Heclo (1977), in an analysis based on two hundred 

interviews with American federal executives, considered the 

role of political appointees in helping the president to 

control bureaucracy. In doing so, however, he emphasized 

mutual, cooperative interaction and exchange between 

political appointees and bureaucrats, rather than control of 

bureaucrats by political appointees. His hypotheses are 

proposed on a general level: What factors promote "better" 

cooperation, interaction, and exchange (Heclo 1977, 153)? 

He was less concerned with the ultimate correspondence of 

the preferences of political executives to the final 

bureaucratic decision. Apparently, good interaction will 
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lead to an appropriate balance of interests. 

T87. The single most important determinant of good 

interaction between bureaucrats and political 

appointees, and presumably the single most 

important determinant of bureaucratic 

responsiveness to political appointees, is 

effective communication (Heclo 1977, 153). 

Furthermore, Heclo was not concerned with democratic 

responsiveness in general; he was concerned with the 

responsiveness of bureaucrats to, or their interaction with 

political executives, as opposed to responsiveness to 

Congress or interest groups. In summary, Heclo's book is 

not written in terms directly applicable to the topic at 

hand. It does, however, have implications for the topic 

which might be developed further. 

One of the most recent and most comprehensive works on 

executive control of bureaucracy is The Administrative 

Presidency by Richard Nathan (1983). Nathan searched the 

records of the Nixon and Reagan administrations for clues to 

effective presidential control of administration. A firm 

advocate of presidential control, he inductively made the 

following conclusions (Nathan 1983, 88-93): 

T88. More presidential control will result from the 

selection of like-minded cabinet secretaries. 

T89. More presidential control will result from the 

selection of like-minded subcabinet officials. 
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T90. More presidential control will result from the 

encouragement of interest in administration by 

political appointees. 

T91. More presidential control will result from the 

use of the budget process as a decision system. 

T92. More presidential control will result from the 

delegation of authority to appointees, rather 

than direct White House interference. 

As useful as Nathan's book is, his hypotheses are 

explicitly related neither to each other nor to democratic 

control in other areas. His hypotheses are also rather 

general, and are largely limited to the American presidency. 

Wood and Waterman (1991) supported Nathan in their 

attempt to specify the mechanisms of control by elected 

officials over bureaucrats. They found evidence that a 

change of individual occupant in a presidentially appointed 

position was the single most important variable, among those 

they examined, in determining responsiveness. The study, 

however, is atheoretical and limited to the American federal 

case. Scholz, Twombly, and Headrick (1991) found that 

presidential administration was the single most important 

determinant of responsiveness in local field offices of the 

American federal government. While this study is more 

theoretically oriented than that of Wood and Waterman, it is 

also limited in the scope of its applicability. 



72 

Direct Citizen Control 

The relatively recent explosion of empirical literature 

on democratic control of bureaucracy paralleled the growth 

of practical techniques of democratic control, beginning 

with the "maximum feasible participation" provision of the 

the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, and peaking in the 

early 1970s. This literature was primarily concerned with 

direct citizen participation in bureaucratic decision 

making. Most of the voluminous literature had no 

theoretical basis, and consisted of government-mandated 

evaluation studies of existing citizen participation 

programs. The studies, mostly case studies of single 

programs, numbered in the hundreds. They were of uneven 

scope and quality (Yin and Yates 1974, vi). In addition to 

the evaluation studies, there were a number of attempts to 

clarify and describe the types of citizen participation 

programs (for example, Rosen 1982). 

Two major studies have attempted to consolidate the 

results of these investigations and other empirical studies 

of the effects of citizen participation. Yin and Yates 

(1974) conducted the more systematic study, using a content 

analysis technique for making diverse case studies 

comparable in order to analyze over 200 case studies of 

citizen participation programs. In doing so, they both 

tested previously stated hypotheses and derived further 
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hypotheses inductively. Although testing the level of 

citizen influence over bureaucracy was not their only 

purpose, they did propose some interesting hypotheses in 

this area. Most generally, they proposed the "service 

hypothesis": 

T93. Responsiveness varies according to the type of 

service being provided (Yin and Yates 1974, 

38-39). 

More specifically, they found that 

T94. "Professionalized," and "bureaucratic" 

agencies, such as police and health agencies, 

are less responsive than other agencies, such 

as educational, economic development, and 

mustiservice agencies (Yin and Yates 1974, 

81-82). 

Unfortunately, their characterization of the two groups of 

agencies was very general and multidimensional. They never 

elaborated on it. They also proposed a few more hypotheses: 

T95. There is greater citizen control with "strong" 

strategies (those giving citizens legal 

decision-making authority (Yin and Yates 1974, 

72-75). 

T96. There is more citizen control when the citizen 

participation program receives federal funding 

(Yin and Yates 1974, 201). 

T97. There is more citizen control when there has 
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been no previous conflict among the parties 

(Yin and Yates 1974, 206). 

T98. There is more citizen control when the 

municipal executive takes an active role (Yin 

and Yates 1974, 203). 

In 1982, Kweit and Kweit made a less systematic review 

of a more extensive citizen participation literature. The 

result was a concise set of inductive hypotheses (Kweit and 

Kweit 1982, 132): 

T99. "The greater the reformed structure of 

government the less the policy impact [of 

citizen participation]." 

T100. "The greater the conflict, the less the policy 

impact." 

T101. "The more positive are the attitudes of 

officials toward citizen participation, the 

greater the policy impact." 

T102. "Organizations create more policy impact than 

do hearings." 

T103. "The earlier the stage at which citizens are 

given access to the decision process, the 

greater the policy impact." 

T104. "The greater the amount of access given to 

citizens, the greater the policy impact." 

T105. "The provision of staff support increases the 

impact citizens have on policy." 
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Both the Yin and Yates and Kweit and Kweit studies have 

two primary weaknesses. They are limited to citizen 

participation in American city governments, casting doubt on 

their general applicability. This is exacerbated by the 

inductive origin of the hypotheses. Furthermore, the 

hypotheses, based on discouragingly multidimensional 

variables, are not related to each other or to the rest of 

the democratic control literature. 

There have been a number of citizen participation 

studies, which, while not matching the scope of Yin and 

Yates and Kweit and Kweit, have displayed scholarly ambition 

beyond the practical evaluation of particular programs. 

Cole (1974), in an early empirical study of citizen 

participation, took an approach similar to that of the 

legislative oversight investigators. He chose to emphasize 

the factors which determine the level of participation by 

citizens. In addition, he investigated the factors which 

determined the effect of citizen participation on citizen 

attitudes. What he did not do was to investigate the 

principal question which concerns the present study - the 

influence of citizens on bureaucrats' decisions. Later, 

Cole and Caputo (1984) examined the correlation of the 

existence of public hearings with the types of Revenue 

Sharing policy decisions made by local governments, but this 

did not deal with the amount of influence in a direct way, 

and the officials influenced were often elected officials. 
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Of course, a number of important studies have been done on 

the determinants of the level of citizen participation (for 

example, Milbrath and Goel 1977; Verba and Nie 1972), but 

these are not directly related to the present topic. Verba 

and Nie (1972), in addition, hypothesized about the levels 

of citizen influence, but they were concerned about 

influence over an aggregate of community leaders, not 

bureaucrats separately. 

Gormley (1981) and Gormley, Hoadley, and Williams 

(1983) also studied the influence of citizens on state 

utility commissioners. Unfortunately, they strayed from the 

purpose of the present study by focusing on politically 

appointed commissioners, whose incentive structure is much 

different than that of bureaucrats as here defined. Rosener 

(1981) did the same thing in her study of citizen influence 

on California environmental commissions. Some of these 

officials were not only politically appointed; they were 

also elected officials in another jurisdiction. Milbrath 

(1981) made a few impressionistic propositions about the 

influence of citizen surveys based on a case study of a New 

York survey. Checkoway (1981) made similar observations 

about the use of public hearings. Hadden (1981) analyzed 

the effectiveness of the federal Science for Citizens 

program, which provided citizen participants with 

information resources. All these studies were limited in 

scope and atheoretical, unrelated to the rest of the 
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literature. Berry (1981) proposed a more generalizeable 

hypothesis, that informal lobbying is more influential than 

participation in a formal citizen participation program. 

This is also, however, a proposition of limited scope, and 

the independent variable - type of citizen participation, a 

dichotomy between informal lobbying and formal citizen 

participation - is multidimensional. Berry only 

perfunctorily noted the multidimensional!ty. Weissmann 

(1982) performed an interesting study of the effects of 

different types of arguments when used to persuade different 

types of agencies to perform services. This study was 

isolated and atheoretical, however. Gulati (1982) studied 

the influence of tenant participation on the decisions of 

public housing officials - level of service, and certain 

management practices. He concludes that tenant 

participation was positively associated with change in the 

level of services. However, the study is limited in scope, 

atheoretical, and does not consider the causes of variations 

in influence. In a similar manner, Glazer and Anderson 

(1984) concluded that the Federal Aviation Agency responds 

to public opinion, but they explicitly refrained from 

considering the mechanism or possible variations. Finally, 

Lipsky (1980) conducted a detailed study of a limited topic: 

the behavior of "street-level bureaucrats" - those 

bureaucrats who have regular, direct contact with citizens. 

He made a number of propositions about the responsiveness of 
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such bureaucrats to citizens, but the most general was that 

T106. Street level bureaucrats (police, welfare 

workers, and public school teachers, for 

example), because of the great discretion they 

must have and because of the practical 

inability of citizens to escape such 

bureaucrats, are not responsive to citizens 

(Lipsky 1980, 57, 159). 

The study, while thoughtful, has little theoretical 

application beyond Lipsky's limited topic. 

In summary, there is a bewildering variety of 

hypotheses and variables in the traditional and behavioral 

literature concerning bureaucratic responsiveness. The 

primary problem in this subfield of political science is not 

to fill in gaps (though there might be a few in the midst of 

the thicket); the primary problem is to organize and 

simplify the propositions that have already been made. All 

too often, the dependent variables of the propositions fail 

to distinguish the level of bureaucratic responsiveness from 

such factors as the levels of participation by citizens and 

elected officials and the presence or absence of 

participation structures. All too often, both dependent and 

independent variables are so multidimensional that the 

generality of the hypotheses is suspect, basic underlying 

processes are obscured, and the literature as a whole is too 

complex. A simplifying procedure is needed to summarize the 



79 

literature and identify the key variables. In many cases, a 

few simpler hypotheses and variables might replace many 

hypotheses involving multidimensional, situation-bound 

variables. 

Rational choice assumptions and procedures could 

provide the means to attain simplification and organization 

of the literature. A rational choice theory might also 

generate additional hypotheses. There are, in fact, several 

authors who claim to have written rational choice theories 

of bureaucratic behavior. The suitability of these theories 

for the task at hand is investigated in the remainder of 

this chapter. I will treat each work in a separate 

subsection, because each is a potential model for my theory. 

Rational Choice Literature 

Gordon Tullock: The Politics of Bureaucracy 

The pioneering rational choice theory of bureaucratic 

behavior is Gordon Tullock"s The Politics of Bureaucracy 

(1964). It is a rational choice theory primarily because it 

is based upon simple assumptions about bureaucratic 

motivation. Tullock assumed that bureaucrats, like the rest 

of us, are motivated by material self-interest, which they 

rationally pursue. Bureaucratic institutions constrain and 

channel, the pursuit of that self-interest in two particular 

ways. First, the main reward available to bureaucrats in 
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the bureaucratic context is promotion (Tullock 1965, 11-12). 

Second, because unlike the market, bureaucracy 

characteristically involves a "political" or 

superior-subordinate relationship, bureaucrats must win 

promotions by pleasing their superiors. In doing so, 

T107. Bureaucrats, to be successful, will be 

unscrupulous - they are unconcerned about 

pursuing the official policies of the agency. 

Unscrupulous bureaucrats have more strategies with which to 

pursue promotion, and natural selection will favor them 

(Tullock 1965, 22-26). 

Tullock's assumptions about bureaucratic motivation are 

subject to question. Other rational choice theories 

discussed in this chapter challenge them and Chapter III 

provides detailed alternative assumptions. In addition, 

however, the overall theory which Tullock bases upon his 

assumptions is also open to question. It is written in 

almost literary fashion. The hypotheses are not explicitly 

and clearly stated, their derivation is obscure, and Tullock 

admitted that they would be difficult if not impossible to 

test (Tullock, 14-15). Finally, Tullock did not explicitly 

discuss democratic control of bureaucracy. In short, 

Tullock's book has little to offer for purposes of the 

present study. 
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Anthony Downs: Inside Bureaucracy 

A more ambitious rational choice theory of bureaucracy, 

Inside Bureaucracy by Anthony Downs, followed Tullock's book 

in 1967. To begin with. Downs elaborated much more than 

Tullock on the motivations of bureaucrats. Downs's 

bureaucrats also maximized utility, but the process was much 

more complex. He first proposed nine general ultimate human 

motives. In the bureaucratic environment, in response to 

the available institutional rewards and punishments, they 

are expressed more immediately as a series of occupational 

goals or motives (Downs 1967, chaps. 1-4). 

To simplify this complex set of motives, Downs proposed 

five common categories of bureaucratic types, each propelled 

by a distinctive multidimensional combination of the 

occupational motivations. All the types are motivated at 

least in part by self-interest. Two of the types, climbers 

and conservers, are motivated purely by self-interest. 

Climbers seek to maximize the money, prestige, and power 

they derive from their jobs, and their actions are designed 

to produce advancement along these dimensions. Conservers, 

however, seek to maximize security; their actions are 

directed toward maintaining the status quo for themselves. 

The remaining three types have altruistic as well as 

self-interest motives, altruistic motives which take the 

form of public policy objectives. Zealots single mindedly 

pursue very narrow public policy goals, and respond to a few 
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favored interests. Advocates pursue somewhat broader public 

policy goals, with a willingness to accommodate a greater 

variety of interests. Statesmen pursue the overall public 

interest in the broadest sense. Different kinds of bureaus, 

under different conditions, will be dominated by different 

motivational types of bureaucrats, and the nature of this 

domination has great influence over the behavior and output 

of each bureau. 

The complexity of Downs's motivational assumptions 

limits their usefulness. The multidimensionality of the 

categories makes the careful deduction of hypotheses 

difficult. Furthermore, the distinction between 

self-interested and altruistic motivation is of little help, 

since frequently the same behavior can result from either 

motivation (Niskanen 1971, 36-42). 

Once he established his motivational assumptions, Downs 

developed his theory in a way that is largely irrelevant to 

the present investigation. Disappointingly, he often pulled 

hypotheses out of the air, without clear relationship to the 

assumptions or to each other. This was a departure from the 

relative rigor of Downs's An Economic Theory of Democracy 

(1957). Such hypotheses as are proposed, and there are many 

of them, are mostly concerned with the internal functions of 

bureaucracy. Only a relative few are directly related to 

responsiveness to external demands: 

T108. "No one can fully control the behavior of a 
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large organization" (Downs 1967, 262). 

T109. "The larger any organization becomes, the 

weaker is the control over its actions 

exercised by those at the top" (Downs 1967, 

262) . 

T110. "Unrestrained conflict shifts power upward" 

(Downs 1967, 262). 

Till. "The greater the effort made by a sovereign or 

top-level official to control the behavior of 

subordinate officials, the greater the efforts 

made by those subordinates to evade or 

counteract such control" (Downs 1967, 262). 

T112. "All officials exhibit relatively strong 

loyalty to the organization controlling their 

job security and promotion" (Downs 1967, p. 

262) 262). 

T113. "As bureaus grow older, they develop more 

formalized rule systems covering more of their 

activities" (Downs 1967, 263). 

T114. "As bureaus grow older, officials shift their 

emphasis from carrying out the bureau's social 

functions to insuring its survival and growth 

as an autonomous institution" (Downs 1967, 

263) . 

T115. "When there is great pressure upon a bureau to 

make a decision quickly, then the 
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decisionmakers will try to restrict the number 

of persons participating in the decision, and 

the diversity of their views, as much as 

possible" (Downs 1967, 263). 

T116. "Constantly threatened organizations respond 

only to loud and multiple warnings" (Downs 

1967, 262). 

T117. "Extreme complexity in a bureau's internal or 

external environment, or extreme complexity of 

its functions, tends to weaken the ability of 

agents in its power setting to influence the 

bureau's behavior, thereby giving it more 

autonomy" (Downs 1967, 193). 

Several comments can be made about Downs's hypotheses. 

First, there are many more hypotheses which have less direct 

implications for bureaucratic responsiveness. Second, some 

of his "propositions" have the character of motivational 

assumptions which are nonetheless related to responsiveness. 

Third, many of his variables are as confusingly 

multidimensional as those of the traditional and behavioral 

literature. It is unclear, for example, what it is about 

"complexity" that weakens external control. In summary, 

Downs's theory, as it stands, has only limited applicability 

to a theory of bureaucratic responsiveness. While 

thoughtful, his attempt does little to simplify and organize 

knowledge about bureaucratic behavior. 
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There has been almost no systematic commentary on 

Downs's theory, and the only empirical test of it found in 

the course of the present research applied a hypothesis to a 

city council, not to bureaucracy (Waste 1983). Probably the 

reason for the dearth of testing is its lack of rigor; 

Downs"s more rigorous An Economic Theory of Democracy has 

been tested extensively. 

William Niskanen: Bureaucracy and Representative Government 

By far the best known and most debated rational choice 

theory of bureaucracy is William Niskanen's Bureaucracy and 

Representative Government (1971). This is probably the 

result of the great rigor and care with which he developed 

the theory. Indeed, almost all the commentary has been 

criticism and defense of his theoretical development, with 

few attempts at empirical testing. 

Niskanen's assumption about bureaucratic motivation is 

much simpler than those of Downs, but it is nevertheless 

enlightening. Niskanen assumed that bureaucrats maximize 

the budgets of their agencies, because the satisfaction of 

so many of their ultimate objectives depends on this 

secondary "occupational" objective. Job security and the 

probability of promotion, for example, are closely and 

positively related to budget maximization; the more 

altruistic motive of good public policy is also dependent 

upon sufficient budgetary resources (Niskanen 1971, 36-42). 
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In spite of the insight of Niskanen's assumption, however, 

its realism is questionable, and both Chapter III and the 

discussion of the remaining rational choice theories in this 

chapter will deal with this problem at length. 

The greatest problem of Niskanen's theory for the 

investigation of bureaucratic responsiveness is not its 

motivational assumption. Rather, the problem lies in 

another assumed relationship: 

T118. Elected representatives rarely if ever have 

sufficient information to influence 

bureaucracy (Niskanen 1971, 30). 

Having made this assumption (thus assuming away the question 

of interest in the present study) Niskanen turned to an 

investigation of what budgetary levels bureaucrats 

unilaterally choose, to be imposed upon elected officials. 

The resulting hypotheses are mostly normative, comparing the 

chosen budget levels to ideal levels which are difficult to 

operationalize. This difficulty of operationalizing 

Niskanen's hypotheses is probably the primary reason for 

lack of empirical testing (Niskanen 1975). 

R. Douglas Arnold: Congress and the Bureaucracy 

In 1979, Arnold developed a theory of bureaucratic 

responsiveness that is one of the most satisfactory yet 

developed, dealing specifically with democratic control of 

bureaucracy, carefulling developing a set of motivations 
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balanced between the excessive simplicity of Niskanen's and 

the excessive complexity of Downs's, and containing 

hypotheses which are deduced carefully, though not with the 

mathematical rigor of Niskanen's theory. Its main failing 

is its limited scope. 

Arnold's long-run intention is to develop a general 

rational choice theory of bureaucratic-Congressional 

relations. He limited the scope of his initial theory to 

the explanation of bureaucrats' allocation of geographical 

benefits (dams or military bases, for example) among 

Congressional districts, primarily for reasons of 

operationalization. The ease of detecting and measuring 

such decisions, plus the reasonableness of assuming 

Congressional preferences (members of Congress want benefits 

in their districts) make a theory of this scope the logical 

first step. Arnold was, in fact, even more specific in his 

goal; he wanted to determine to which members of Congress 

bureaucrats are most likely to respond (Arnold 1979, 3). 

Arnold assumed a central motivation for bureaucrats: 

budget security. Referring to Abraham Maslow's hierarchy of 

needs, he assumed that in the bureaucratic setting, the 

personal security motive (among the most compelling motives 

in Maslow's hierarchy) is pursued primarily through budget 

security. Budget growth or maximization is only a secondary 

motive because the loss from losing one's job is much 

greater than any gain that could come from budget growth. 
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Pursuit of the public interest is another secondary goal. 

This public policy goal is secondary because it is not 

directly related to the bureaucrat's more compelling 

security motivation. The secondary motives are of marginal 

consequence, as in breaking ties between budget alternatives 

which further budget security equally (Arnold 1979, 20-34). 

Having established bureaucratic motivation, Arnold then 

deduced hypotheses about bureaucratic strategies for 

allocating projects among Congressional districts. It is 

interesting to note that, in doing so, Arnold assumed an 

"exchange" relationship between bureaucrats and members of 

Congress. That is, bureaucrats attempt to influence members 

of Congress just as members of Congress attempt to influence 

bureaucrats; in Arnold's theory, in fact, the active attempt 

at influence is limited to bureaucrats. An anticipatory 

responsiveness of sorts is involved, however, since 

bureaucrats attempt to influence members of Congress by 

giving them what they presumably want. 

Arnold based his hypotheses primarily on two 

independent variables: the distribution of "general benefit 

preferences" among members of Congress and the committee 

assignments of members of Congress. Members of Congress can 

have two primary orientations toward an agency: that 

relating to a general benefit preference for the agency's 

program (in effect, an assessment of how well the program 

serves the public interest) and that relating to a local 
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benefit preference for the program (what the member's 

constituents can get from the agency's program). General 

benefit preferences have three common distributions among 

members of Congress: consensus in favor of the agency; 

indifference; and polarization between supporters and 

opponents. Which condition holds, and which side a member 

of Congress is on determines in part whether bureaucrats 

will attempt to persuade that member of Congress by 

increasing his local benefits (for example, a dam in his 

district) (Arnold 1979, 56-58). 

Specifically, Arnold hypothesized: 

T119. If there is a consensus in favor of the 

general benefits of the program, bureaucrats 

can allocate as they please, except they might 

give extra to potential leaders of coalitions 

for or against them, and they cannot invite 

retaliation by overtly discriminating against 

anyone (Arnold 1979, 60). 

T120. In the indifferent situation, support would 

depend mainly on local benefits. The best 

strategy would be to spread them as widely as 

possible, with some extra attention to 

coalition leaders (Arnold 1979, 61-62). 

T121. In a polarized situation, bureaucrats should 

favor the weaker opponents (especially if they 

are coalition leaders) and supporters (Arnold 
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1979, 63-64). 

Bureaucrats also consider the committee assignments of 

members of Congress in determing their allocation strategy, 

since members with certain committee assignments have more 

potential power to reward and punish. A skillful local 

benefit allocation strategy can predispose them to reward 

rather than punish. Bureaucrats should adopt the following 

strategies: 

T122. Agencies should favor members of the 

appropriations and authorization committees 

which oversee them, because they have 

considerable power to reward and punish 

(Arnold 1979, 65). 

T123. Agencies should favor members of 

appropriations subcommittees, which perform 

more regular review (Arnold 1979, 67). 

T124. Agencies should not discriminate among members 

of committees, because united committees are 

more powerful allies (Arnold 1979, 69). 

T125. More benefits should be given to committees 

dominated by general benefit opponents (Arnold 

1979, 67). 

T126. Local benefits allocated to constituency 

service committees are more likely to be 

effective than those allocated to 

policy-oriented committees (Arnold 1979, 68). 
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Apparently the only tests of Arnold's theory have been 

three case study tests conducted by Arnold himself and 

reported in his book (Arnold 1979, chap. 7). He concluded 

that his hypotheses were basically supported. 

Arnold's motivational assumptions are particularly 

useful, and they have influenced the discussion of 

motivation in Chapter III. The theory, while it is limited 

to a rather narrow set of circumstances, has potential for 

generalization. This is especially true of the general 

benefit distribution hypotheses. The most disturbing aspect 

of the theory is that it has no place for active oversight 

by Congress. The variables examined are basically not 

manipulable by Congress. The theory advises bureaucrats how 

to control Congress, rather than advising members of 

Congress how to control the bureaucracy. Nevertheless, in 

terms of thoughtfulness and orientation to the topic of the 

present study, it is one of the most useful of the rational 

choice theories. 

Albert Breton and Ronald Wintrobe: The Logic of 

Bureaucratic Conduct 

In its motivational assumptions, the theory of Breton 

and Wintrobe (1982) is more closely related to Downs's 

theory than to the rest. Breton and Wintrobe expressly 

rejected Tullock's assumption that bureaucrats must seek 

their goals by pleasing their superiors. The bureaucratic 
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environment, as they saw it, is "economic" in Tullock's 

terminology, an exchange relationship among equals (Breton 

and Wintrobe 1982, 3). Therefore, bureaucrats' immediate 

occupational motivations lie not in pleasing their superiors 

(such as elected officials) but in developing the resources 

to negotiate with them. Breton and Wintrobe also rejected 

the assumption that there can be a simple, general 

motivation. In this, they seem to be somewhat in sympathy 

with Downs's complex scheme. They assumed only that 

bureaucrats maximize utility, and that the specific kind of 

utility maximized (public interest, budget, power, etc.) 

depends upon the agency in which the bureaucrat works 

(Breton and Wintrobe 1982, 26-29). 

Thes theory of Breton and Wintrobe is primarily a theory 

of how bureaucrats develop the resources to influence 

legislators and to resist the influence of legislators. In 

this respect, it is similar in perspective to Arnold's 

theory. However, the theory also has implications for the 

influence of legislators on bureaucracy. In the terminology 

of Breton and Wintrobe, bureaucratic responsiveness to the 

demands of legislators is "efficient behavior" and failure 

to respond is "inefficient behavior." The term "selective 

behavior" indicates that bureaucrats have a choice whether 

to respond or not, and that they make the choice in a 

rational., self-interested way (Breton and Wintrobe 1982, 

7-8). The choice between efficient and inefficient behavior 
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is, of course, the equivalent of responsiveness. Two more 

major variables must be introduced before hypotheses can be 

deduced. The capacity of a group of people to reach 

agreement - bureaucrats with legislators, or bureaucrats 

with each other - depends largely on "trust," which is 

manifested in "networks" of regular interrelationships. 

There are two primary hypotheses relating trust and 

efficient behavior: 

T127. The greater the trust between legislators and 

the bureaucrats concerned, the more likely 

they are to make a bargain, and the more 

likely bureaucratic behavior is to be 

efficient or responsive (Breton and Wintrobe 

1982, 52). 

T128. The greater the trust among bureaucrats, the 

more capable they are of collectively 

resisting legislators, and the more likely is 

inefficient or unresponsive behavior (Breton 

and Wintrobe 1982, 52). 

These hypotheses are accompanied by a series of hypotheses 

about the determinants of trust (Breton and Wintrobe 1982, 

11). 

There are difficulties with the theory. Acknowledging 

the difficulty of measuring "trust," the authors suggested 

that indirect measures of trust be used, but they suggested 

few specific measures (Breton and Wintrobe 1982, 145-160). 
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Consequently, the theory is very difficult to operationalize 

and test. In fact, it has not been tested quantitatively. 

Breton and Wintrobe merely drew upon the theory in an 

informal way to explain several cases. (Breton and Wintrobe 

1982, 145-160). Such hyptheses as exist which are related 

to the study of responsiveness are rather general as well. 

Finally, the theory is limited to just one basic independent 

variable - trust - which directly influences bureaucratic 

responsiveness. All other variables, and there are not 

many, operate through the intervening variable "trust." 

This is a theory of limited scope. 

Douglas Yates: Bureaucratic Democracy 

The argument of Douglas Yates (1982) is as much 

normative as explanatory; he attempted to find ways to 

reconcile, logically and practically, the values of 

pluralist democracy and administrative efficiency (Yates 

1982, 9). In doing so, he addressed the determinants of 

bureaucratic responsiveness only indirectly. Nevertheless, 

his book has a strong rational choice orientation and it has 

implications for bureaucratic responsiveness. In 

particular, Yates devoted much attention to the development 

of rational choice assumptions which guide, to some extent, 

his propositions. 

In the rational choice tradition, Yates asserted that 

bureaucrats pursue their own self-interest. Furthermore, in 
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doing so they are rational maximizers of such commodities as 

funds and autonomy. However, their maximizing motive is 

constrained by the institutional setting of bureaucracy. 

The institutional factors are predominately the 

fragmentation, competition, and conflict within the 

bureaucracy and between the bureaucracy and other political 

participants which make life uncertain for bureaucrats 

(Yates 1982, 70-80). The basic motive, in combination with 

the institutional constraints, is manifested in more 

immediate motives: (1) bureaucrats maximize the number of 

allies they have (Yates 1982, 68); (2) bureaucrats minimize 

the number of enemies they have (Yates 1982, 68); (3) 

bureaucrats try to avoid the destructive effects of conflict 

and competition by maximizing their autonomy (Yates 1982, 

75); (4) bureaucrats, fearing budget reduction most of all, 

practice "power conservation," by protecting their existing 

programs and budget and by avoiding conflict (Yates 

0); 1982, 90); existing programs and budget and by avoiding 

conflict (Yates 1982, 90); (5) bureaucrats pursue agency 

growth only in a cautious and guarded fashion designed not 

to increase uncertainty and invite retaliation (Yates 1982, 

103) . 

Yates proposed a number of rather general hypotheses, 

basing them loosely on his motivational assumptions: 

T129. Bureaucracies seek partnership with the 

interest groups that work most closely with 
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them and that are most directly affected by 

them (Yates 1982, 67). 

T130. Bureaucrats interact most intensely with 

interest groups when they allocate tangible, 

concentrated benefits to a relatively small 

number of constituents (Yates 1982, 67). 

T131. Bureaucrats direct expenditures to 

geographical areas in such a manner as to gain 

Congressional support (Yates 1982, 68-69). 

T132. "Bureaucrats seek to maintain a stable and 

harmonious relationship between their interest 

groups and their Congressional oversight 

committees" (Yates 1982, 69). 

T133. Bureaucrats seek to reinforce old alliances 

because this is safer than forming new ones 

(Yates 1982, 93). 

T134. Professionalism increases fragmentation of the 

bureaucracy, reducing responsiveness to 

interest groups not part of the professional 

culture (Yates 1982, 72). 

T135. Agencies differ along 11 dimensions; the 

differences can be aggregated into an agency 

type A which favors administrative efficiency 

and agency type B which favors pluralist 

democracy. Type B agencies are more likely to 

be responsive (Yates 1982, 139-143). 
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Yates also suggested strategies to increase democratic 

control (Yates 1982, 186-205). 

T136. More democratic control, in a manner 

consistent with administrative efficiency, 

will result from more vigorous control by the 

chief executive. 

T137. More democratic control, in a manner 

consistent with administrative efficiency, 

will result from long range planning. 

T138. More democratic control, in a manner 

consistent with administrative efficiency, 

will result from staff aids to the executive. 

T139. More democratic control, in a manner 

consistent with administrative efficiency, 

will result from the use of "minicabinets." 

T140. More democratic control, in a manner 

consistent with administrative efficiency, 

will result from administrative 

decentralization. 

T141. More democratic control, in a manner 

consistent with administrative efficiency, 

will result from policy subgovernments. 

T142. More democratic control, in a manner 

consistent with administrative efficiency, 

will result from use of state and local 

governments. 
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T143. More democratic control, in a manner 

consistent with administrative efficiency, 

will result from inculcating administrators 

with democratic values. 

In summary, though Yates made some interesting 

observations, his motivations are not much different from 

those made by others; his derivations of hypotheses from 

them are rather loose; and the hypotheses are in many cases 

very general and indirectly related to responsiveness. The 

strength of the book lies more in its normative discussion 

than in its proposed empirical theory. 

John E. Chubb Interest Groups and the Bureaucracy 

Chubb (1983) made different assumptions and asks 

different questions. Assuming that interest groups will 

have influence, Chubb asked what the pattern of that 

influence will be: whether targets of agency regulation 

will have more influence; whether beneficiaries of agency 

policies will have more influence; or whether a pluralist 

combination of groups will have a balanced influence. 

Ultimately, he was concerned primarily with distinguishing 

between pluralist responsiveness and responsivenness to a 

limited constituency, and in discovering the variables which 

determine which of these two forms of responsiveness prevail 

(Chubb 1983, 1-49) . 

In deducing his hypotheses, Chubb took a loose, common 
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sense approach to rational choice theory. He elaborated 

little on the motivational assumption, assuming simply that 

bureaucrats maximize survival and growth, and citing Downs, 

Niskanen, and Wildavsky for justification (Chubb 1983, 45). 

The resulting hypotheses are derived plausibly from these 

assumptions, with no attempt at Niskanen-like rigor. 

The dependent variable in Chubb's theory is the pattern 

of bureaucratic responsiveness to interest groups: 

responsiveness to the few or to the many. The relevant 

independent variables for Chubb are those reflecting the 

pattern of oversight by other government actors - the 

Congress, the president, and the judiciary - since these are 

the actors who have the most effect on bureaucratic survival 

and growth, and since interest groups must ultimately work 

through these official actors to apply significant pressure 

(Chubb 1983, 46-57). 

Most generally, Chubb hypothesized that 

T144. The more heterogenous the interests 

represented by the oversight structure, the 

more likely is pluralist responsiveness by the 

agency (Chubb 1983, 49). 

More specifically, he makes the following propositions: 

T145. Two or more standing committees and several 

subcommittees in each house overseeing an 

agency will lead to a pluralist relationship 

(Chubb 1983, 49). 
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T146. Special oversight subcommittees will lead to 

pluralist responsiveness (Chubb 1983, 49). 

T147. More frequent oversight will lead to pluralist 

responsiveness (Chubb 1983, 50). 

T148. Greater responsiveness by political executives 

will lead to pluralist responsiveness by 

bureaucracy (Chubb 1983, 51-54). 

T149. Greater scope of judicial review will lead to 

pluralist responsivess (Chubb 1983, 56). 

T150. The more diversified the direction of judicial 

decisions, the more likely is pluralist 

responsiveness (Chubb 1983, 56). 

T151. Allocational policy and regulatory policy will 

result in responsiveness to the few (Chubb 

1983, 79-81). 

T152. Planning is a form of policy that will result 

in pluralist responsiveness (Chubb 1983, 

79-81) . 

Chubb addressed the topic of bureaucratic 

responsiveness more directly than any previous theorists. 

The main limitation of his theory is its limited scope. 

Rather than asking what makes bureaucracy more or less 

responsive, he merely asked whether bureaucracy is 

responsive to the few or the many. This is an important 

question, but it is not enough. Furthermore, he assumed 

that only the determinants of the pressure applied to 
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bureaucrats are important variables in the theory. He 

overlooked the possibility that bureaucrats' attitudes 

toward the legitimacy of different kinds of responsiveness 

might affect their behavior. In addition, he might have 

stated more precisely the assumptions upon which his theory 

is based. Finally, he offered no appropriate way to 

operationalize his theory. He tested his own theory, but 

only by means of survey recall data (Chubb 1983, 269-274). 

There appears to have been no further testing and little 

commentary concerning his theory. 

Jonathan Bendor and Terry M. Moe: "An Adaptive Model of 

Bureaucratic Politics" 

Bendor and Moe (1985) produced one of the most recent, 

and in some ways the most satisfactory rational choice 

theory of bureaucratic responsiveness, alleviating many of 

the weaknesses of previous theories. Their theory focuses 

directly on bureaucratic responsiveness, it is relatively 

comprehensive, it is relatively rigorous, it incorporates a 

policy preference motive, and the variables are simple and 

general.. 

Bendor and Moe made the usual assumption that 

bureaucrats maximize their utility. They then gave specific 

content to bureaucratic motivation by hypothesizing four 

types of utility to be maximized in the bureaucratic 

environment. This gave them four specific motives: budget 
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maximization; maximization of slack (funds which are devoted 

to nonproductive purposes, such as bureaucratic perquisites; 

avoidance of oversight or "hassling"; and policy preference 

(Bendor and Moe 1985, 757-758). These four motives are not 

only the foundation of the theory; they are treated as the 

primary independent variables. In addition, there are two 

independent variables which are derived from the peculiar 

mechanics of the model: the speed with which the agency 

adapts to signals from other participants, and whether the 

agency increases or decreases output as its first move in 

the process. The primary dependent variables are 

efficiency, budget level, and output level. To obtain a 

measure of responsiveness, the output level can be compared 

to the output level desired by the public. This desired 

level, called the "pluralist equilibrium" by Bendor and Moe, 

is the output at which the political resources expended by 

interests wanting more output equal the resources expended 

by those wanting less output (Bendor and Moe 1985, 762-763). 

Bendor and Moe used a computer simulation to deduce the 

values of the dependent variables for each of six 

combinations of independent variables. Fortunately, all the 

solutions fell neatly into three categories: the pluralist 

equilibrium; a compromise solution in which output 

oscillates between the pluralist equilibrium and the lower 

output preferred by an agency which favors less action; and 

a degenerate solution of increasing budgets, decreasing 
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efficiency, and decreasing output. 

The following are the primary hypotheses of Bendor and 

Moe, minus most of their rather complex explanations of the 

deductions: 

T153. When the agency's only motive is budget 

maximization, and when adaptation is fast and 

the first move is an increase in output, the 

output will equal the pluralist equilibrium 

(Bendor and Moe 1985, 762-763). 

T154. When the agency seeks both maximum budget and 

slack, and when adaptation is fast and the 

first move an increase, the solution is 

degenerate (Bendor and Moe 1985, 763-764). 

T155. If budget maximization is the only motive, and 

if adaptation is fast and the first move a 

decrease, the solution will be degenerate 

(Bendor and Moe 1985, 764). 

T156. If budget maximization is the only motive and 

the first move is a decrease, but the speed of 

adaptation is slow, then the solution will be 

the pluralist equilibrium (Bendor and Moe 

1985, 765). 

T157. If the avoidance of oversight is a motive of 

the agency, the solution will be the pluralist 

equilibrium (Bendor and Moe 1985, 765). 

T158. If policy preference is the only motive of the 
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agency, and the agency favors less output than 

the pluralist equilibrium, then the solution 

will be the compromise solution (Bendor and 

Moe 1985, 766-767). 

T159. If policy preference is the only motive of the 

agency, and the agency favors more output than 

the pluralist equilibrium, the solution will 

be the pluralist equilibrium (Bendor and Moe 

1985, 766-767). 

T160. The above hypotheses assume that the 

pro-output interests do not take the cost of 

output, in the form of taxes, into account 

when applying pressure. When they do take 

taxes into account, their preferred output 

varies with the efficiency of the agency, 

reflecting the expenditures for each level of 

output. Thus, the pluralist equilibrium, the 

"will of the people," varies with the 

efficiency of the agency. The degenerate and 

compomise solutions disappear and the solution 

is always a pluralist equilibrium, at varying 

levels of output (Bendor and Moe 1985, 

768-770). 

There are, however, significant weaknesses even in the 

admirable attempt of Bendor and Moe. For reasons to be 

discussed elsewhere, budget maintenance is likely to be a 
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more significant motive than the budget maximization, slack 

maximization, or oversight avoidance motives assumed by 

Bendor and Moe. Nor did Bendor and Moe attempt to explain 

why and when each motive dominates. Furthermore, the 

solutions to the theory depend to some extent on the 

simplifying assumption that there are only two contending 

interest groups, one that wants more and one that wants less 

output. This assumption precludes the analysis of 

responsiveness on policy questions that do not fall along 

the more-less continuum. Finally, there are problems with 

operationalization. There have been no tests of the theory, 

probably because it is difficult to measure such variables 

as the pluralist equilibrium. 

Judith Gruber: Controlling Bureaucracies 

Although Judith Gruber's Controlling Bureaucracies is 

not explicitly a rational choice theory, it approaches one 

in its systematic emphasis on motive and rational decision 

as a basis for predicting behavior. Gruber"s book is the 

most thorough treatment to date of the problem of democratic 

control of bureaucracy. She did not produce a formally 

deductive theory. The work, however, is analytical and 

thorough. Gruber drew on general knowledge, a case study, 

and existing literature to deduce and induce a set of 

variables which she further breaks down into dimensions. 

She then thoroughly explored the possible relationships 
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among the variables and dimensions in order to arrive at a 

set of propositions about the prospects for democratic 

control of bureaucracy. 

Beginning from the viewpoint of a would-be controller 

of bureaucrats, Gruber considered how the desire to control 

might vary with the democratic theory of the controller, and 

with the way immediate circumstances relate to the theory. 

The three primary factors in determining such a theory and 

its application are beliefs about the relative competence of 

bureaucrats and controllers; beliefs about the existence of 

an objective public interest; and beliefs about the relative 

importance of liberty and active government in a democracy. 

The discussion of liberty and active government is muddled. 

The other factors, however, yield four basic varieties of 

democratic theory with respect to control of bureaucracy: 

(1) "government according to experts," in which there is 

little outside control; (2) "government according to the 

interplay of many interests and groups," in which 

bureaucrats are one of many decision makers, perhaps acting 

as a broker; (3) "government according to the public 

interest determined by the people," in which the people as a 

whole tightly control bureaucracy; and (4) "government 

according to the public interest determined by wise 

leaders," in which elected officials tightly control 

bureaucracy. 

Once controllers have decided whether and to what 
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extent control is normatively preferable, they must decide 

whether, in any particular circumstance, it is worth the 

cost. Two such costs to be considered are effectiveness 

cost, the possibility that yielding to outside demands might 

reduce the effectiveness of bureaucrats in doing their jobs; 

and enforcement costs, or difficulties in monitoring the 

activity of bureaucrats and in making them do what they have 

been told to do. 

The willingness of bureaucrats to respond to attempts 

at control will also affect ultimate responsiveness. The 

bureaucrats of each agency have a distinctive "core 

identity" as "expert," "worker," or "administrator," which 

they seek to protect from outside interference. However, 

they will yield some autonomy if they perceive the potential 

controllers as "legitimate" or if yielding to control would 

be "useful" in the sense of leading to an exchange in which 

bureaucrats gain something from the controllers. 

The policy area of the bureaucracy involved has a great 

effect on the previously mentioned factors. The two 

dimensions of policy area are "technology" (specialization, 

certainty, visibility of impact, need for outside input); 

and "environment (complexity, conflict, stability, 

independence, intensity of citizen preferences). 

From the above variables, Gruber derived, not always 

explicitly, the following series of hypotheses about the 

degree of control that can be expected in various 
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circumstances 

T161. Bureaucrats are often willing to give up some 

autonomy in order to gain allies in budget 

battles, especially in times of fiscal 

austerity (Gruber 1987, 179). 

T162. If elected officials use their formal 

authority to force bureaucrats to share 

information, control of bureaucracy will be 

increased (Gruber 1987, 204). 

T163. Bureaucrats' willingness to respond to 

citizens and elected officials depends not on 

their basic beliefs about democracy, but on 

the day-to-day demands of the job (Gruber 

1987, P. 119). 

T164. If bureaucrats interact more with outsiders as 

a regular, structured part of their jobs, they 

will be more responsive (Gruber 1987, 

207-209). 

T165. It is easier to control bureaucratic actions 

and procedures than to control the outcomes of 

their actions (Gruber 1987, 69-71). 

T166. The less certain the technology of an agency 

is, the harder it will be to control the 

agency (Gruber 1987, 168, 138-139). 

T167. The more specialized the technology of an 

agency is, the more difficult it will be to 
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control the agency (Gruber 1987, 69, 126, 

142) . 

T168. Diverse client needs mean less control (Gruber 

1987, 69). 

T169. Conflicting demands made upon bureaucrats mean 

less control (Gruber 1987, 69). 

T170. Because bureaucrats see elected officials as 

unconcerned with the public interest or the 

quality of public policy, they often see the 

demands of elected officials as illegitimate, 

or at least less legitimate than the demands 

of private, directly affected citizens (Gruber 

1987, 113). 

T171. The more visible the effect of an agency's 

technology is, the more control there will be 

(Gruber 1987, 127). 

T172. If citizens have resources bureaucrats need, 

such as information or cooperation, they can 

exchange them for control of policy (Gruber 

1987, 133-134). 

T173. Bureaucrats who see themselves as experts will 

resist control to the extent they believe it 

will reduce policy effectiveness (Gruber 1987, 

171-178). 

T174. Bureaucrats will accept control as legitimate 

to the extent they see citizens and elected 
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officials as competent in the relevant policy 

area. Having an especially intense interest 

in a policy can count as competence (Gruber 

1987, 171-178). 

T175. Bureaucrats will trade less favored policies 

to get more favored policies (Gruber 1987, 

181) . 

T176. Bureaucrats who practice a less specialized 

technology (workers) are are most likely to 

resist controls that change working conditions 

or material rewards (Gruber 1987, 155, 163, 

167) . 

T177. Bureaucrats who practice a highly specialized 

technology (experts) are most likely to resist 

control that affects policy substance (Gruber 

1987, 153, 163, 164). 

T178. Bureaucrats who practice a technology of 

medium specialization (administrators) resist 

control that threatens their flexibility 

(Gruber 1987, 156-157, 163, 169). 

Gruber's treatment of the subject is as rich as 

Rourke's, with more system and justification. The 

discussion of the dimensions of agency policy areas and 

their effects on responsiveness is especially enlightening. 

However, at a general level, her treatment of motivation, 

which should be the heart of the theory, is vague and 
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ambiguous. A more systematic treatment of this central 

topic could yield multiple rewards. Furthermore, as 

systematic as the book is in relation to other works, the 

hypotheses could still be stated more explicitly and 

precisely, and the derivations could be more carefully 

justifies. Also, the importance of a single case study in 

the theory leaves the reader apprehensive. A more specific 

problem is Gruber's confused treatment of liberty as a goal 

in controlling bureaucracy, a goal that could affect the 

nature and effectiveness of control. Also, her dismissal of 

the role of ethical principle in bureaucratic behavior is 

too easy, and requires examination. Nevertheless, of the 

nonmathexnatical theories, Gruber's remains the standard for 

judging future theories. The theory that follows in Chapter 

III, Chapter IV, and Chapter V largely elaborates and 

supports Gruber's work. 



CHAPTER III 

MOTIVATION 

As mentioned in Chapter I, rational pursuit of goals 

provides the primary source of regularity for developing a 

rational choice theory. The first step in deducing a 

rational choice theory is to discover the basic motivating 

goals upon which regular behavior will be based. If we can 

assume or predict the motivating goals of, in this case, 

bureaucrats, and if pursuit of these goals is related in a 

predictable way to the behavior of interest, in this case 

responsiveness, then we can predict the behavior of 

interest, the responsiveness of bureaucrats. This theory 

will be based upon a set of six primary motives that will 

assist in the prediction of the responsiveness of 

bureaucrats: Job Security Motive, Rule Security Motive, 

Policy Substance Motive, Democratic Substance Motive, 

Technical Work Process Motive, and Democratic Work Process 

Motive. 

Some motives can be subdivided into more specific 

submotives (see p. 134, p. 137, p. 143, and p. 147,). These 

submotives may not be entirely compatible, and they may 

appeal differentially to different bureaucrats. Each motive 

112 
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and submotive is by definition characterized primarily by 

its motivating goal or subgoal, but it is also characterized 

by its strength (see pp. 151-154). Furthermore, even strong 

motives are only potentially expressed in behavior. Actual 

expression in behavior depends on factors external to the 

motive. Careful reflection reveals two such external 

factors of special importance: threat to the achievement of 

the motivating goal (see pp. 154-159), and competition with 

other motives (see pp. 159-160). The rest of this chapter 

will explain and justify the choice of the six primary 

bureaucratic motives, the determinants of their expression 

in behavior, and the patterns of variation in the strength 

and behavioral expression of the motives. 

Often in rational choice theories, a single motive or a 

small set of motives will be assumed, based upon a brief 

explanation of plausibility (e.g., budget maximization for 

Niskanen, promotion for Tullock, budget maintenance and the 

public interest for Arnold). This simplifies theory 

building and avoids the temptation to put more effort into 

justifying assumptions than into the deduction of 

hypotheses, which is the point of the theory. Nevertheless, 

motivation is the core of any rational choice theory, and it 

is not difficult to justify giving more care to the 

development of motivation than rational choice theorists 

traditionally give. Furthermore, there are difficulties in 

assuming a nearly universal motivation, such as budget 
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maximization, or maximization of material self-interest. 

Scholars such as Downs (1967), Breton and Wintrobe (1982), 

and Gruber (1987) have suggested that motivation will vary-

widely among agencies. 

In the following discussion I propose and justify at 

some length, though I do not attempt to prove, six motives 

of primary importance in bureaucracies. In an attempt to 

allow for important variations, I seek a balance between 

oversimplification and excessive complexity. Also, contrary 

to the usual approach, the discussion will yield a set of 

motives that are not assumed, but rather deduced from the 

assumed institutional constraints of oureaucracy in a 

democracy (see pp. 3-19). 

The motives of bureaucracy, deduced from the above 

institutional constraints, will be dynamic, varying in a 

regular way. This variation in motivation will provide many 

of the propositions of the theory. In this feature, the 

present, theory resembles that of Bendor and Moe (1985, 

757-758), who assume that responsiveness will vary as 

motivation varies. Bendor and Moe, however, simply assume 

alternative motives, making no attempt to predict their 

appearance. The present theory will make such a prediction, 

as Gruber and Downs do, but more thoroughly and 

systematically, and that prediction will be of primary 

importance to the ultimate determination of responsiveness. 

One approach to determine motivation, rejected here, is 
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to assume a basic universal human motivation or set of 

motives, and to modify its effect by applying it to varying 

institutional settings. Arnold (1979, 19-26), in applying 

Maslow's hierarchy of needs to the specific problem of 

bureaucratic responsiveness, attempts just such an approach. 

Empirically, however, Maslow's universal hierarchy has not 

received much support (Schwartz 1983, 933-955). Breton and 

Wintrobe (1982) doubt that any universal motives exist, a 

doubt shared by Downs (1967) and Gruber (1987), and 

organizational theorists have in recent years based their 

predictive and explanatory efforts on something other than 

an assumption of universal motivation (Luthans 1977, 

413-425). 

Furthermore, there is no compelling reason to assume 

universal motives. For example, we cannot assume that the 

survival of the human species (or of an agency) depends upon 

either an individual survival motive, or a motive to pursue 

group survival. Pursuit of individual self-interest can be 

detrimental to group survival, as logically demonstrated by 

Mancur Olson (1965). On the other hand, self-sacrificial 

behavior of individual bees can contribute to the survival 

of that species. But altruistic behavior does not seem to 

be required for group survival either, as revealed by much 

recent rational choice theory based upon traditional motives 

of material self-interest (Olson 1965). There is little 

basis, either empirically or logically, for an assumption of 
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any universal set of human motives. It might even be true 

that evolutionary survival of either the species or of 

discrete organizations, working through a redundancy 

principle (Landau 1978), requires a variety of motives 

within and among individuals to provide a flexible response 

to a complex environment. 

The lack of a simple set of universal human motives 

does not, however, preclude the use of motivation as a 

source of regularity in deducing a theory of bureaucratic 

responsiveness in particular or human behavior in general. 

Institutional constraints alone should be sufficient to 

insure behavioral regularity and generate propositions. The 

discussion of the institutional environment - bureaucracy, 

professionalism, and democracy - in Chapter I provides the 

basic institutional constraints of the theory. These broad 

institutional characteristics set limits on the rewards 

available to bureaucrats, and thus on the motivating goals 

that will be found among them. Furthermore, within these 

limits, there are variations in available rewards from 

agency to agency and from time to time. 

The institutional structure within which a person works 

or lives can reveal much about which motives, among the many 

possibilities, give the greatest guidance to that person's 

behavior. The first directly work-related rational choice a 

person makes is the choice of occupation (which is usually 

related to a previous educational choice), followed closely 
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by the choice of an employer. If we assume a reasonably 

loose job market, with choices available, a reasonable 

degree of mobility, and a reasonable amount of market 

information, it follows that, on the average and in the long 

run, workers will choose and remain with an occupation, an 

agency, and an employer that satisfy their motives, that 

give them the rewards they most want and allow them to avoid 

job features they dislike. Any other outcome would be 

irrational. Furthermore, even if workers are forced to 

remain for long periods in jobs they dislike, it is likely 

that they will come to value and pursue what is available 

(Simon 1957, 95-96, 115). 

Therefore, we can probably deduce the dominant motives 

of bureaucrats from their choice of occupation or 

profession, their choice of government employment, and their 

choice of agency. To do this, we must first decide what 

rewards are most available within both bureaucracies in 

general, and ultimately, in Chapter IV, within particular 

agencies. This will determine which motives are most common 

within bureaucracy and within these agencies. Then we must 

decide which of the motives associated with these rewards 

are relevant for the question of current interest -

responsiveness to citizens and elected officials in the 

making of policy decisions. This process will narrow down 

the motives to a manageable number. Nevertheless, it is 

likely that bureaucracy in general, or even a particular 
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agency, will offer more than one relevant reward. It will 

attract and retain individual employees who have more than 

one motive and it will attract a combination of employees 

who individually have different motives. It is the 

combination of motives within an agency that will ultimately 

affect responsiveness. 

Specific Motivations 

Numerous bureaucratic motives have been suggested by 

various scholars. To judge their appropriateness for the 

present purpose, they need to be tested against the 

criterion previously mentioned: Do they correspond to 

rewards actually offered by bureaucracy? If they do, then 

they are likely to be common among bureaucrats, and this is 

likely to affect the behavior of the bureaucrats. 

Furthermore, the most common motives will probably be those 

that also offer rewards that are especially characteristic 

of bureaucracy, as opposed to the occupational areas of 

private business, private nonprofit agencies, and electoral 

politics. We should find people with these motives highly 

concentrated in bureaucracy. This criterion, though not 

essential, would increase our confidence about the frequent 

presence of a motive. Finally, the most important motives 

will be not only those that are common in bureaucracy, but 

also those that are especially relevant for predicting the 

behavior of interest here: responsiveness to the policy 
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demands of citizens and elected officials. 

As suggested by the wide variety of motivation proposed 

in the literature, the actual pattern of motivation among 

bureaucrats or any group of human beings is probably quite 

varied and complex. The winnowing process in the preceding 

paragraph, however, should yield a reasonable approximation 

of relevant bureaucratic motivation in a manageably 

simplified form. It will also eliminate a number of 

commonly assumed motives. 

Motives Extrinsic to the Work: General Rejected Motives 

Some rewards are extrinsic to the work. They flow to 

employees only as an indirect consequence of work 

performance. The rewards corresponding to the most commonly 

proposed motives have been of this nature. Following the 

lead of economics, a number of scholars have suggested 

material reward as a primary, driving motive (Downs 1967, 

84; Niskanen 1971, 36-42). Material perquisites such as 

corner offices, walnut desks, and the use of agency cars 

would also fit into this category. presumably the wish to 

improve their level of material well-being leads bureaucrats 

to behave in such a way (to make the appropriate policy 

decisions, for example) as to obtain raises and more 

perquisites. 

Reasoning from the assumed institutional constraints of 

bureaucracy (see pp. 3-19), we see that the evidence is 
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against the importance of such a motivation. Bureaucracy 

simply fails to offer sufficient material reward to attract 

those who most strongly value wealth. This is not 

surprising. Bureaucrats can logically expect a cap on their 

income expectations that is not found in the business 

sector, because of another characteristic of bureaucracy. 

In business, the market sets no arbitrary upper limit on 

income. Income depends principally on meeting consumer 

demand at a low cost, in short, on performance. With 

incentive pay linked to ultimate profit levels or receipts, 

such as commissions and bonuses, this can be true even at 

lower levels of organization. In bureaucracy, however, pay 

rates are set periodically by authority; they therefore lack 

the temporal flexibility, and the potential for quick reward 

found in business. A characteristic of bureaucracy is that, 

at least at the higher levels, where the most important 

decisions are made, bureaucrats are notoriously poorly paid 

in relation to the business sector (Rose 1985, 81-84, 114, 

149-150, 187, 218; Weber 1978, 28). Bureaucrats cannot 

rationally expect to use their jobs to get rich honestly. 

Furthermore, individual raises are usually small, and they 

frequently are automatic rather than dependent on 

performance (Weber 1978, 28). This is not the type of 

reward that could be used by elected officials (and, 

indirectly, citizens) to encourage even money-motivated 

bureaucrats to alter their behavior in a responsive manner. 
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Survey evidence only marginally supports the logical 

conclusion. Approximately half of American federal 

bureaucrats value financial reward highly, though it is not 

one of their top criteria for judging a job. Only about a 

fifth believe that federal employees in general choose jobs 

for financial reasons, but even that is fairly high 

(Kilpatrick, Cummings, and Jennings 1964, chaps. 5, 9). 

Bureaucrats are no more likely than most other workers to 

value financial reward (Kilpatrick, Cummings, and Jennings 

1964, chaps. 5, 9; Siegel 1983, 132). I have chosen to 

eliminate this motive for the present in spite of survey 

evidence because the logic for doing so is so strong. Also, 

there must be a line drawn somewhere to keep the number of 

motives manageable, and the six primary motives are 

supported by both logic and survey evidence. Material 

reward, however, is a likely candidate for further 

investigation and later elaboration. 

prestige (Breton and Wintrobe 1982, 26-29) could also 

be an extrinsic reward, though of a nonmaterial nature. 

Honors, publicity, and esteemed assignments might be 

manipulated to make such bureaucrats responsive. The 

characteristics of bureaucracy, however, make it unlikely 

that this would be a major, general motive. Even in those 

nations in which bureaucrats are honored as a group, 

individual bureaucrats tend to be anonymous before the 

general public, if only because of their sheer numbers (see 
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p. 6). prestige is bestowed primarily by one's fellow 

bureaucrats Job seekers thirsting for prestige, at least 

in developed nations, which most democratic nations are 

(Riggs 1964), are unlikely to flock in disproportionate 

numbers to government employment, and once there, those 

motivated by prestige are not likely to be goaded into 

responsiveness by variations in the relatively pale rewards 

that bureaucracy has to offer. There is no evidence among 

the surveys examined for this study that reveals such a 

motive. 

Power (Breton and Wintrobe 1982, 26-29; Rourke 1976, 

101) could be another motivating goal. The institutional 

constraints have a mixed effect here. Bureaucrats have 

considerable discretion, and their decisions can have a 

major impact on society (see p. 7). They also can rely on 

the enormous coercive power of government. However, 

bureaucrats in a democracy are bound by rules designed 

specifically to limit their power, probably more such rules 

than private profit or nonprofit employees and elected 

officials face (see p. 7). Also, there is an atmosphere of 

relatively intense scrutiny (see p. 10). Furthermore, the 

fragmented structure of bureaucracy into specialties tends 

to limit power to a narrow scope of specialized decisions 

(see pp. 5-6). In the balance, the nature of bureaucracy 

does not clearly point to a power motive. In fact, surveys 

show that bureaucrats are not disproportionately interested 
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in power (Goodsell 1985, 91; Kilpatrick, Curamings, and 

Jennings 1964, chap. 5; Siegel 1983, 136), and that they are 

devoted to democratic principles, a devotion that should 

discourage seeking power for its own sake (Aberbach, Putnam, 

and Rockman 1981, chap. 6; Gruber 1987, 119; Wynia 1974). 

Autonomy also seems an unlikely candidate for 

bureaucratic motivation, given the nature of bureaucracy. 

Admittedly, bureaucrats are frequently allowed considerable 

discretion, and academically and scientifically oriented 

bureaucrats sometimes feel they have considerable autonomy 

within the bureaucracy, protected from interference rather 

than restrained by the appropriate rules (Goodsell 1985, 

91). Nevertheless, there is also a contradictory 

charactistic of bureaucracy. An extensive system of rules 

is assumed to be a frequent institutional constraint on 

bureaucrats (see p. 7). Apparently, the general public, 

including many potential bureaucrats, see it as more 

restrictive than liberating. Such a popular image of the 

bureaucrat as a rule-bound robot (Goodsell 1985, 1-15), true 

or not, will adversely affect recruitment of people who 

especially value autonomy. Because of the popular image of 

bureaucracy and because of the frequently dense rules within 

bureaucracy, it is unlikely that it would attract 

disproportionate numbers of people who strongly value 

autonomy for its own sake. If anything, the motive should 

be found less often among bureaucrats. Survey evidence 
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(Kilpatrick, Cummings, and Jennings 1964, chap. 5) indicates 

that autonomy is not among the most common motives of 

bureaucrats, nor is it found disproportionately among 

bureaucrats. 

It would not be surprising if prospective employees 

were also to prefer safe and pleasant, if not luxurious 

working conditions (Breton and Wintrobe 1982, 26-29). 

However, there is nothing within the institutional 

characteristics of_ bureaucracy that directly reflects on the 

availability of this reward. Furthermore, its relevance to 

responsiveness is doubtful. Working conditions in part 

reflect the mission (for example, planners as opposed to 

firefighters). They would be manipulable only to a limited 

extent. Nor is there any apparent direct relation between a 

desire for good working conditions and responsiveness. 

Also, survey evidence (Kilpatrick, Cummings, and Jennings 

1964, chap. 5) indicates that only lower-level bureaucrats, 

those lesss likely to make important decisions, are 

significantly motivated by working conditions. Apparently, 

for most higher level employees, reasonably good working 

conditions are assured, and therefore not an issue. 

The theories and findings of the human relations school 

of administration suggest that satisfying social relations 

on the job is a significant motivator (Roethlisberger 1978). 

In fact, survey evidence indicates that this is a highly 

prized aspect of work (Kilpatrick, Cummings, and Jennings 
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1964, chap. 5). The importance of social relations, 

however, is found in all sectors, and not disproportionately 

among bureaucrats. Neither is there any institutional 

characteristic of bureaucracy making work in a bureaucracy 

either more or less sociable than work elsewhere. But, 

although bureaucracy will not attract a disproportionately 

sociable workforce, social opportunities could still be an 

important and relevant motivator. To be relevant, however, 

they have to affect responsiveness. It is difficult to see 

any necessary relation of sociability to responsiveness. 

While bureaucrats might get along better with citizens and 

at least some elected officials by being responsive, there 

is no such obvious relation between sociability with 

coworkers and responsiveness to citizens and elected 

officials. Furthermore, it seems difficult to deliberately 

manipulate sociability as a discrete reward in order to 

induce more or less responsiveness. Imposed variations in 

discord and harmony, or exile and reunion would probably 

disrupt the work process out of all proportion to their 

usefulness as incentives. It is likely that the widespread 

sociability of workers everywhere has the effects of 

creating a general atmosphere of good feeling, and 

sensitizing workers to general socialization processes, 

wherever they might lead. Sociability has little direct 

relevance for a study of responsiveness. 

The foregoing potential motives are not appropriate as 
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primary motives. The next six motives are better prospects. 

Motives Extrinsic to the Work: The Job Security Motive 

Prominent scholars (Arnold 1979, 19-26; Downs 1967, 84; 

Niskanen 1971, 36-42) have directly or indirectly suggested 

that bureaucrats seek job security (a perceived low 

probability of losing one's job). Job security is such a 

limited goal and the corresponding motive so passive, that 

there is no reason to suspect subgoals and corresponding 

submotives. It is unlikely that bureaucrats seek different 

kinds of job security. There is impressive support for job 

security as a motivating goal. Relatively high job security 

is assumed to be a basic institutional feature of 

bureaucracy, related to the development of expertise (see p. 

6). The merit system ideal, as a matter of conscious 

intent, has promoted job security as both a means to develop 

expertise through experience, and to prohibit political 

interference with experts (Rosenbloom 1986, 180-186). 

Although it is possible to fire bureaucrats, elaborate 

procedures have frequently been installed to make it 

difficult. Many bureaucrats expect, and are encouraged to 

expect, a lifelong career with their public employer. The 

effectiveness of this tradition is borne out by empirical 

cross-national studies. Aberbach, Putnam, and Rockman 

(1981, 67-72) found that upper level bureaucrats in several 

western democracies have significantly longer tenure than 
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elected officials, and that they are essentially careerists. 

Rose (1.985, 8, 49, 81-84) found that bureaucratic employment 

in Western democracies has had no sharp declines over time, 

at least at the national level. The job security of 

bureaucrats is also greater than that in the private sector. 

This is true in spite of budget reducing campaigns such as 

those by the Reagan and Thatcher administrations. Merit 

system principles do not specifically protect bureaucrats 

from general reductions in force. Yet, the principle of job 

security is apparently so strong, that even those 

administrations hostile to bureaucracy often shift those who 

lose their jobs to other government jobs. Even when total 

employment is being reduced, it is usually accomplished 

through attrition. This does not reduce job security for 

any one employee. Although evidence is lacking for job 

security in regional and local governments, merit system 

principles have made inroads there as well. Not only does 

job security exist; there is a widespread popular perception 

that bureaucrats seek — and obtain -- job security 

(Goodsell 1985 1-15; Kilpatrick, Cummings, and Jennings 

1964, chap. 9). This image alone should attract to public 

service a disproportionate number of people who place a high 

value on job security. Finally, there is survey evidence 

(Kilpatrick, Cummings, and Jennings 1964, chaps. 5, 9) that 

American federal bureaucrats are much more likely than most 

other workers to value all kinds of security, including 
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presumably job security, as an aspect of their jobs. Only 

about one-fifth consider security important, but a majority 

believe that federal bureaucrats in general take jobs for 

security. American state bureaucrats value security more 

highly than anything else (Siegel 1983, 132). 

In conclusion, job security is a primary bureaucratic 

motive. The reward is widely available in bureaucracy, it 

is more available there than in other employment settings, 

and bureaucrats say that they seek it to some extent. In 

addition, it has potential relevance for responsiveness. 

First of all, bureaucrats motivated primarily by job 

security will have no compelling reason to resist policy 

demands. Also, if bureaucrats are most concerned with 

keeping their jobs, elected officials (and citizens through 

them) might use the threat of individual dismissal or 

reduction in force to induce bureaucrats to make policy 

concessions. 

Motives Extrinsic to the Work: The Rule Security Motive 

Bureaucracy, as a type of organization, public and 

private, is often tightly governed by rules, removing 

discretion from bureaucrats (Downs 1967, 263; Weber 1978). 

This is a basic institutional constraint. Agencies with 

simple, repetitive functions are especially likely to be 

rule bound. And although there is widespread bureaucratic 

discretion within less routine public bureaucracies, there 
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is also selective rule boundedness. Strict rules are at 

times used as a way to keep public agencies democratically 

responsive (Kaufman 1977, 42-59). Whatever the situation, 

the public widely perceives public bureaucracy in general as 

more rule bound than private employers (Goodsell 1985, 

1-15). It follows from this insitutional constraint that 

there will be a substantial number of bureaucrats who seek 

out the reward of a rule-bound environment for the peace, 

order, and security of a daily routine. Because rule 

security, like job security, is a limited goal, it is 

unlikely that there are subgoals and corresponding 

submotives. In fact, survey evidence (Kilpatrick, Cummings, 

and Jennings 1964, chaps. 5, 9) indicates that American 

federal bureaucrats, in much greater proportion than for 

other occupations, consider security and stability, 

including presumably rule security, important, and American 

state bureaucrats placed it among their highest goals. 

Furthermore, the Rule Security Motive is relevant to 

responsiveness. Responsiveness requires a degree of 

flexibility (Peters 1984, p. 150), and flexibility is what 

strong Rule Security Motive bureaucrats shun. This 

inflexibility of the Rule Security Motive is always a 

potential result when outsiders try to control bureaucrats 

too closely. 

The Rule Security Motive straddles the line between 

motives which are extrinsic and intrinsic to the 
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bureaucrats' work. Strong Rule Security Motive bureaucrats 

are concerned about the work, but only negatively; they want 

as little substance to it as possible. The remaining 

motives reflect a more positive concern with the work 

itself. 

Motives Intrinsic to the Work: Work Substance Motives 

The motives discussed so far have been related 

primarily to rewards, such as pay or job security, accruing 

to bureaucrats as a result of their position or job 

performance. There are, however, other rewards 

intrinsically flowing from the nature of bureaucratic work, 

itself ,. There are, for example, rewards flowing from the 

substance -- that is, the outputs and impacts — of the 

work, and the work substance is the motivating goal. "Work 

substance motives," however, is an umbrella category for 

purposes of organization. For theoretical usefulness, we 

must subdivide it into two primary motives. One motivating 

goal of this type is policy substance. 

The Policy Substance Motive. A fundamental institutional 

feature of bureaucratic work is to make and carry out policy 

in such a way as to have an intended output or an intended 

effect on some aspect of society (see p. 7). It is 

indisputable that bureaucratic decisions have such impacts, 

and that the democratic political culture regards the 
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impacts as important and expects bureaucrats to pay faithful 

attention to them (Dahl 1956, 84). It follows from this 

institutional feature that prospective employees who are 

committed to particular substantive public policies, and 

motivated by the successful emplacement of such policies are 

likely to find satisfaction in bureaucracy. Since many 

different policies, often incompatable, are possible, it is 

likely that eager, active policy-motivated bureaucrats would 

also have varying policy subgoals. The precise policy will 

affect responsiveness (see p. 194). Of course, elected 

officials could find a similar reward, but the number of job 

openings for elected officials is always limited. Most 

people motivated by policy substance would have to go 

elsewhere. Nonprofit, private agencies also offer similar 

rewards, but budget and authority restrictions limit 

potential impact, and thus the level of reward. Business, 

because of its structure of incentives and financing, and 

because of its "bottom line" tradition, is less likely to 

reward those who are concerned with the broad impact of 

business policy on society. Logically, therefore, we would 

expect bureaucracy to attract a dispoportionate number of 

people motivated by the substance of public policy. 

However, while a policy reward is more available in 

bureaucracy than elsewhere, its availability even in 

bureaucracy is both uncertain and remote. While most 

bureaucrats undeniably make policy, the successful impact of 
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that policy on society is uncertain, subject to many 

extraneous factors and largely beyond the control of 

bureaucrats. presumably, strong Policy Substance Motive 

bureaucrats find a reward not just in the statistical 

outputs of their work, but in its impact on society. It is 

the potential of a substantial, intended impact that is 

especially characteristic of bureaucracy. Therefore, the 

reward is less available to strong Policy Substance Motive 

bureaucrats than it seemed at first. Of equal importance is 

the remoteness of impact, or even of output, from the 

efforts of bureaucrats. The reward is naturally deferred, 

and is thus less compelling as a motivator than a more 

immediate reward. 

The survey evidence is mixed. Goodsell (1985, 94) 

found limited evidence for such a motive. Kilpatrick, 

Cummings, and Jennings (1964, chap. 5) reported that nearly 

half of American federal bureaucrats found worthwhile or 

useful work a significant aspect of their jobs, though it is 

not among their top three criteria for judging a job. 

Federal bureaucrats, along with educators at all levels, who 

are more often than not public employees, ranked 

consistently higher than business employees. American state 

bureaucrats rate such work even higher among their goals 

(Siegel 1983, 132). Gruber (1987, 154) found a Policy 

Substance Motive primarily among educators. Aberbach, 

Putnam, and Rockman (1981, 91-94, 103-106) found that 
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bureaucrats do much policy making, but wish they did less. 

They value policy making, but they are concerned primarily 

with marginal policy changes in specialized fields. 

In this study, public policy substance is regarded as a 

primary motivating goal for bureaucrats. The logic for such 

a motive is strong, and the survey evidence is moderately 

supportive. Also, the Policy Substance Motive is as 

directly relevant to responsiveness as a motive could be. 

It reflects the willingness of bureaucrats to alter their 

policy decisions to match the policy preferences of citizens 

and elected officials. To the extent that bureaucrats are 

committed to particular policies, they will be inflexible in 

the face of demands from citizens and elected officials. 

The Democratic Substance Motive. The Democratic Substance 

Motive is also a work substance motive because it is related 

to a result of bureaucratic activity, if not to the impact 

of particular policies. Bureaucrats might be devoted as a 

matter of principle to democratic values. They could pursue 

a democratic policy making process because it is inherently 

valuable for citizens and because the outputs of such a 

process, whatever they may be, are presumed to be the right 

outputs. They could also pursue the democratic values of 

liberty or distributive justice (Pennock 1979) as particular 

desirable outcomes of governmental policy processes. 

Because there are many varieties of democratic theory, there 
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would also be submotives of this motive. 

The relevance of a Democratic Substance Motive to 

responsiveness is obvious. It would directly and simply 

encourage responsiveness in the case of the democratic 

process value, and it would sometimes discourage it in the 

cases of the liberty and distributive justice values. If a 

Democratic Work Process Motive exists, it will be highly 

useful for this theory. 

There is, in fact, reason to believe there is such a 

motive in bureaucracy. Logically, persons with this motive 

should be attracted to bureaucracy for employment, because 

of all institutions except for elective offices, it offers 

the most opportunity to pursue the goals most directly 

identified with democratic government. The assumed 

institutional characteristics of bureaucracy in a democracy 

are such that bureaucracy exists to carry out, directly or 

indirectly, the wishes of the people (see p. 9). This is 

done either by following the instructions of democratically 

elected officials, or by responding directly to the people 

(Herring 1936, 6-7; Ostrom 1973; Redford 1969, 200-201). 

There is an extensive normative theory, widely praised and 

known to the general public to some extent, emphasizing 

responsive government of which bureaucracy must be a part. 

Under such circumstances, we can expect a substantial number 

of people in a democratic country who count the promotion of 

democratic results among their main goals, and bureaucracy 
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undeniably offers the opportunity to further this goal. 

Democratic results can also charactize the outputs of 

private institutions (Bachrach 1967; Pateman 1970), but 

historically the normative emphasis has been on democracy 

within government. There probably exists a Democratic 

Substance Motive that is directed toward governmental 

action, and bureaucracy is the most numerous component of 

government. Consequently, people with a Democratic 

Substance Motive should be disproportionately concentrated 

in bureaucracy. 

Aberbach, Putnam, and Rockman (1981, chap. 6), Gruber 

(1987, 119), and Wynia (1974) have found that bureaucrats 

generally have a Democratic Substance Motive, at least in 

the abstract. Although surveys are not the best way to 

detect the influence of abstract democratic attitudes on 

behavior, one attempt to probe this question through 

interviews (Gruber 1987, 96-101, 154) detected evidence of a 

Democratic Substance Motive strong enough to influence 

behavior, but only among educators. Nevertheless, because 

of the limited empirical investigation of the question, 

because of the strong logic supporting this motive, and 

because of its special relevance for responsiveness, I have 

included it. 

Motives Intrinsic to the Work: Work Process Motives 

There is logically more than one way to find 
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satisfaction in the work itself. In addition to policy-

output or impact, prospective employees could be attracted 

to the process of the work regardless of the outcome. Every 

job, including bureaucratic jobs, has a work, process. 

Bureaucratic jobs in particular tend to be complex and 

specialized (see pp. 5-6), offering much content to work 

process. 

This proposal of important work process motives is 

somewhat surprising, since such a motive is rarely assumed 

by rational choice theorists. The hassling-avoidance motive 

of Bendor and Moe (1985, 757-758), and especially the 

discussion of core identities by Gruber (1987, 152-172) come 

closest. Yet, logically, it should be no surprise. The 

process of the work is what directly occupies workers during 

most of their time on the job. It is simply and literally 

what they do. In retrospect, it would be surprising if a 

work process motive were not important. Much organization 

theory (Argyris 1978; Bennis 1978; McGregor 1978) puts much 

emphasis on motivation by the work process. Empirically, 

one survey (Kilpatrick, Cummings, and Jennings 1964, chap. 

5) indicates that, at least for higher status workers in all 

sectors, including bureaucracy, the work process 

(interesting or enjoyable work) is by far the most important 

positive feature of a job. Consistently, monotonous work is 

by far the most important negative feature of a job. In 

addition, Gruber (1987, 207-209), Lipsky (1980, 128), Mashaw 
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(1983, 198), and Aberbach, Putnam, and Rockman (1981, 104, 

108-111) all find case study or survey evidence for such a 

work process motive. In these studies, more evidence has 

been found for a work process motive than for policy 

substance motives. This should not be surprising. As 

mentioned previously, policy substance is uncertain and 

remote as a reward. A work process is less uncertain. Once 

a worker finds an interesting process, the process is its 

own reward. The interest, unlike the impact of a policy, is 

not sensitively dependent on a thousand events outside the 

bureaucracy. Furthermore, the reward from a work process is 

an immediate and continuous part of every reasonably complex 

and varied job. Work process rewards are generally more 

available than policy substance rewards. Therefore, work 

process motives should be more common than policy substance 

motives. Kilpatrick, Cummings, and Jennings, (1964, chap. 

5) found this to be true. 

It should be emphasized that a work process motive is 

not a devotion to routine, as we find in the Rule Security 

Motive. Routine is an anathema to bureaucrats with work 

process motives, and a work process motive is strong only in 

agencies - the agencies of most concern to participants -

which have more complex, less routine work processes. Rawls 

(1971, 424-433) appears to support this finding 

theoretically in his Aristotelian Principle. He suggests 

that people find satisfaction in greater complexity and 
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variety. Interesting as opposed to dull or repetitive work 

would be complex and varied. However, the argument here 

modifies that extreme assertion of Rawls. First, the 

existence of any universal motive has been rejected (see pp. 

117-118). Therefore, we cannot assume that all bureaucrats 

seek more complexity and variety. Second, because of so 

many techniques of work, there are bound to be competing 

submotives of such a motive. Third, the notion that any 

substantial number of people seek ever more complexity and 

variety, without limit, seems contrary to common experience. 

There is no reason to believe that bureaucrats are 

infinitely flexible. There are different kinds of 

challenging, interesting work processes which will not be 

equally interesting to all bureaucrats. There are probably 

not many Renaissance bureaucrats. Let us take political 

scientists as an example. As professional intellectuals, 

they even more than the average bureaucrat should be 

especially prone to find interest in complex and varied 

work. Yet we know from experience that political scientists 

tend to be interested primarily in their subfields. 

Normative theorists who find enough complexity and variety 

in that subfield to provide interest for a lifetime of work 

might find the empirical work of behavioralists 

uninteresting, and vice versa. Interest in work processes 

is generally compartmentalized into subfields of work which, 

nevertheless, provide enough complexity and variety within 
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themselves to sustain that interest. It is difficult to 

say, of course, just how specialized "interest" is. In any 

case, the work process motives will have more specialized 

submotives. 

The Technical Work Process Motive. "Work process" is an 

umbrella category too general to be useful as a primary 

motive, however, It has no consistent relation to 

responsiveness, and it is not characteristically 

bureaucratic. Since the Kilpatrick survey and other surveys 

do not break down work process into components, a logical 

analysis will have to suffice. This study breaks the work 

process motive into two subgroups of related submotives, the 

Technical Work Process motive and the Democratic Work 

Process Motive. 

The most general type of work process motive is a 

Technical Work Process Motive. Employees with such a motive 

are interested in finding how to obtain a given result, by 

reference to technical standards and procedures. This could 

involve the mathematical calculations to determine how much 

concrete is required for a safe road, the laboratory 

experiments to determine the safety of a drug, the use of an 

econometric model to prescribe economic policy, or the 

interpretation of a complex set of rules and their 

applications to challenging circumstances in an entitlement 

or regulatory program. Of course, like the Policy Substance 
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Motive and the Democratic Substance Motive, the Technical 

Work Process Motive has many possible submotives. Every 

technical procedure which is differentially attractive to 

bureaucrats is a motivating subgoal. 

A Technical Work Process Motive could apply not only to 

bureaucracy, but to any employment sector, since 

instrumental procedures of this type, involving physical, 

logical, or social manipulation in order to get what we 

want, are part of every job. The motive is probably 

universally strong among most employing organizations, 

including among agencies responsible for the most 

significant public policy decisions. This activity, 

however, has special relevance for bureaucratic 

responsiveness sharply different from that of the Democratic 

Work Process Motive that are discussed in the next section. 

To the extent bureaucrats are concerned about technical 

processes, they will regard demands to respond to citizens 

and elected officials as competing and irritating intrusions 

into their "real" jobs. 

The Democratic Work Process Motive. Since work process 

motives are potentially subdivided into many submotives, it 

is logical to ask whether there there exists a motivating 

subgoal or a category of motivating subgoals in the form of 

specialized processes which, contrary to the goals of the 

Technical Work Process Motive, will promote rather than 
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hinder democratic responsiveness. If such processes are 

possible and found or created in bureaucracy, the associated 

Democratic Work Process Motive will be highly significant 

for reponsiveness. Gruber (1987, 119, 207-209) suggests the 

importance of such a motive, basing her conclusion primarily 

on the inductive evidence of her own and a few other case 

studies, but fails to develop it or justify it fully. 

We must logically distinguish the Democratic Work 

Process Motive from the Democratic Substance Motive. A 

normative belief in democratic responsiveness - the belief 

that whatever policies come from an appropriate democratic 

process are the right policies and ought to be implemented -

is characteristic of the Democratic Substance Motive. It 

reflects a commitment to democratic results. The democratic 

process is valued because it is a means to the end of 

democratic results, or because the process, enhanced by the 

probability of responsiveness (Mill 1958, chaps. 2, 3), is 

inherently beneficial to citizens. Strong Democratic 

Substance Motive bureaucrats do not necessarily get any 

inherent satisfaction from their own involvement in the 

process. 

Strong Democratic Work Process Motive bureaucrats are 

different. The word "Work" in the name of the motive is 

there as a reminder that these bureaucrats value the 

democratic process less for its effect on policy or on 

citizens than for its specialized capacity to interest them 
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on the job. Strong Democratic Work Process Motive 

bureaucrats are less altruistic than strong Democratic 

Substance Motive bureaucrats, and they value the democratic 

process for different reasons. 

We can easily imagine distinctive democratic work 

processes that are related closely to responsiveness. If 

bureaucrats are to respond to the policy preferences of 

citizens or elected officials, a necessary condition is that 

they must interact in some way with participants in order to 

learn their policy preferences. Then the bureaucrats must 

necessarily find ways to accommodate participants' goals to 

their own goals, and sometimes to mediate conflicting goals 

among competing participants. Finally, they must 

accommodate goals to technical realities. 

These processes are closely related to actual 

responsiveness as necessary if not sufficient conditions, 

and more bureaucrats who enjoy the process required for 

responsiveness would mean greater responsiveness. 

Admittedly, a strong Democratic Work Process Motive does not 

mean automatic responsiveness. A responsive result -

concurrence between the policy preferences of citizens and 

bureaucrats' policy decisions - is a primary goal of strong 

Democratic Substance Motive bureaucrats, but not of strong 

Democratic Work Process Motive bureaucrats, who value 

primarily the process leading up to it. Possibly, they 

could cheerfully engage in the process, and then go their 



143 

own way when the time comes to make final decisions. 

Nevertheless, it seems that a process, like a game, would 

have to have an object to make it interesting. The most 

natural object of a democratic process would be to find a 

mutually agreeable balance among the competing goals of the 

various participants. Also, these bureaucrats would have 

little reason to abandon a responsive decision at the last 

minute. Even a coexisting strong Policy Substance Motive 

(see discussion of motive competition on p. 159-160) would 

be weakened in its effect on behavior by a competing strong 

Democratic Work Process Motive. Given the limitations of 

bureaucratic resources, it is unlikely bureaucrats would 

engage in a protracted democratic process only to make the 

final decision according to an additional, unrelated 

process. Surely the effect of the Democratic Work Process 

Motive is to increase greatly the probability of 

responsiveness. In fact, a strong Democratic Work Process 

Motive bureaucrat, or an agency made up of such bureaucrats, 

is more likely to respond than an unwilling individual or an 

agency that responds only under pressure. 

Democratic work processes are obviously distinctive 

from other types of work processes. It is also possible to 

imagine distinctive subprocesses reflecting motivating 

subgoals. Subprocesses discussed later are responsiveness 

to "insiders" who are familiar with the agency and its work, 

versus responsiveness to "outsiders," who are not; and 
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brokering responsiveness versus advocacy responsiveness (see 

pp. 228-229). Whether the processes and subprocesses are 

distinctive enough to be differentially attractive to 

bureaucrats with different motives and submotives is 

difficult to determine logically, but the possibility is 

there, and if such motives exist, they would be highly 

significant for responsiveness. 

The question remains whether the appropriate democratic 

processes exist in bureaucracy, potentially or actually, as 

rewards to attract prospective bureaucrats with the 

corresponding motivations. Though, ideally, bureaucrats 

must be responsive in some way for democracy to function 

properly, the decision processes of a bureaucratic agency do 

not empirically have to be democratically inclusive of 

citizens and elected officials. That is the problem that 

provoked this study. That democratic decision processes are 

not universal in bureaucracy is also a key to the later 

deduction of hypotheses about bureaucratic responsiveness. 

Nevertheless, the institutions of bureaucracy and 

democracy (see pp. 3-19) provide opportunities for 

democratic work processes within agencies. The publicness 

of bureaucracy in a democracy insures that there will often 

be a significant number of outside participants who wish to 

engage in some kind of democratic process. Furthermore, a 

democratic process to control bureaucrats must be legitimate 

in any democracy (Dahl 1956, 84; Thompson 1983), and there 
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will be some sort of procedure in place to effect democratic 

control (Herring 1936, 6-7; Redford 1969). The actual 

democratic work processes may or may not be suitable to 

attract strong Democratic Work Process Motive bureaucrats, 

and may or may not be necessary or sufficient conditions for 

responsiveness, but the institutional constraints form a 

permissive framework within which there is a potential for 

democratic work processes that will increase responsiveness. 

Success is a matter of installing the right processes. For 

those who are willing and able - primarily elected officials 

- the opportunity exists to design bureaucratic work 

processes in such a way as to attract and retain bureaucrats 

who find intrinsic satisfaction in processes that are likely 

to lead to responsiveness. 

Of course, the potential for democratic work processes 

is not exclusive to bureaucracy. Democratic work processes 

within private institutions have long had an important place 

in practice and theory (Bachrach 1967, 102-106; Pateman 

1970, chaps. 1, 5), and presumably strong Democratic Work 

Process Motive people could find satisfaction there as well. 

On the other hand, the institutional constraints of 

bureaucracy in a democracy (see p. 3-19) make the process, 

when present, somewhat different there. In bureaucracy, the 

process, conditioned by the inclusive jurisdiction of 

government, is more public (Appleby 1945, 1-10). More 

people, including outsiders, are likely to be involved, at 
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least potentially. The greater complexity and variety of 

the process that results is likely to be more interesting 

and attractive to strong Democratic Work Process Motive 

bureaucrats than the process in private institutions. 

Consequently, there is greater potential for strong 

Democratic Work Process Motive bureaucrats to be 

concentrated in bureaucracy than elsewhere, provided the 

appropriate processes are actually installed to attract and 

retain them. From survey evidence (Aberbach, Putnam, and 

Rockman 1981, 104, 108-111; Aberbach and Rockman 1978; Wynia 

1974) we know that the equivalent of a Democratic Work 

Process Motive is actually widespread among bureaucrats. 

They often enjoy the interaction of the democratic process, 

though less than elected officials do. The surveys examined 

did not compare bureaucrats with private sector workers on 

this point. 

Additional Motives 

The motives discussed so far are relatively direct and 

simple. However, three other motives prominent in the 

literature - promotion, budget maximization, and budget 

maintenance - are more complex, cutting across some of the 

simpler motives. They are also indirect, motivating more as 

means than as ends. For example, it is unlikely that 

promotion (Tullock 1965, 11-12) would be pursued for its own 

sake. Rather, it is likely to be a means to the end of 
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better pay, prestige, or power. These potential motives 

have already been discussed. 

Budget maximization came into prominence with 

Niskanen's Bureaucracy and Representative Government (1971). 

He explicitly acknowledges the multidimensionality of the 

motive, noting that bigger budgets facilitate raises, 

promotions, prestige, and job security - all motives I have 

previously discussed. Bigger budgets can also facilitate 

the pursuit of policy. However, budget size is only one 

factor in determining the success of policy goals. In some 

cases, budget maximization might be the best 

operationalization for the Policy Substance Motive or the 

Job Security Motive, but it is misleading to treat it 

theoretically as a primary motive. 

A budget maintenance motive, proposed by Arnold (1979, 

19-34), faces a similar fate. While budget maintenance is 

one element affecting both policy attainment and job 

security, and might serve as an operationalization for 

either, it is only one such element. It also fails to 

distinguish between these two more basic motives. In most 

cases, budget maintenance should not be treated as a primary 

bureaucratic motive. 

In conclusion, we are left with six primary 

bureaucratic motives relevant to this study: a Job Security 

Motive, a Policy Substance Motive, a Rule Security Motive, a 

Technical Process Motive, a Democratic Process Motive, and a 
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Democratic Substance Motive. Other motives are of only 

secondary importance, but they could be included in an 

elaborated theory. 

Dynamics of Motivation 

For reasons previously mentioned, it is likely that 

most or all bureaucratic agencies will have substantial 

numbers of employees - sufficient numbers to affect the 

outcomes of policy decisions - who possess each of the six 

primary motives. 

Motive strength in individuals is defined as the 

long-run intensity of a motive which forms part of the 

individual's stable personality. To rely on motivation as a 

regularizing influence in a rational choice theory, we must 

assume that the strength of any motive is a relatively 

stable aspect of a person's personality structure. The more 

one cares about a particular goal, the stronger is the 

corresponding motive, and the more potential it has to 

affect behavior under the appropriate circumstances. The 

more a person cares about job security, for example, the 

stronger is that person's Job Security Motive, and the more 

potential it has under the proper circumstances to move that 

person to take actions calculated to lead to job security. 

Motive strength in agencies is an aggregate of the motive 

strengths of individual bureaucrats. The more positions of 

an agency which are filled by employees with a strong 
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motive, such as a strong Job Security Motive, the more 

influential that motive will be in affecting the aggregate 

behavior of that agency's employees. Agencies aquire a 

strong motive or motives because they provide, consistently 

if not invariably, rewards to which those motives are 

directed. They attract and retain employees who want those 

rewards. Motive strength increases to the extent the agency 

provides those rewards in greater amounts than other 

prospective employers. Motive strength may be further 

reinforced by socialization within the agency (Simon 1957, 

95-96, 115). Each agency can therefore be characterized in 

the long run by its motivational structure. However, the 

relative strengths of motives will vary from agency to 

agency as the variables affecting motive strength vary from 

agency to agency. The pattern of six relative motivational 

strengths for each agency will for the time being be defined 

as the motivational structure of that agency. The 

motivational structure is similar to Gruber's "core 

identity." This varying motivational structure will have an 

effect on responsiveness because motives affect 

responsiveness. The motivational structure may also change 

over time within agencies as these same independent 

variables change, and short-run external circumstances may 

affect the relation between particular motives and 

responsiveness. Many of the hypotheses suggested in this 

study reflect the effect on responsiveness of variations in 
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motivational structures within and between agencies. 

For purposes of this study the comparative motivational 

structures of agencies will reflect mixes of motives which 

depend upon the proportions of employees possessing 

different motives of different strengths within the agencies 

being compared. The exact method of aggregating individual 

motives within agencies is unspecified. There is no attempt 

to specify precisely an agency's motivational structure or 

to specify agency types. This theory only asserts that 

there exists a motivational structure characteristic of each 

agency, and attempts to predict changes in agency 

motivational structure. Because responsiveness depends 

largely on motivational structure, we can then predict 

changes in the aggregate responsiveness of an agency's 

decisions, as changes occur in underlying independent 

variables which affect the motivational structure. This 

theory will consider the effect on motivational structure 

and responsiveness of each of these variables taken one at a 

time, holding all other factors constant. 

It should be emphasized here that motive strength and 

motivational structure are determined by long-run 

conditions. A long-run condition is one which has continued 

long enough to produce in the work force a particular image 

of work in a specific agency, and which has continued for a 

time sufficient to convince present employees that it will 

remain characteristic of the agency for the foreseeable 
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future. A long-run condition is one which can significantly 

influence the employment decisions of both potential and 

current employees and affect the motivational structure of 

the agency. 

The possession of a particular strong motivation by an 

individual or high motive strength in an agency does not, 

however, insure that that motive will always be a major 

determinant of behavior. To see why this is true, we must 

investigate the effect on motivation of an environmental 

factor: a threat to a motivating goal ("threat"). 

Threat is the probability of failing to acquire the 

reward inherent in a motivating goal. A high threat is 

required to transform the potential of a motive to affect 

behavior into its actual expression in behavior. The 

concept of diminishing marginal utility is useful in the 

analysis of threat. Let us assume that whatever goal or 

reward we seek, the more of it we obtain (at least beyond a 

certain point) the more satisfied we become, and the less 

that goal motivates our behavior. The benefit, return, or 

utility of each succeeding increment of reward is less than 

that of the previous increment, and it will therefore affect 

behavior less. This assumption that motivation is affected 

by a principle of diminishing marginal utility should not be 

controversial. Such a principle has long been assumed in 

economics. Furthermore, it is consistent with experience. 

Addiction is, among other things, an increasing utility as 
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more of a reward is consumed. As such, it is the primary 

alternative to diminishing marginal utility as a principle 

of behavior. However, it is widely viewed as pathological. 

Addiction would not be viewed as pathological unless the 

diminishing marginal utility principle were the rule for 

behavior and addiction the exception. 

In light of the principle of diminishing marginal 

utility, to the extent a reward is provided to a bureaucrat 

or anyone else, and to the extent the goal of acquiring that 

reward is not threatened, the future effect of that reward 

and of the corresponding motive on behavior will decline. 

On the other hand, to the extent the goal is threatened, the 

goal will become a greater motivator and will have a greater 

effect on behavior. As long as job security is not 

threatened, for example, bureaucrats, even bureaucrats who 

highly value job security, will not design their behavior, 

such as the making of policy decisions, for the purpose of 

enhancing job security. The motive, though present and 

strong, will not be expressed in behavior. Other motives 

will guide behavior for the moment. 

Let us be clear about what threat, based on the 

principle of diminishing marginal utility, does and does not 

mean for bureaucratic motivation. At least in the short 

run, the principle of diminishing marginal utility as 

reflected in the satisfaction of a particular need has no 

effect on the strength of motivation of a person. We have 
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assumed a stable pattern of motivation as part of the 

personality structure of most people. The presence or 

absence of a particular reward at a critical time (Glenn 

1977, 8-17) or over a long period of time (Simon 1957, 

95-96, 115) might change the strength of a person's 

motivation, and this phenomenon is important (see p. 174). 

However, such changes in a person's stable personality 

structure are not likely to be caused by normal day-to-day 

fluctuations in the probability of achieving a goal or 

acquiring a reward. There is an underlying strength of a 

motivation that remains in the long run, whether or not the 

goal upon which the motivation is based is satisfied in the 

short run by rewards available in the environment. What is 

affected by normal day-to-day fluctuation in rewards (that 

is, the threat) is not the strength of motivation but its 

expression in behavior. Job security can be very important 

to a person, even when it is assured. It would, however, 

not affect behavior in the short run when it is assured. It 

will affect behavior only when its satisfaction is denied or 

threatened, temporarily, to a significant degree. 

Threat is important for bureaucratic responsiveness in 

ways that will be discussed in Chapter IV. A preview is 

appropriate here. Given a strong motive, such as the Job 

Security Motive, a control strategy appears for citizens and 

elected officials. Controllers may try to induce 
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responsiveness by skillful manipulations of the variables 

that threaten the goal of job security. The intention would 

be to provoke compensating behavior by bureaucrats to remove 

the threat and satisfy the Job Security Motive once more. 

Controllers could then offer to bureaucrats a restoration of 

job security in return for policy responsiveness. However, 

bureaucrats could also reduce a threat by resisting 

(persuading participants to drop the threat, hiding actions 

from participants, or threatening retaliation against 

participants) rather than by responding to policy demands. 

Whether they do so depends on the inherent friendliness or 

hostility of their motive to responsiveness, and on the 

variables that determine the bureaucrats' ability to resist. 

The significance of threat is limited, however, because 

the interplay of strength and threat brings to light a 

dilemma for controllers. The denial of a reward can produce 

a desired behavior only if the denial is temporary and 

infrequent. It is a strategy that must be used frugally. 

The motivational structure of an agency depends on the 

consistent provision of rewards that will attract and retain 

employees who have the characteristic, strong motives. If 

these rewards are denied too frequently or too long, current 

employees motivated by, say, job security, will leave, and 

prospective employees motivated by job security will go 

elsewhere. The motives of current employees could also 

change in the long run to be consistent with new, more 
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available rewards (Simon 1957, 95-96, 115). The 

motivational structure of the agency will change over time, 

the original reward will be less valued in the "new" agency, 

and manipulation of the original reward will affect behavior 

less. The effect on responsiveness is not generally 

predictable. A new way will have to be found to control the 

agency. Downs (1967, 262) makes a similar point in 

suggesting that excessive pressure can reduce rather than 

increase responsiveness. In summary, threat - short-run 

variations in a particular reward - will affect behavior in 

an agency only if the rewards are offered consistently by 

the agency, and the rewards are then briefly and 

infrequently denied. The coercive strategy of manipulating 

threat is of limited usefulness. 

A second factor affecting the behavioral expression of 

a motive is competition. Motives compete with each other. 

Competition with the motive in question is greater to the 

extent that other motives are strong and threatened. The 

expression in behavior of the motive in question, even if it 

is strong and threatened, may be limited if that motive does 

not have the exclusive attention of the bureaucrats. 

Competing strong, threatened motives within individuals will 

weaken the behavioral expression of each by competing for 

the scarce resources required to sustain any behavior. In 

some cases, motives will conflict with each other, demanding 

conflicting types of behavior which must be resolved in a 
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compromise. The effect of competition within an agency 

among individual bureaucrats having different strong and 

threatened motives will be similar. Competition will weaken 

the behavioral effect of each motive by spreading resources 

thinly and compelling compromise. An example of competition 

among motives is seen in Chapter IV (pp. 165-166). The 

Policy Substance Motive is often strong and it is inherently 

hostile to responsiveness. However, an individual 

bureaucrat with a strong Policy Substance Motive may also 

have a strong Job Security Motive. Such a bureaucrat will 

have to compromise between the motives, which dictate 

conflicting behavior. A policy compromise may be required 

to alleviate a threat to job security by participants, yet 

the compromise will be less than if there were no strong 

Policy Substance Motive. The same kind of compromise would 

occur between bureaucrats of strong Policy Substance Motive 

and bureaucrats of strong Job Security Motive within the 

same agency. Another example (p. 223) illustrates how 

bureaucrats, because of scarce resources, may have to 

compromise between motives which dictate different though 

not inherently conflicting behavior. Bureaucrats interested 

in both technical work processes and democratic work 

processes may not have time to engage in both to the extent 

they would like. They will therefore have to alter their 

behavior, devoting less effort to each process than they 

would if only the motive corresponding to that process were 
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strong. 

All the features of motivation just discussed have 

implications for responsiveness. In the next chapter I will 

deduce hypotheses about bureaucratic responsiveness based 

upon both motivational dynamics and other factors. 



CHAPTER IV 

HYPOTHESES 

The deduction of hypotheses about bureaucratic 

responsiveness will depend largely on the motivational 

dynamics explored in the previous chapter. The strength of 

each motive, threats to the motivating goal, and competition 

with other motives will affect responsiveness in ways that 

were briefly discussed in Chapter III. In the present 

chapter, hypotheses based on motivation will be organized 

into six sections, one section based on each of the primary 

bureaucratic motives: the Job Security Motive, the Rule 

Security Motive, the Policy Substance Motive, the Technical 

Work Process Motive, the Democratic Work Process Motive, and 

the Democratic Substance Motive. Within each of those 

sections, hypotheses will be deduced based on the 

independent variables that affect responsiveness by 

affecting the appropriate motive's strength, and by 

affecting threats to the motivating goal. Following the six 

sections is a section with hypotheses not directly related 

to motivation. First, responsiveness is determined by 

variables that affect the ability of bureaucrats to the 

resist the policy demands of participants, if they wish to. 

158 
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Second, responsiveness is determined by participants' 

manipulation of the resources that bureaucrats use to carry 

out policy. 

A section on normatively relevant hypotheses not 

previously discussed concludes this chapter. These 

hypotheses concern the conditions under which bureaucrats 

are responsive to particular subgroups of participants. 

Responsiveness to these normatively basic groups is 

postponed until the last section because their relevant 

characteristics are related in complex ways to the 

analytically more basic variables that were found to 

determine responsiveness in the hypotheses of previous 

sections. 

The substance of the hypotheses of this chapter points 

to generalizations which can be briefly previewed here. It 

is apparent that, for a number of reasons, the effectiveness 

of coercion - threat - in inducing responsiveness is 

limited. Instead of pressuring unwilling bureaucrats, we 

must usually control with a lighter hand, attracting and. 

nurturing willing bureaucrats - bureaucrats of strong 

Democratic Work Process Motive. The nature of the 

Democratic Work Process Motive suggests practical ways to 

encourage not only responsiveness, but particular kinds of 

responsiveness. The key hypotheses of this study (H36 

through H55, H70, H73, and H78 through H80), yielding the 

greatest expected relationships, are therefore those 
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reflecting variations in the Democratic Work Process Motive 

(pp. 208-229). In addition, there are numerous hypotheses 

of secondary importance, reflecting the effect of other 

motives and of additional factors. Overall, the hypotheses 

permit a more useful assessment and organization of the 

existing literature, which will be discussed in Chapter V. 

In addition, there have been new discoveries beyond the 

hypotheses appearing in the literature review of Chapter II, 

and these will be noted in the text. 

All the following hypotheses address only bivariate 

relationships. Future elaborations could address 

multivariate relationships among the variables of the study. 

In addition to the variables mentioned in this study, there 

is also held constant a series of error variables which are 

not discussed at length and which should be introduced as 

control variables if possible in any empirical test of a 

multivariate elaboration. At least five scholars (Halperin 

1974, 242-243; Montjoy and O'Toole 1979; Neustadt 1976, 87; 

0'Toole and Montjoy 1984; Rourke 1976, 27) note that 

bureaucrats sometimes fail to respond because they lack the 

ability to respond. Technical factors, or the interference 

of actors besides the citizens and elected officials of the 

relevant jurisdiction can prevent response. Because a 

detailed consideration of these factors would lead us far 

from the principle subject matter, I do not consider them in 

this study. Ideally, an empirical test would take them into 
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account. 

Hypotheses Based on the Job Security Motive 

For a number of reasons, previewed in Chapter III, the 

following general hypotheses are true: 

HI. The overall responsiveness of an agency 

increases as the Job Security Motive increases 

in strength. 

H2. The overall responsiveness of an agency increases 

as the threat to job security increases. 

In order to link the Job Security Motive to responsiveness, 

it is important to note that responsiveness requires 

bureaucrats to yield to citizens or elected officials on a 

policy decision. To the extent that the strongest motive of 

that agency's bureaucrats is something other than a Policy 

Substance Motive, those bureaucrats will be more likely to 

yield on policy. Yielding on policy will not automatically 

attack the goals of those with a strong Job Security Motive 

(or any other non policy motive) as it would automatically 

attack the goals of those bureaucrats possessing a strong 

Policy Substance Motive. Responsiveness under a strong Job 

Security Motive is not friction free, however. 

Responsiveness requires an effort, and bureaucrats will have 

to have a reason to respond. A reason for those with a 

strong Job Security Motive would be to increase job 

security. They will be willing to yield on policy, which 
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they value less, in order to obtain the more valued job 

security. Controllers can manipulate job security as reward 

and punishment to induce bureaucrats to make the desired 

policy decisions. Even if there is a strong Policy 

Substance Motive coexisting with the Job Security Motive, 

the Job Security Motive is a distraction, a competitor, and 

it will weaken the behavioral effects of a Policy Substance 

Motive that is inherently hostile to responsiveness (see pp. 

158-159). A short-run threat to job security is also 

conducive to policy responsiveness by bureaucrats with a 

strong Job Security Motive because it will encourage 

behavior to restore job security, such as responsiveness, 

rather than behavior to promote bureaucrats' policy 

preference. 

Variables Determining Strength 

Let us first consider the determinants of the strength 

of the Job Security Motive. A number of variables can 

increase the strength of the Job Security Motive in an 

agency, thereby increasing the responsiveness of the agency. 

The strength of the Job Security Motive within the agency 

will increase to the extent that the agency offers higher 

job security, and to the extent job security within the 

agency is higher in relation to job security outside the 

agency. Under these conditions, potential employees with a 

strong Job Security Motive will seek employment with such an 
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agency. The strength of the Job Security Motive will also 

increase to the extent that conditions inside and outside 

the agency continue to reinforce the Job Security Motive, 

and to encourage other employees to develop a Job Security 

Motive. 

As noted in Chapter III, it is long-run conditions that 

affect strength. Long-run conditions affecting the strength 

of the Job Security Motive will primarily be those that 

affect the availability of job security in the agency, 

especially when compared to other sources of employment. 

One such condition that affects job security within the 

agency is a strong merit system, which makes dismissal of 

individuals for cause more difficult (see p. 6). A strong 

merit system increases job security in the agency, more 

strong Job Security Motive bureaucrats will be attracted to 

the agency, and the Job Security Motive will be stronger in 

the agency. Since responsiveness increases with the 

strength of the Job Security Motive, 

H3. The overall responsiveness of an agency 

increases with the number of procedural 

inhibitions to dismissal, such as prohibited 

reasons for dismissal, hearings, and appeals, as 

long as dismissal remains realistically 

possible. 

H4. The overall responsiveness of an agency 

increases with the percentage of the agency's 
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employees covered by these procedural 

protections in H3. 

These hypotheses, not previously found in the 

literature, might be viewed, mistakenly, as either trivial 

or contradictory. They might be viewed as trivial because a 

strong merit system is deemed characteristic of all 

bureaucracy. This feature of bureaucracy is not universal, 

or uniformly strong, however (Rosenbloom 1986, 185), and the 

variation in it gives content to the hypothesis. Nor are 

the hypotheses contradictory, though it may seem that a 

bureaucracy insulated by a merit system would be especially 

unresponsive. In fact only such a merit system is likely to 

attract employees whose primary motive is job security, and 

these are employees who are less likely to be moved by the 

most hostile of all motives to responsiveness, the Policy 

Substance Motive. Even with a strong but unthreatened Job 

Security Motive, bureaucrats are more likely than those with 

a strong Policy Substance Motive to be responsive. 

Furthermore, we shall see shortly (pp. 172-182) that a 

strong Job Security Motive, as encouraged by a merit system, 

sets the stage for an additional strategy of control, the 

manipulation of threat. 

Just as a strong merit system would attract employees 

with a strong Job Security Motive because it insulates 

individuals from being singled out for dismissal for cause, 

so would infrequent reductions in force affecting larger 
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numbers of employees attract those interested in job 

security. Therefore, because a strong Job Security Motive 

encourages responsiveness, 

H5. The overall responsiveness of an agency 

increases as the average periodic decline in its 

employment level, over the long run, becomes 

smaller. 

A corollary would involve budget levels, since 

employment levels are somewhat related to budget levels 

(though savings need not always be made through reductions 

in force). 

H6. The overall responsiveness of an agency 

increases as the average periodic decline in its 

budget, over the long run, becomes smaller. 

Hypotheses H3 through H6 concern job security within 

the agency only. However, government employment, and 

employment in any particular agency will look more 

attractive to job security seekers only to the extent that 

agency employment is secure relative to employment outside 

the agency. This leads to hypotheses concerning employment 

opportunities on the outside. Lower job security outside 

the agency will attract strong Jobs Security Motive 

bureaucrats to the agency, increasing the strength of the 

Job Security Motive in the agency, and thus increasing 

responsiveness. Most generally, we can say 

H7. The overall responsiveness of an agency will 
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increase during periods of long-run societal high 

unemployment. 

This is true because more strong Job Security Motive 

employees will be attracted to the relative security of 

government employment, which fluctuates less than private 

employment (Rose 1985, 149, 189, 218, 241, 251-252). 

Hypotheses H5, H6, and H7 have not previously appeared in 

the examined literature. 

The specific nature of an agency's occupations, both 

inside and outside the agency, also affects prospects for 

outside employment. For example, professional occupations 

(see pp. 17-18) are usually comprised of highly trained and 

highly sought members who are aided in job searches by a 

professional network (see pp. 17-18). Professional 

employees have greater job security outside the agency, and 

relatively responsive strong Job Security Motive employees 

will be less attracted to bureaucracy. Therefore, 

consistently with hypotheses in the existing literature, 

H8. The overall responsiveness of an agency 

increases as the percentage of agency employees 

who are professionals decreases. 

Not all professions or other occupations, however, are 

spread throughout the economy, providing varied alternative 

job opportunities for those trained in that occupation. 

There are "public professions" (Mosher 1968, 106) and public 

nonprofessional occupations that are heavily concentrated in 
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the public sector. Military service, law enforcement, and 

elementary and secondary education are examples. Some, such 

as military service and forestry, are even heavily 

concentrated in one agency of one jurisdiction. This will 

reduce job security outside the agency, increase the 

strength of the Job Security Motive within the agency, and 

thus increase responsiveness. The hypothesis, unstated 

elsewhere in the examined literature, is 

H9. The overall responsiveness of an agency 

increases as that agency employees a greater 

percentage of all persons engaged in the 

occupational fields found in the agency. 

Variables Determining Threat 

Responsiveness also varies as the threat to job 

security varies. The Job Security Motive, like all six 

primary motives, can vary in strength, but it is always 

strong enough in any government agency to have a significant 

effect on bureaucratic behavior. Given a long-run job 

security that attracts strong Job Security Motive 

bureaucrats, many short-run conditions, which may or may not 

be subject to manipulation by participants, will threaten 

job security, and responsiveness will increase, if 

bureaucrats choose to reduce the threat by responding. Of 

course, another possibility is to resist (see p. 157). 

However, since strong Job Security Motive bureaucrats have 
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no inherent objection either to responding or to resisting, 

and since both responding and resisting use resources, the 

decision depends on which reaction is most effective, and if 

they are equally effective, on which costs more. If they 

possess more resources to resist, resistance would be more 

effective, and therefore responsiveness less likely (see pp. 

234-239). Also, the overall likelihood of responsiveness 

versus resistance depends on a number of factors affecting 

relative cost, especially the relative strengths of the 

other motives in the motivational structure of strong Job 

Security Motive bureaucrats that might be affected by the 

decision in different ways. These factors have not been 

included in the theory at this stage of elaboration, because 

they would involve interactions between independent 

variables. Therefore, at this stage, responsiveness is not 

easily predictable. Nevertheless, we know that strong Job 

Security Motive bureaucrats have no reason at all to respond 

without a threat, and some reason to respond with a threat. 

It follows that responsiveness should vary directly with 

threat. 

One threat that is not very manipulable is a high 

societal unemployment rate. Although the unemployment rate 

may experience long-run trends that affect the strength of 

the Job Security Motive in the agency, it also experiences 

short-run fluctuations that could affect the threat to the 

job security of existing agency employees, and thus 
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responsiveness. Consequently, responsiveness increases as 

short-run unemployment increases. Since responsiveness 

varies directly with unemployment in both the long run and 

short run we could restate H7: 

H7. The overall responsiveness of an agency will 

increase as the societal unemployment rate 

increases. 

This hypothesis suggests that citizens and elected officials 

should time their demands to coincide with periods of high 

unemployment whenever possible. 

While the overall unemployment rate involves employment 

opportunities outside the agency and thus relative security, 

other variables affect the absolute level of job security 

within the agency in the short run. When other actors in 

the political system, chiefly elected officials who are 

potential controllers of bureaucrats, take action that 

temporarily reduces job security, bureaucrats who strongly 

value job security will take action to reduce the 

probability of losing their jobs. One of the available 

strategies (see pp. 243-239 for the strategy of resistance) 

will be to make policy concessions to elected officials in 

order to induce them not to reduce job security. 

Bureaucrats may also be more responsive to citizens in order 

to enlist them as allies in the persuasion of elected 

officials. Elected officials may manipulate threats to job 

security deliberately in order to induce responsiveness, or 
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responsiveness may come at the initiative of bureaucrats to 

ameliorate threatening actions taken by elected officials 

for other reasons, such as economy-motivated budget 

reduction. In any case, bureaucrats will be more 

responsive. 

It is critical to note that this is true only if the 

threat is short run, as noted in Chapter III (pp. 157-158). 

If the pressure is kept on job security so long that current 

employees and potential employees perceive the agency as an 

insecure place to work, the sustained threat will result in 

lesser strength, and bureaucrats of strong Job Security 

Motive will gradually be replaced by bureaucrats with other 

motives (the Technical Work Process Motive and Policy 

Substance Motive, especially) which, except under special 

circumstances, are likely to be much less conducive to 

responsiveness. A prolonged threat will probably lead to 

lesser responsiveness (see also Downs 1967, 262). The 

strategy of manipulating threats to job security, like all 

forms of coercion, must therefore be used sparingly in order 

to be effective at all. 

Manipulations of threats to job security can take 

several forms. One original hypothesis is that the job 

security of unresponsive individuals could be weakened by 

using the procedures for dismissal and demotion provided 

within the merit system. Those workers could be weeded out 

and others would be stimulated to make self-protective 
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policy concessions by the example. Responsiveness would 

then be increased. 

H10. The overall responsiveness of an agency 

increases as the number of merit system 

disciplinary actions increase in the short run. 

A strategy that singles out individuals is useful in 

that it efficiently gets to the heart of the problem of 

unresponsiveness and avoids the detrimental effect on agency 

performance of attempts (described below) to coerce an 

entire agency. It has disadvantages, too, though. This 

strategy requires considerable resources given the 

deliberate procedural obstacles to dismissal in merit 

systems. Furthermore, the need to control the many 

individuals in an agency also increases the resource 

requirement considerably. Elected officials, with limited 

numbers, and frequently with legal prohibitions, as in the 

United States, would find it difficult to discipline 

bureaucrats directly. As a result, effective implementation 

of this strategy would require reliance on political 

appointees and upper level bureaucrats for implementation. 

These extra layers between the people and the bureaucrats of 

ultimate interest make responsiveness even more problematic. 

Finally, if this strategy is overused, it will change the 

image and atmosphere of the agency, and thus weaken the Job 

Security Motive within the agency. 

Measures that affect the job security of an entire 
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agency can also affect responsiveness. For example, another 

new hypothesis is that 

Hll. The overall responsiveness of an agency will 

increase while proposals to reduce the number 

of the procedural protections of the merit 

system are being considered. The relationship 

will decline as proposals become more frequent. 

H12. The overall responsiveness of an agency will 

increase while proposals to reduce the 

inclusiveness of the procedural protections of 

the merit system are being considered. The 

relationship will decline as proposals become 

more frequent. 

Of course, if the merit system is actually weakened, 

the responsiveness produced by the Job Security Motive under 

all conditions will decline over time as the strength of the 

motive declines in the agency. 

Somewhat more directly, any proposal for a reduction in 

budget should increase the threat to job security and thus 

increase responsiveness. Although budget reductions don't 

translate directly into a reduction in personnel, they are 

closely enough connected to gain the attention of 

bureaucrats. An actual reduction, because it both proves 

the resolve of elected officials and concentrates future 

threats on the smaller number of those who remain, should 

have greater effect than a proposed reduction. Therefore, 
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as suggested by many scholars, 

H13. The overall responsiveness of an agency will 

increase during periods when budget reductions 

are being actively considered. The 

relationship will decline as reduction 

proposals become more frequent. 

H14. The overall responsiveness of an agency 

increases immediately following a budget 

reduction. The relationship will decline as 

budget reductions become more frequent. 

The most direct threat to general job security would be 

that of a reduction in force, and it would have considerable 

effect on responsiveness. Surprisingly, this has not been 

noted in the literature. 

H15. The overall responsiveness of an agency will 

increase when a reduction in force is being 

considered. The relationship will be greater 

than that in H13, and the relationship will 

decline as reduction in force proposals become 

more frequent. 

A corollary to H15 concerns sunset reviews. Probably 

sunset reviews are imposed in part to produce greater 

responsiveness, and theoretical analysis predicts their 

success. Such intense periods of scrutiny could well lead 

to the abolition of agencies or parts of agencies. Sunset 

outcomes could also take other forms, such as changes in 
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policy direction (see pp. 191-198), and changes in allowable 

technical processes (see pp. 156-159). Therefore, for all 

these reasons, 

H16. The overall responsiveness of an agency will 

increase during periods of sunset review. The 

relationship will decline as review periods 

become more frequent. 

Of course, the greatest threat of all would come with 

an actual reduction in force. Then, as another corollary to 

H15, 

H17. The overall responsiveness of an agency will 

increase immediately following a reduction in 

force. The relationship will be greater than 

that in H14 or H15, and the relationship will 

decline as reductions in force become more 

frequent. 

An agency's responsiveness can therefore be increased 

somewhat by first encouraging a strong Job Security Motive 

and then manipulating short-run threats to job security. 

Nevertheless, these strategies, and all coercive strategies, 

have serious limitations. First, achieving responsiveness 

by manipulating the Job Security Motive requires constant, 

active monitoring and manipulation by the controllers, 

because at best strong Job Security Motive bureaucrats are 

not positively inclined to respond; they are merely not 

inclined to resist. Such a strategy comes at a high cost to 
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controllers. Second, the same strategies are hazardous to 

use as deliberate strategies of control because reductions 

in force and budget reductions could debilitate the agency 

in addition to inducing a change in policy direction. The 

third limitation is related to the second. Such a strategy 

is reliable only when the controllers want to debilitate the 

agency in some way, by inducing it to stop an undesirable 

activity (Bendor and Moe 1985, 763-764, 772). As we will 

see (pp. 239-240), controllers can usually succeed in 

stopping a policy simply and directly by cutting off 

resources. It is much more problematical to induce a 

positive change in policy. The route to control is not as 

direct (it could be compared to pushing a string), and the 

desired policies could be damaged by a strategic reduction 

in resources. Finally, these coercive strategies are 

effective only when used infrequently. If controllers 

overzealously create an atmosphere of long-run insecurity, 

many relatively responsive bureaucrats with strong Job 

Security Motives will be replaced by bureaucrats with other 

motives that could well be less amenable to responsiveness. 

Job insecurity outside the agency drives alarmed strong Job 

Security Motive employees into the agency and increases the 

threat to their motivating goal, but prolonged job 

insecurity within the agency drives these bureaucrats out. 

Manipulation of the Job Security Motive is therefore a 

sometimes useful (when all else fails), but relatively minor 
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weapon in the arsenal of controllers. 

The independent variables in the previous hypotheses 

characterize environmental conditions, or actions taken by-

prospective controllers. They represent the most direct and 

certain determinants of responsiveness. Less directly 

related to responsiveness are the resources of controllers 

that allow them, if they wish, to engage directly in actions 

to control bureaucrats. Though less determinative of 

responsiveness because the resources may or may not be used, 

and used well, these resource variables become important 

when we ask to whom bureaucrats are responsive (see also pp. 

240-268). 

Levels of unemployment and professionalization of 

occupations are difficult for anyone to manipulate, no 

matter what their resources, and usually must be taken as 

given for purposes of prediction and planning further 

strategy. Budgets, personnel levels, and merit systems can 

be manipulated, however. The ultimate resource with which 

to manipulate these factors is legal authority, and the 

effect of legal authority on responsiveness has often been 

noted. 

H18. The responsiveness of an agency to a particular 

participant increases as the legal authority of 

that participant to control budget levels 

increases. 

H19. The responsiveness of an agency to a particular 
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participant increases as the legal authority of 

that participant to control personnel levels 

increases. 

H20. The responsiveness of an agency to a particular 

participant increases as the legal authority of 

that participant to control merit system 

characteristics increases. 

H21. The responsiveness of an agency to a particular 

participant increases as the legal authority of 

that participant to control individual 

personnel actions increases. 

Others, usually but not always citizens, may have 

resources to influence those who have legal authority, who 

are usually but not always elected officials. This is a 

much more open-ended category of resources, and there will 

be no attempt to make an exhaustive listing. To make such 

an attempt would necessitate a second theory of the 

responsiveness of an entirely different class of people -

elected officials - and that is beyond the scope of this 

study. The resources could include, however, financial 

resources, which citizens could contribute to the campaigns 

of elected officials; numbers of participants, which could 

translate into citizen votes for elected officials; and 

expertise, which in the hands of interest groups or 

specialized legislative committees could translate into 

deference by lawmaking majorities of elected officials. The 
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following are an illustrative set of hypotheses, frequently 

proposed in the literature: 

H22 . The responsiveness of an agency to a particular 

participant increases as the financial 

resources of that participant increase. 

H23 . The responsiveness of an agency to a set of 

like-minded participants increases as the 

number of those participants increases. 

H24. The responsiveness of an agency to a particular 

participant increases as the training or 

experience, in the field of concern, of the 

participant increases. 

A further resource type, ability to monitor 

bureaucracy, is also relevant here. However, it is 

discussed in another context (pp. 234-239). 

Hypotheses Based on the Rule Security Motive 

In most circumstances, bureaucrats driven by a strong 

Rule Security Motive will be naturally unresponsive. The 

last thing they want is any deviation from their simple 

routines, and any change in policy proposed by citizens and 

elected officials is likely to change these routines. Of 

course, bureaucrats performing simple, routine functions 

will rarely provoke demands from citizens and elected 

officials. When they do, however, the bureaucrats will not 

be inclined to respond. 



179 

Bureaucrats with a strong Rule Security Motive will be 

attracted to agencies that perform a simple, routine 

function. Therefore, the responsiveness of agencies will 

generally decline as their functions become more routine. 

Of course, we might want some agencies to be 

unresponsive to lobbying, or even to oversight, and to be 

responsive, rather, to a lawmaking majority which sets the 

basic rules. If so, one way to achieve this might be to 

design the functions and procedures of the agency to be as 

routine as possible, breaking them down into units of 

Frederick Taylor-like simplicity, designed by a lawmaking 

majority of elected officials. This would attract strong 

Rule Security Motive bureaucrats. One problem, however, is 

that not all functions lend themselves technically to such 

treatment. Another problem is that the responsiveness will 

be only a rigid responsiveness to an initial set of rules. 

Any change in instructions would meet resistance. The 

design of agencies to attract many strong Rule Security 

Motive bureaucrats in order to achieve control must 

therefore be used carefully and sparingly, in areas where 

policy is simple and stable. Therefore, 

H25. The responsiveness of an agency to all 

participants except lawmaking majorities making 

infrequent demands will decline as its 

functions become more routine. 

Many have asserted that bureaucracy is unresponsive because 
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of general rigidity. The proposition, however, has not 

previously been stated in quite this way, with routine as a 

variable, and with responsiveness to lawmaking majorities as 

a special case. 

When citizens and elected officials do desire changes 

in such an agency, there are some strategies available that 

involve manipulation of threats to rule security. The 

security desired by strong Rule Security Motive bureaucrats 

would be related to job security, without which there could 

be no comfortable routine. Consequently, the techniques 

used to control strong Job Security Motive bureaucrats would 

also have an affect on strong Rule Security Motive 

bureaucrats, though the effect on behavior would be less 

because of the competing motive. If bureaucrats could 

protect their job security and thus some measure of routine 

only by making policy changes and thus sacrificing routine 

they might be hesitant to do anything, especially since such 

calculations and adjustments are against their nature. 

Overall, though, an analysis of the Rule Security Motive 

reinforces all the hypotheses related to the Job Security 

Motive. 

It is possible that the behavior of these bureaucrats 

could be changed merely by a rule change imposed from above. 

But since their commitment is to routine for its own sake, 

and not to responsiveness, they might very well resist, 

continuing in the old patterns. Even if the rules were to 
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be followed, controllers would have to expend considerable 

resources to write detailed rules and monitor their 

application. Since strong Rule Security Motive bureaucrats 

could not be expected to use discretion well and correct 

ineffective practices, such an agency embarking on new rules 

could be prone to many unintended and unwanted consequences. 

The required debugging process could be lengthy and 

expensive for the controllers, and it would have to be 

repeated with each major change. The more often such 

changes are made the more rule motivated bureaucrats will be 

discouraged from joining or remaining in the agency. The 

whole situation will be changed, and the outcome will depend 

on factors that orient the agency toward other motives with 

an unpredictable effect on responsiveness. In any case, the 

old strategies will no longer work as well. 

The limitations of all these strategies cast new 

theoretical doubt upon the effectiveness of the old 

hierarchical, frictionless machine model of bureaucratic 

control, and upon the "juridical democracy" of Lowi (1979, 

295-313). Even if lawmaking majorities are willing to exert 

such control, if agency technology permits it, and if 

attempts at manipulation don't destabilize motivational 

structure in an unpredictable way, the "success" will be 

self-defeating in that it will create a naturally sluggish 

responsiveness within the agency. 

The question of participant resources is less relevant 
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for the strong Rule Security Motive motive. Bureaucrats of 

this type would respond only to those participants who have 

the authority and inclination to make detailed rules for 

bureaucracy, and strong Rule Security Motive bureaucrats 

would respond to them only in the most sluggish way. We 

could say, 

H20. The responsiveness of agencies to particular 

participants will increase slightly as the 

authority of those participants to make rules 

for the agency increases. 

Hypotheses Based on the Policy Substance Motive 

A strong Policy Substance Motive, everything else 

equal, will reduce overall responsiveness. A commitment to 

particular policies will logically encompass an 

unwillingness to deviate from those policies on the demand 

of citizens and elected officials (and citizens and elected 

officials would not bother to participate unless they wanted 

such a deviation or unless they wanted to defend a 

bureaucratic policy against a deviation demanded by someone 

else). Strong Policy Substance Motive bureaucrats will 

resist such demands (see pp. 234-239). The conflict could 

not be more straightforward. All participation is a threat 

to them unless it is over a policy of little concern to 

bureaucrats, or unless it is mobilized by bureaucrats 

themselves to meet other threats. The stronger the Policy 
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Substance Motive, the higher will be the cost to bureaucrats 

of responsiveness. 

Variables Determining Strength 

Bureaucrats with a strong Policy Substance Motive and 

thus low responsiveness will be attracted to an agency 

(everything else held constant) by the opportunity to make 

significant policy decisions. Such an opportunity will 

exist in those agencies which will attract the attention of 

citizens and elected officials. The simple, rule-bound, 

routine agencies which make few significant or controversial 

policy decisions will have more Rule Security Motive driven 

bureaucrats, who thrive in such an environment, or Job 

Security Motive driven bureaucrats, who don't care as long 

as they have job security. Agencies whose functions are 

more complex, unpredictable, and discretionary, that is 

agencies that make more significant decisions, will attract 

bureaucrats who are more interested in making, or at least 

in refereeing policy decisions. Bureaucrats with a strong 

Policy Substance Motive will be among these bureaucrats, 

along with bureaucrats who have a strong Technical Work 

Process Motive, Democratic Work Process Motive, and 

Democratic Substance Motive. The routineness of an agency's 

function, however, is a variable that, by itself, cannot 

very accurately predict responsiveness. It is useful 

primarily for distinguishing strong Rule Security Motive 
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bureaucrats from other bureaucrats, and those other 

bureaucrats may be responsive or unresponsive, depending on 

the circumstances. Less routineness somewhat increases the 

probability of responsiveness (see H25). 

A more important factor that determines the existence 

of a strong Policy Substance Motive in an agency is the 

professional structure of the agency. Just as people with 

particular motives are drawn to agencies that give them the 

rewards they want and are further reinforced in those 

motives by the agency, so particular kinds of people are 

drawn into and socialized by both professionalism in general 

and particular professions. 

The emphasis of the professions on expertise, 

exclusiveness, and autonomy, the long training required, and 

the emphasis on public service (see pp. 17-18) will make it 

likely that most people who choose professionalized 

occupations will be strongly motivated by some reward 

intrinsic to the work. This would be especially true of 

professionals who, through a further choice of government 

work, are likely to deny themselves rewards of money and 

prestige they could find in private practice. 

As mentioned earlier, motivation by the work itself can 

take several forms. Bureaucrats could be motivated by the 

substance of policy, by the technical process of the work, 

by a democratic decision making process, or by the substance 

of democratic decisions. For the present purpose, the 
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emphasis of professions on public service gives us reason to 

believe that persons motivated by policy substance would be 

attracted to the professions. This would be especially true 

in that when people choose a profession, they are usually 

young, inexperienced, and relatively undiscouraged by the 

difficulties of accomplishment in the real world. They will 

be attracted to professionalism in order to engage in public 

service. They will be attracted to particular professions 

known for certain policy positions. They will then be 

socialized into these positions for years in their 

professional training. By the time they take jobs, they 

will be thoroughly committed to policies, and in addition 

their commitment to policy making in general and their 

desire for an exclusive right to make policy will be 

reinforced by generic professional norms. They will then be 

somewhat resistant to disillusionment by the uncertainties 

of implementation that could discourage a strong Policy 

Substance Motive in nonprofessional employees. 

Also, though unprofessionalized employees might have 

policy preferences related to the field of the agency, they 

will be less likely than professional employees to have 

uniform policy preferences - a set of policy subgoals and 

corresponding submotives - that will come to characterize 

the agency and and solidify it against outside challengers. 

Professionalized employees, on the other hand, will be 

subjected to a deliberate, continuous, intense selection and 
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socialization process intended to produce, among other 

things, uniformity of policy preference. Professionalism 

will act like a polarizing lens, aligning a myriad of policy 

preferences in the same direction. This will be added to 

whatever regularizing effect agency procedures (see pp. 

203-204) might have on the policy preferences of both 

professional and nonprofessional employees. Since both a 

strong Policy Substance Motive, which is enhanced by 

professionalism, and professionalism itself lead to low 

responsiveness, we can reiterate H6, strengthening it with 

additional reasons. 

Finally, we should consider that not all policy 

subgoals will be of the same strength to bureaucrats. The 

strength of the Policy Substance Motive and thus 

responsiveness, depends on the particular policy in 

question, its priority for bureaucrats, and the strength of 

the associated submotive. As the priority of a policy 

subgoal and thus the strength of the associated submotive 

increase, responsiveness declines. Therefore, as 

occasionally noted in the literature, 

H27. The responsiveness of an agency decreases as 

the priority for bureaucrats of the particular 

policy in question increases. 

The primary means noted here for controlling the 

strength of the Policy Substance Motive and its submotives 

is therefore professional training. It is difficult to 
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manipulate the reward of policy outcomes in order to attract 

bureaucrats with a committment to policy or to particular 

policies. Policy outcomes are not always controllable. 

However, we will see in a later section (pp. 203-204) that 

manipulation of the Technical Work Process Motive could have 

the side effect of attracting bureaucrats with particular 

policy commitments. 

Variables Determining Threat 

Variations in threats to policy substance might also 

cause variations in responsiveness. There is a problem with 

this relationship, though, with respect to the Policy 

Substance Motive and all other intrinsic motives. An 

extrinsic goal such as job security, which is not directly 

related to the work, can be satisfied by reducing the threat 

to it. With an intrinsic motive, however, a high level of 

threat appears cyclically, no matter what happens, because 

the work continues as long as the job continues. Although 

successful policy decisions are made, there are always new 

policy decisions to be made, and each new decision is a 

potential threat to the policy goals of bureaucrats. 

Therefore, policy substance goals are constantly threatened. 

A frustration that would eventually deplete the supply of 

strong Policy Substance Motive bureaucrats is avoided to the 

extent that bureaucrats achieve victories in their 

individual policy decisions. It is only such temporary, 
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cyclical satisfactions that any strong Policy Substance 

Motive bureaucrat can expect. Although satisfaction of the 

Job Security Motive cannot be guaranteed for the long run, 

either, regular dissatisfaction of this motive is not built 

into the very nature of the job as it is with intrinsic 

motives. 

Because of this phenomenon, which results in less 

overall variation of threat, it is difficult to affect 

responsiveness by any general manipulation of threat to 

policy substance. However, there are a few minor 

propositions related to threat that is raised even higher 

than the routine, built in threat. 

Strong Policy Substance Motive bureaucrats, like other 

bureaucrats, can choose to reduce threats - in this case, 

threat to their favored policies - either by responding or 

resisting. Since responding by altering policies is 

inherently costly to strong Policy Substance Motive 

bureaucrats, their natural tendency is to resist, a tendency 

which will be magnified by an increase in their ability to 

resist (see pp. 234-239). One exception will occur if the 

specific policy (that is, the subgoal or subpolicy) on which 

they respond is of low priority to them and thus the 

corresponding submotive is weak. In this case they may 

respond even without a threat (see H27). This tendency may 

be enhanced if the policy on which citizens or elected 

officials want concessions (the demand policy) is of lower 
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priority to bureaucrats than the policy which citizens and 

elected officals attack (the strategic policy). For 

example, elected officials, through authorization and budget 

activity, and citizens, through granting and witholding 

cooperation, can deny bureaucrats their policy outputs and 

impacts. Generally speaking, the above situation will 

reduce the cost of responding on a low priority policy and 

increase the probability of great loss on a high priority 

policy if resistance should fail. A threat so manipulated 

will therefore increase responsiveness. This has been noted 

by several scholars. Alternatively, if a high priority 

policy is jeopardized for any reason, bureaucrats can turn 

to even previously uninvolved citizens and elected officials 

for support by making concessions on a lower priority 

policy. This would be a good time for controllers to make a 

demand - when other policies are under attack. Therefore, 

H28. The responsiveness of an agency on the demand 

policy will increase if a strategic policy, 

which is threatened in some way, is of higher 

priority to bureaucrats than the demand policy. 

It is also possible that bureaucrats might be willing 

to respond by compromising, though not yielding entirely, on 

even strongly motivating policy subgoals, or by sacrificing 

less than all of a set of equally strong subgoals in order 

to reduce their overall losses if they fear they will not be 

able to resist successfully. Lower ability to resist would 
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increase the probability of such a situation, and would 

increase the relationship between threat and responsiveness. 

However, interactions such as that between ability to resist 

and motive strength are not included in the theory at this 

stage of elaboration. Hypotheses covering the situation of 

compromise and sacrifice of high priority policies to reduce 

overall policy losses (H29 through H32) are included, but 

the relationships should be much less than in H27 or H28, 

because the currently unspecified dependence of 

responsiveness on variables determining ability to resist 

will be great. 

As with strong Job Security Motive and Rule Security 

Motive bureaucrats, the responsiveness of strong Policy 

Substance Motive bureaucrats to participants depends in part 

on the resources participants have to manipulate the 

dependent variables in the hypotheses of this section. 

Since some of the dependent variables are the same for this 

section as for the section on the Job Security Motive 

hypotheses, the required resources will be the same, and 

hypotheses H18 through H24 will be reinforced. In addition, 

legal authority to authorize the policies of an agency will 

affect the ability of participants to engage in policy 

tradeoffs - to threaten one policy to induce responsiveness 

on another. 

H29. The responsiveness of an agency to a particular 

participant will increase as the authority of 
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that participant to authorize policies of the 

agency increases. 

Finally, there are ways besides legal action to 

threaten agency policies and encourage a policy tradeoff as 

suggested in H28. If bureaucrats are interested in policy, 

then they will probably be interested not only in making the 

correct policy decisions, but also in effective 

implementation, which produces the desired impact. In this, 

however, they are even more dependent than in their decision 

making. Citizens have a greater and more direct role to 

play here. As many have noted (Almond and Verba 1963, 

473-505) democracy cannot function unless citizens are good 

"subjects" as well as good citizens. They must cooperate 

with government policy, using government services and 

obeying government regulations. More specifically, many 

policies consist of service programs, such as municipal 

recreation facilities, state employment services, and 

federal farm programs. If the purpose of the policies is to 

serve and benefit citizens, the policies will fail - and, 

presumably, strong Policy Substance Motive bureaucrats will 

be dissatisfied - if citizens refuse to use services and 

participate in programs. Frequently, consumption of 

government services is voluntary, and citizens can refuse. 

If citizens are dissatisfied with the service policy in 

some way, they might use it less than they would use a more 

satisfactory policy, or they might prefer not to use it at 
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all. Bureaucrats with a strong Policy Substance Motive 

might be willing to make marginal adjustments in the policy 

in order to avoid the greater policy cost to them of a 

greatly reduced level of service. Citizens, though they 

usually have no direct, official legal control over policy, 

can nevertheless exert "market" control. Beneficiaries, or 

consumers of regulatory programs could work in the same way, 

when regulations depend upon them to provide information on 

violations or initiate complaints. Thus, 

H30. The overall responsiveness of an agency will 

increase as the consumption rate for a service 

or regulatory program decreases. 

The consumption rate is the number of instances of 

consumption of an agency's program by citizens divided by 

the number of instances of consumption expected by the 

agency. This hypothesis is a more precise statement of 

similar propositions in the literature concerning the denial 

of citizen cooperation. 

From a different viewpoint, the objects of regulatory 

programs could exert control through a different process. 

Bureaucrats will usually have limited resources, 

insufficient to compel directly the level of compliance with 

regulations that their policy preference requires. They 

must depend on widespread voluntary compliance. It is 

reasonable to assume that the rate of voluntary compliance 

will decline as regulated citizens become more dissatisfied 
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with regulatory policies. As they do this, the satisfaction 

of bureaucratic policy preference will decline, and 

bureaucrats will suffer a policy loss. As the decline 

increases, at least beyond a point of resource exhaustion, 

bureaucrats will be more willing to make marginal policy 

changes to halt the decline. Therefore, 

H31. The overall responsiveness of an agency will 

eventually increase as the compliance rate 

declines. 

Compliance rate is the number of acts of compliance divided 

by the agency's expectation of the number of acts of 

compliance. 

The distribution among participants of the resources to 

engage in the types of action in H30 and H31 would be almost 

universal. Their willingness to use these resources would 

vary in some cases, but an extensive study of participation 

rates is another major topic, beyond the scope of the 

present endeavor. One illustrative hypothesis, occasionally 

mentioned in the literature, involves the ability of 

participants to deprive themselves of government services as 

a strategy. 

H32. The overall responsiveness of an agency will 

increase when participants have alternative 

sources for services provided by the agency. 
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Hypotheses Bases on the Technical Work Process Motive 

The motivating goal of the Technical Work Process 

Motive is interesting work procedures, with the exception of 

democratic work procedures. For reasons mentioned before 

(p. 143) a strong Technical Work Process Motive will 

generally mean low responsiveness, though responsiveness is 

not inherently costly to strong Technical Work Process 

motive bureaucrats as it is to strong Policy Substance 

Motive bureaucrats. It is necessary next to examine which 

variables will affect the strength of the Technical Work 

Process Motive. 

Variables Determining Strength 

First of all, a strong Technical Work Process Motive 

will be found only in those jobs complex and varied enough 

to be interesting and challenging: higher-status jobs in 

nonroutine agencies. Realistically, this includes all the 

jobs and agencies most often of concern to outsiders, and it 

doesn't narrow down the field much. Such jobs and agencies 

would also attract bureaucrats with a strong Policy 

Substance Motive, Democratic Work Process Motive, and 

Democratic Substance Motive. Furthermore, all higher status 

jobs, even in the private sector, offer a technical process 

as a reward. It is virtually a universal reward available 

to those who are in a position to make significant policy 
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decisions, and its natural tendency is a degree of hostility 

to responsiveness. Professionalism, with its emphasis on 

monopoly of expertise, would intensify it, and a further 

effect of the above characteristics is to reinforce H8. 

Strong Technical Work Process Motive bureaucrats might be 

naturally responsive to certain kinds of participants. 

Those who share the training or experience of bureaucrats 

will be familiar with the technical process of the agency. 

When making demands, they will be less disruptive of the 

technical process. They won't have to be led by the hand 

through the process by impatient experts, and they will be 

less likely to make obviously impractical demands. 

Responsiveness will be less costly in terms of technical 

process goals. In fact, bureaucrats might even find the 

technical dialogue touched off by the demands of outside 

colleagues stimulating. 

This suggests a proposition not new to the literature: 

H33. The responsiveness of an agency will be greater 

to those participants who share the training or 

current work experience of the bureaucrats. 

Greater responsiveness should result from H33 than from H35, 

since it lacks the disadvantages of a coercive strategy. 

Nevertheless, the responsiveness is inherently limited to a 

particular group, and strong Technical Work Process Motive 

bureaucrats still have no strong compulsion to respond. 

This hypothesis suggests a role for a limited form of 
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representative bureaucracy, the policy of making bureaucrats 

naturally responsive without pressure by choosing them to be 

more like their constituents. Some have proposed choosing 

bureaucrats demographically representative of their 

constituents, on the theory they would therefore be equally 

representative in their policy views (Krislov and Rosenbloom 

1981; Long 1972, 5-14). There is little evidence, however, 

supporting the responsiveness of demographically 

representative bureaucracy (Krislov and Rosenbloom 1981, 

chap. 6). H33 offers another path to representative 

bureaucracy. We could choose bureaucrats to be functionally 

rather than demographically representative of a 

constituency. If bureaucrats could be chosen by job-related 

criteria, and their jobs structured to reflect a common 

daily experience with constituencies, incidental 

responsiveness might be enhanced. For example, bureaucrats 

chosen from the same occupations as their constituencies, as 

is often the case in the American "constituent agencies" 

such as the Department of Agriculture or Department of 

Labor, are likely to be responsive to their constituencies. 

These agencies, possibly because of the effectiveness of 

representative bureaucracy in these cases, are often 

criticized for being too responsive to their specialized 

constituents. 

If responsiveness is to be achieved through 

representative bureaucracy, the question remains, Responsive 
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to whom? If we want an advocacy agency, we would staff an 

agency with primarily one type of occupational background. 

If we wanted a more balanced responsiveness, we would choose 

bureaucrats from a variety of backgrounds. 

This type of representative bureaucracy would be very 

limited, however. Given the mission of an agency, the 

available technologies - the daily work processes - to carry 

out such a mission effectively are limited, and many 

potential constituents who are unfamiliar with these 

processes would be left out. Responsiveness would be 

limited to insiders. 

The Technical Work Process Motive and representative 

bureaucracy suggest yet another method for inducing 

responsiveness. We might attract bureaucrats by 

manipulating their work processes or professional training 

in such a way as to favor particular policy preferences. 

Even if bureaucrats are not willingly responsive, we might 

choose them to be directly representative of constituents' 

policy preferences. 

Policy outcomes are related to technical processes in 

that the processes tend to produce a particular outcome. 

Even if the outcomes are uncertain, a desired outcome is 

facilitated, encouraged, and made more likely if some 

processes rather than others are part of the bureaucrats' 

regular work. We could encourage a particular motivating 

subgoal among strong Technical Work Process Motive 
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bureaucrats by requiring the appropriate technical 

processes, which are incidentally related to policy 

outcomes. Less direct processes would include the guidance 

of work by standards, formulas, tables, and goals. 

Bureaucrats might be required to give explicit justification 

of their decisions in terms of these criteria, a requirement 

that would focus their attention continually on the 

standards. More directly, technical processes known to 

produce effective policy impacts could be prescribed. 

Bureaucrats might possess or develop a specialized interest 

in the above policy-related processes that would lead them 

to pursue certain policy goals as a side effect of their 

work. Admittedly, as the distinctions among work processes 

become more subtle, they are less likely to invoke a 

particular motivating subgoal. Nevertheless, such 

distinctions will at times have an effect on motivation. 

When they do, strong Technical Work Process Motive 

bureaucrats with particular motivating subgoals will be 

attracted to jobs that offer processes that are likely to 

produce desired policy outcomes. Furthermore, because the 

processes are designed to facilitate these outcomes, strong 

Policy Substance Motive bureaucrats with preferences for 

particular policy subgoals will incidentally be attracted. 

We may in some instances be able to design a work force that 

will be unwittingly "responsive" to a particular policy 

demand. A serious limitation, however, is that such control 
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would be inflexible. Controllers could change bureaucrats' 

policy decisions only by changing the structure of the work 

force through changes in process. 

H34. The responsiveness of an agency to a particular 

policy demand can be increased in the long run 

by designing work processes that facilitate 

that policy. 

This is not a surprising proposition, What is new is the 

mechanism by which policy is promoted - not simple command, 

but the attraction, over time, of bureaucrats who want to 

use the appropriate policy related processes. We see also 

that professions can be effective in inculcating policy 

biases for a reason additional to those already mentioned: 

procedures taught as part of professional training are often 

linked to particular policy outcomes. 

Variables Determining Threat 

The Technical Work Process Motive, like the Policy 

Substance Motive, is almost always subject to high threat, 

and for the same reason. As each project is completed and a 

new one assigned, the motive is once again unsatisfied. The 

nature of any job is the infinitely repeated dissatisfaction 

of the Technical Work Process Motive. 

Can controllers affect bureaucrats' policy decisions by 

manipulating the threat to technical processes? There is no 

way they can temporarily reduce the threat to a low level, 
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thereby directly increasing responsiveness. As long as the 

job continues, an unending succession of new projects, and 

thus technical processes that must once more be engaged in 

to satisfy the motive, will in a sense pose a continuously 

high threat to the technical process goal. There is always 

a project that must be tackled actively to satisfy the goal. 

However, participants might turn to the Technical Work 

Process Motive as a source of punishment with which to 

threaten bureaucrats into making desired policy decisions. 

They might, by interfering with the technical process, 

heighten the threat to the technical work process, and 

induce bureaucrats to endure a minor interference in the 

process that a particular policy responsiveness would 

involve in order to avoid a more sweeping disruption. A 

strategy of "hassling" (Bendor and Moe 1985, 757-758) or 

harrassment of the entire agency, such as an attempt to 

increase the rule boundedness of the agency as a punishment 

might induce such a responsiveness. Bureaucrats would also 

look elsewhere for support in the fight, offering policy 

concessions in return. Therefore, a general hypothesis is 

that 

H35. The responsiveness of an agency to particular 

policy demands will increase if the normal 

processes of the agency are temporarily 

disrupted, beyond the normal disruption that 

would occur from responsiveness. 
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Since budget changes and sunset review can disrupt 

technical processes, H6, H13, H14, and H16 are further 

reinforced. The resources to disrupt agency processes are 

also accounted for .in previous hypotheses. Such resources 

are the legal authority to direct agency programs (H29) and 

the ability to withold compliance and cooperation (H30, 

H31). All these previous hypotheses are thereby reinforced. 

This strategy would be only marginally effective, even 

in a narrow sense and in the short run. Strong Technical 

Work Process Motive bureaucrats could choose to resist 

instead of respond. They would be less likely to do so than 

strong Policy Substance Motive bureaucrats, because 

responsiveness is less directly costly in terms of their 

motivating goal of technical process. They would be more 

likely to resist than strong Job Security Motive 

bureaucrats, because responsiveness is more costly to their 

motivating goal of technical process. Ultimately, 

responsiveness in this case would depend on the interaction 

of motive strength with resources to resist, and such 

interactions are not included in this theory. The most we 

can say is that responsiveness is marginally related to 

threat. The relationship in H35 will be significant because 

strong Technical Work Process Motive bureaucrats will be 

more responsive to participants overall, all other variables 

held constant, with disruption than without. 

Also, the strategy is not likely to be used often. Not 
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only would responsiveness per unit of resource be low 

because such disruption would require considerable time and 

attention from controllers; the effectiveness cost (Gruber 

1987, 62-63) of such disruption would be high and 

self-defeating. Policy output would be disrupted. In 

addition, it would drive out those bureaucrats with a strong 

Technical Work Process Motive, among others. Coerciveness 

once again proves to be of limited effectiveness. Finally, 

the hypothesis would be true only if the disruptiveness of 

policy responsiveness in any case is less than the 

disruptiveness of hassling. The degree of disruptiveness 

would be difficult to measure, and therefore I will propose 

no hypotheses (corresponding to H24 for the Policy Substance 

Motive) concerning relative levels of disruption. 

Hypotheses so far discussed that concern the Technical 

Work Process Motive have not been particularly significant. 

Greater responsiveness, when desired, lies in another 

direction, with another type of work process motive. That 

there is a potential for more responsiveness is likely 

because a strong work process motive is not as inherently 

hostile to responsiveness as a strong Policy Substance 

Motive is. Strong work process motive bureaucrats who care 

little about policy outcomes, unlike strong Policy Substance 

Motive bureaucrats, are indifferent to responsiveness, as 

long as they are left alone to pursue their "interesting" 

jobs. This suggests that if work processes were redesigned 
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appropriately, to align the regular work process with 

responsive behavior, strong work process motive bureaucrats 

who are more responsive than the average strong Technical 

Work Process Motive bureaucrat - strong Democratic Work 

Process Motive bureaucrats - could be attracted to and 

retained by the agency. 

Hypotheses Based on the Democratic Work Process Motive 

It was established in Chapter III that the Democratic 

Work Process Motive is directly and simply related to 

responsiveness: those with a strong Democratic Work Process 

Motive, as their central concern, want to engage in 

activities that are likely to lead to responsiveness. It 

was also established in Chapter III (pp. 143-149) that the 

primary reward for strong Democratic Work Process Motive 

bureaucrats is potentially available in bureaucracy, that it 

is probably more available there than anywhere else, and 

that frequently it is actually present. 

It remains to determine what variables increase the 

strength of the Democratic Work Process Motive, and thus 

responsiveness. Threat is always high to the democratic 

work process, as it is to all intrinsic motives (see pp. 

191-192). There is little variation to generate hypotheses. 

Also, since strong Democratic Work Process Motive 

bureaucrats are naturally willing to engage in democratic 

work processes likely to lead to responsiveness, there is no 
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need to use threats to push them. Therefore, there will be 

no hypotheses based on threat. 

By contrast, there are a number of hypotheses based on 

variables that determine strength. However, the 

availability of democratic work, process rewards that 

increase the strength of the motive cannot be taken for 

granted. Although many bureaucrats must ultimately make 

policy decisions of some kind, and all bureaucrats must 

engage in a technical process, it is possible for 

bureaucrats to be insulated from a democratic decision 

making process. There are less inclusive ways of making 

decisions. In fact, with the chain of command as a 

rationale, there is often a deliberate attempt to insulate 

all but the highest bureaucrats from political contacts with 

outsiders (Gruber 1987, 101-107). Bureaucrats enthusiastic 

about the democratic process would not be especially 

attracted to insulated agencies, since their preferred 

reward would not be available. If we want strong Democratic 

Work Process Motive bureaucrats, we must break down this 

insulation. Furthermore, even in the absence of insulation, 

there is reason to believe that an abstract belief in 

responsiveness, which most bureaucrats hold (Aberbach, 

Putnam, and Rockman 1981, chap. 6; Gruber 1987, 119; Wynia 

1974) is not enough by itself to make bureaucrats responsive 

(Gruber 1987, 96-101, 119-120). Since the Democratic Work 

Process Motive is a process motive, an enthusiasm for the 
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daily activities of the job, we must actively build 

democratic processes into the job to attract and hold these 

responsive bureaucrats. A superficial contact with citizens 

and elected officials, infrequent or removed from other 

activities, would not suffice as a reward, either. A 

democratic work process will have to be integrated into the 

regular processes of the job. Responsiveness will be 

increased through appropriate work process design. Thus, 

the most general hypothesis is 

H36. The overall responsiveness of an agency will 

increase to the extent that processes of 

democratic participation are integrated into 

the regular work processes of the agency. 

Gruber (1987, 207-209), drawing on Lipsky (1980, 128) and 

Mashaw (1983, 198), makes a similar proposition, except she 

uses integration primarily to create an arena in which 

exchange, under potential threat of coercion, can take 

place, rather than to encourage a motivational structure in 

the agency that is friendly to responsiveness. The present 

analysis provides greater justification for the proposition 

because an agency full of bureaucrats willing to repond will 

certainly be more responsive than an agency full of 

reluctant bureaucrats who must be cajoled. 

The problem, then, is how to integrate democratic work 

processes closely linked to responsiveness into the regular 

work processes of bureaucrats. When such processes exist 
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and are part of the public image of the agency, then 

politically inclined bureaucrats will have a place to go 

where their favored activities are encouraged and 

facilitated, and they will gravitate toward such agencies, 

increasing responsiveness in them. 

First of all, in order to provide the appropriate 

reward and attract strong Democratic Work Process Motive 

bureaucrats, we could facilitate democratic work processes. 

We could do this by giving bureaucrats the resources they 

need to be responsive. Bureaucrats depend on participants -

citizens and elected officials - for three important 

bureaucratic resources: legal authority, money, and 

cooperation. Participants could build more responsive 

agencies by providing these resources in the right way. 

First, bureaucrats would have to be given the legal 

authority - the discretion (Peters 1984, 150) - to respond 

to citizens and elected officials. As previously mentioned, 

this authority can be explicitly denied, and even if not 

denied it could be in doubt. Strong Democratic Work Process 

Motive bureaucrats will find an agency more attractive if 

they have explicit legal authority to respond. Also, as 

more positions within the agency are granted this authority 

in more situations, the Democratic Work Process Motive will 

become stronger in the agency. Therefore, 

H37. The overall responsiveness of an agency will 

increase as the explicit legal authority of 
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bureaucrats to use their discretion in 

responding to participants increases in terms 

of the percentage of bureaucrats who have such 

discretion. 

H38. The overall responsiveness of an agency will 

increase as the explicit legal authority of 

bureaucrats to use their discretion in 

responding to participants increases in terms 

of the percentage of decisions in which they 

have such discretion. 

Money is an important resource because the interaction 

with citizens required by responsiveness consumes time and 

effort by all concerned. It must be paid for in some way. 

Unless there is considerable slack, adding democratic 

processes to other work will require more personnel, at 

considerable cost. Montjoy and 0'Toole (1979) also 

emphasize the need for additional resources. In addition, 

citizens sometimes find participation difficult without 

financial assistance provided by the agency. Certainly, 

enough money will have to be provided to accommodate the 

additional work, or strong Democratic Work Process 

Bureaucrats will be frustrated and repelled. Some attempt 

would have to be made to estimate the additional cost. 

Then, appropriations could be earmarked for democratic 

processes. Because other motives would coexist in the 

agency with the Democratic Work Process Motive, there would 
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be a temptation to create a special, isolated, and 

ineffective public relations unit, or to use accounting 

ambiguity to shift the money to other purposes. Intense 

oversight to prevent this would cost the controllers 

considerable resources. Nevertheless, even without intense 

oversight or even earmarked revenues, additional revenue 

would, as a weapon with which to compete with bureaucrats of 

other motives, attract strong Democratic Work Process Motive 

bureaucrats to the agency. This yields a hypothesis. 

H39. The overall responsiveness of an agency will 

increase to the extent that the extra cost 

incurred by the democratic work process is 

funded. 

"Cooperation" in the context of the democratic work 

process as a bureaucratic goal would mean the willingness 

and ability of citizens and elected officials to participate 

- to join bureaucrats in the democratic process by 

communicating their policy preferences. Participatory 

processes will be seen by bureaucrats and prospective 

bureaucrats as empty and unrewarding unless citizens or 

elected officials actually participate regularly, apart from 

participation levels in any one decision. Participatory 

procedures are often characterized by impatient officials 

waiting for citizens in vacant meeting rooms. Too much of 

this will drive away strong Democratic Work Process Motive 

bureaucrats and agencies will become less responsive. 



209 

Higher long-run participation will attract Democratic Work 

Process Motive bureaucrats and make agencies more 

responsive. Verba and Nie (1972, 310-318) found a similar 

phenomenon. Therefore, 

H40. The overall responsiveness of an agency at a 

specified time will increase as the long-run 

average participation rate per decision at the 

specified time increases. 

With respect to citizens, at least, this resource would 

be difficult for them to manipulate deliberately, since 

there is no central organization of citizens. However, to 

the extent that citizens could sustain participation in the 

long-run, they would build a more responsive agency by 

attracting strong Democratic Work Process Motive 

bureaucrats. Any long run policy to increase levels of 

citizen participation (Kelso 1978; Thompson 1983, 244-250) 

would further help build a responsive agency. An attempt to 

increase the participation of elected officials, as by 

providing additional staff, could have a similar effect. 

Specific hypotheses concerning the increase in participation 

levels, however, would lead us into a theory of 

participation, a subject far from the one at hand. Linkage 

of this theory of bureaucratic responsiveness to a theory of 

participation is a subject for later elaboration. 

Parties who are not necessarily participants in the 

bureaucratic decision making process are the direct source 
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of a fourth bureaucratic resource. To accomplish anything, 

including democratic responsiveness, bureaucrats will need a 

technology. Pursuit of the democratic process as a reward 

will be facilitated by existence of a technology of 

democratic work procedure, and it will attract people of 

strong Democratic Work Process Motive to bureaucracy. 

A technology of democratic work procedure is most 

likely to be developed in professional schools, though it 

could be developed through research within the agency as 

well. It could be provided to bureaucrats and prospective 

bureaucrats through professional degree programs or 

inservice training. In either case, elected officials, and 

possibly even citizen groups could provide resources for the 

development and dissemination of the technology. Therefore, 

H41. The overall responsiveness of an agency will 

increase as the technology of democratic 

responsiveness provided to its employees 

becomes more developed. 

The above facilitative resources would all serve to 

attract and retain strong Democratic Work Process Motive 

bureaucrats in an agency. The attractive effect of the 

resources would be increased by appropriate publicity 

concerning the reward. The creation of an appropriate 

agency image is an important factor in encouraging the 

desired self-selection of prospective agency employees. 

Once democratic work processes are installed and facilitated 
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in an agency, participants could enhance the prospects of a 

strong Democratic Work Process Motive in the agency by 

encouraging the agency to promote a public image for a 

democratic process. This could be done through general 

public relations, but it could also be done through job 

descriptions and recruiting activities. 

H42. The overall responsiveness of an agency will 

increase as it engages in more activities to 

promote among the public an agency image of 

involvement in democratic work processes. 

Having provided the carrot of resources, participants 

might find use for a small coercive stick also, not to 

control strong Democratic Work Process Motive bureaucrats, 

but to insure that strong Democratic Work Process Motive 

bureaucrats are differentially attracted to the agency. 

Bureaucrats could be required to follow certain democratic 

processes designed to lead to responsiveness. Strong 

Democratic Work Process Motive bureaucrats would probably 

not be repelled by the requirements that they do what they 

like to do anyway. They might even be attracted by the 

prospect of appropriate processes already in place. 

Prospective bureaucrats hostile to the democratic work 

process, however, will avoid such an agency. Whatever 

bureaucrats that remain will be engaged in processes likely 

to lead to responsiveness. 

This is a potentially troublesome strategy, however. 
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As a coercive strategy it would require expenditure of 

participants' resources to control the unwilling bureaucrats 

among the work force, at least at first. If democratic 

processes are prescribed in too much detail, the strategy-

will be no better than a more fully coercive approach, with 

the accompanying problems of high resource cost and 

resistance. The use of this strategy, therefore, must be 

economical. The controls must be few and general, and they 

must be designed to be most attractive to strong Democratic 

Work Process Motive bureaucrats, most unattractive to 

bureaucrats hostile to the democratic work process, and most 

closely related to actual responsiveness. 

Two factors are especially distinctive of the 

democratic work process; the process involves frequent 

contact of some kind with participants, and that contact 

must involve serious consideration of demands make by 

participants (see pp. 144-145). A process that embodies 

these characteristics should be especially effective in 

attracting strong Democratic Work Process Motive 

bureaucrats, in repelling bureaucrats hostile to the 

democratic work process, and in leading the bureaucrats who 

remain to actual responsiveness. An economical form of such 

a process has two parts. First we would require bureaucrats 

to make themselves available to any participants wishing to 

accommodate their demands. In order to assure serious 

consideration of demands, rather than dismissal as an 



213 

afterthought, the timing would have to be at the citizens' 

initiative. Second, we would require the bureaucrats to 

explain to participants the reasons for their decisions, 

with respect to the participants' demands. This would 

potentially generate much democratic interaction, since 

interaction will ultimately be at the discretion of 

citizens. This would also provide important necessary 

conditions for actual responsiveness throughout the 

democratic process, largely at the discretion of 

participants, and it would impose relatively modest 

enforcement costs on participants. The strength of the 

Democratic Work Process Motive in the agency and thus 

overall responsiveness by the agency would vary directly 

with the percentage of agency employees bound by the 

requirement and the percentage of agency decisions subject 

to the requirements. An existing approximation of the 

appropriate process would be the procedures prescribed by 

the Model State Administrative Procedure Act (Shannon and 

Ewbank, 1981). They require intense interaction with all 

interested citizens in the rulemaking process. Citizens are 

given an especially active role through an initiative-like 

procedure, and citizen comments on proposed rules must be 

answered by agencies. Democratic work procedures are almost 

inescapable if citizens wish to make them so, within the 

agencies and decisions to which the law applies. 

The following hypotheses result. 
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H43. The overall responsiveness of an agency will 

increase as a greater percentage of agency 

bureaucrats are required to accept 

communication of participants' policy demands, 

at the initiative of the participants. 

H44. The overall responsiveness of an agency will 

increase as a greater percentage of agency 

bureaucrats are required to explain to 

participants, at the request of the 

participants, the reasons for agency decisions 

in terms of the participants' demands. 

H45. The overall responsiveness of an agency will 

increase as bureaucrats are required to accept 

communication of policy demands from 

participants, at the participants' initiative, 

in a greater percentage of agency decisions. 

H46. The overall responsiveness of an agency will 

increase as bureaucrats are required to explain 

to participants, at the request of the 

participants, the reasons for agency decisions 

in terms of the participants demands, in a 

greater percentage of agency decisions. 

It would also be helpful if the procedures are present 

from the creation of the agency. Such procedures in new 

agencies will attracy strong Democratic Work Process Motive 

personnel who will then make future personnel rules and 
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selections, and set the procedures, structures, and norms 

over which the agency has discretion in such a way as to 

establish a momentum that will be favorable to the 

Democratic Work Process Motive and to responsiveness. It is 

at this time that an agency is most malleable to 

participants, and they could take advantage of the 

opportunity to mold future motivation and responsiveness. 

To graft such changes onto an existing agency, however, 

would have little short-run success. It would meet great 

resistance. The motivational structure of the agency would 

not change until there had been considerable personnel 

turnover, over a period of time. Creation of a new, freshly 

staffed organizational unit would better than trying to 

reform an old one, whenever possible. Once a responsive 

agency is developed, however, it should lose much of the 

rigidity often ascribed to bureaucracy (Goodsell 1985, 

1-15), even as the agency gets older (Downs 1967, 263). 

Flexibility - openness to new ideas - will be inherent in 

the new technology and motivational structure of the agency, 

which will regularly incorporate inputs from varied sources. 

H47. The overall responsiveness of the agency will 

increase the earlier each of the independent 

variables in H36 through H46 was installed. 

H48. The overall responsiveness of the agency will 

increase the longer each of the independent 

variables in H36 through H46 has been in place. 
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Finally, a strong Democratic Work Process Motive can be 

enhanced by an appropriate type of professionalism. A 

number of scholars have suggested professional education as 

a route to responsiveness, but they have not suggested a 

precise method. Such a method is proposed here. It has 

been seen that the inherent tendency of professionalism is 

to discourage democratic responsiveness. A redesign of 

professionalism, with responsiveness explicitly in mind, 

however, could largely counteract this tendency. 

Mere exhortation and promulgation of codes will not 

accomplish this redesign. As Gruber (1987, 96-101, 119-120) 

notes, there is evidence that bureaucrats already widely 

accept democratic responsiveness in the abstract, yet they 

rationalize to avoid practicing it in their jobs. However, 

the influence of professionalism on bureaucratic attitudes 

is not limited to superficial indoctrination. Gruber 

overlooks this, and thus overlooks much of the potential of 

work process design for increasing responsiveness. Work 

process design is a promising technique for increasing 

responsiveness through professional education. Professional 

training and socialization are not isolated from the 

ultimate job of the trainees; they are above all training 

and socialization into a work process. It is this process 

that is the special expertise of the professional. If 

professionals are taught techniques and processes of 

democratic responsiveness as an integral part of the 
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professional work process and professional expertise, it is 

likely they will come to accept these processes just as much 

as technical processes as definitive of their professions 

(or, in Gruber's words, as part of their "core identities"). 

There would often be a conflict between responsiveness and 

technical expertise, but at least responsiveness would be 

regarded as a legitimate competing value instead of an alien 

imposition. A stronger Democratic Work Process Motive would 

compete with and thus reduce the effects on responsiveness 

of both a Technical Work Process Motive mildly hostile to 

responsiveness and a much more hostile Policy Substance 

Motive. 

While an appropriate work process on the job would also 

be essential to attract and retain strong Democratic Work 

Process Motive bureaucrats and to reinforce the motives of 

appropriately trained professionals, professional training 

is of special importance. Students in a professional school 

are probably easier to monitor and control than bureaucrats 

on the job. Education is geared to the monitoring and 

control of individuals as virtually an end in itself. 

School officials can hold professional students strictly to 

the detailed integration of democratic work processes with 

the technical process. Citizens or elected official cannot 

realistically control workers on the job as strictly. 

Students motivationally inclined toward the democratic 

process would stay in the program, and students not so 
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inclined would be more likely to leave in frustration. This 

is even more likely because students are probably more 

mobile than workers who have already entered an occupation 

and who are faced with the pressures of earning a living. 

In addition, relatively inexperienced students are less 

likely to have rigid commitments to other goals that 

preclude the democratic work process as a goal. Finally, 

students could learn, insulated from pressure for immediate 

results, a technology of democratic responsiveness that will 

later facilitate responsiveness on the job. In summary, 

Professional education is an especially useful device for 

selecting appropriately motivated bureaucrats, and for 

preparing them in ways that will reduce the later cost to 

them (in terms of time and effort) of responsiveness. 

It is unlikely that what Mosher (1968, 106) calls the 

"general professions," professions which exist throughout 

society and not just in government, would voluntarily 

integrate such training into their own programs. However, 

governments could encourage the development of professional 

subcurricula for those students who want to enter government 

service, and they could make such training mandatory for 

many positions. Alternatively, an inservice training 

program could attempt to accomplish the same thing, though 

it is not likely to have as much legitimacy. In either 

case, it would not be enough to graft a few general public 

administration courses onto a professional curriculum. 
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Responsiveness would have to be thoroughly integrated into 

the work process of that particular profession, and the 

integration should occur throughout the training. 

Professionals thus attracted, retained, and socialized would 

be more likely to find a combined technical and democratic 

process "interesting." They would resemble the Image IV 

bureaucrats of Aberbach, Putnam, and Rockman, (1981, 16-23). 

Furthermore, if public professions and public subdivisions 

of general professions cultivate an image of integral 

involvement with the democratic process, they would attract 

members motivated by such a process from the beginning. 

Such a change in the professions and in hiring requirements 

would greatly reinforce the Democratic Work Process Motive 

in public agencies, though the design of the work in the 

agencies themselves is also critical. Furthermore, just as 

an appropriate agency design at the creation of the agency 

would be critical for the attraction of appropriately 

motivated employees, so would an initial specification of 

appropriate hiring qualifications (requiring appropriate 

professional training) be critical. 

In all of this, the role of public administration 

training becomes apparent. Since democratic responsiveness 

is logically more central to the processes of public 

administration than of most other occupations (Mosher 1968, 

109; Rourke 1976, 178), we have a reason to suspect that 

bureaucrats so trained would be the most responsive of all 
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bureaucrats. To this we might add the questionable status 

of public administration professionalism, and doubt about 

the existence of a distinctive technical process that could 

yield a competing motive (Kearny and Sinha 1988). If we 

want even more responsive bureaucrats, the public 

administration profession could integrate the democratic 

process even more explicitly into the administrative 

process, and it could develop training programs specifically 

designed for the general professions. 

We can propose three hypotheses here concerning 

professionalism and its effect on responsiveness through the 

Democratic Work Process Motive. 

H49. The overall responsiveness of an agency will 

increase as there is an increase in the 

percentage of employees trained in a profession 

that integrates the democratic process into the 

professional work process. 

H50. The overall responsiveness of an agency will 

increase the earlier in the agency's history 

the professional qualifications in H49 were 

made hiring requirements. 

H51. The overall responsiveness of an agency will 

increase the longer the professional 

qualifications in H49 were made hiring 

requirements. 

Unfortunately for simplicity, bureaucratic 
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constituencies are not always homogeneous; they can fragment 

and compete with each other (see pp. 12-17). We must ask 

not only whether agencies are responsive, but to whom they 

are responsive. The Democratic Work Process Motive, like 

all motives but the Job Security Motive and the Rule 

Security Motive, has submotives. Strong Democratic Work 

Process Motive bureaucrats will see a difference among 

constituents, and thus be differentially responsive. 

However, this will happen only when different constituents 

require such different participatory procedures that the 

varying procedures attract different subtypes of strong 

Democratic Work Process Motive bureaucrats, who find them 

differentially interesting. The point at which procedures 

become significantly different is problematical, and it is 

difficult or impossible to determine differential 

responsiveness to all possible participants. However, two 

likely sets of categories are those discussed in the 

previous chapter (p. 146). 

First, there is a difference between responding to 

"insiders" and to "outsiders." The decision making process 

will be different if the participants are knowledgeable in 

the agency's field than if they are not. Strong Democratic 

Work Process Motive bureaucrats, in order to elicit useful 

proposals from nonspecialist citizens, will have to engage 

in a kind of teaching process. This is an entirely 

different kind of work, and to attract and hold bureaucrats 
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who regard it as an interesting part of the job rather than 

a nuisance, a teaching process will have to be explicitly-

incorporated into the job and into professional training. 

There will also be a procedural difference between 

responding as an advocate to the demands of one group and 

brokering among competing groups. The brokering required by 

adding just a second group greatly changes the nature and 

complexity of the process. It becomes necessary not only to 

discover a demand and respond; the agency must also 

engineer, through mediation, the collective demands to which 

it responds. 

The above distinctions among types of constituents 

translate into four hypotheses. The hypothesis concerning 

insiders is a reiteration of H33. Insiders are the same as 

participants experienced or trained in the agency's 

technology, and strong Democratic Work Process Motive 

bureaucrats are naturally responsive to them with no further 

adjustment. Responsiveness to outsiders, and the 

distinctions between advocacy and brokerage require new 

hypotheses. Therefore, 

H52. The responsiveness of an agency to outsiders 

will increase with the incorporation of a 

participant-teaching procedure into the regular 

work process of the agency. 

H53. The responsiveness of an agency to outsiders 

will increase as there is an increase in the 
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percentage of employees trained in professions 

that incorporate a participant-teaching process 

into their work process. 

H54. The responsiveness of an agency to a 

participant will be greatest if the regular 

procedures and structures of the agency are 

designed to include that participant and only 

that participant. Responsiveness to all other 

participants will be much lower. 

H55. The responsiveness of an agency to all 

participants will be significant, and more 

nearly equal in the long run if the procedures 

and structures of the agency are designed to 

include more than one participant. Because 

compromise will moderate levels of 

responsiveness to any one participant, the 

relationship will be less than in H54. 

Hypotheses Based On the Democratic Substance Motive 

The normative commitment of strong Democratic Substance 

Motive bureaucrats has important implications for 

responsiveness. Strong Democratic Work Process Motive 

bureaucrats, who are drawn primarily by interesting work, 

need not have a normative commitment to the democratic 

process or to any particular outcome. As such, they could 

not be trusted to take the initiative in molding a 
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democratic process, or to engage in outreach activities to 

stimulate participation by participants they find legitimate 

yet who are reluctant or unable to take advantage of formal 

©opportunities for participation. They could not be trusted 

to pursue democratic outcomes under trying conditions, or to 

make major, even inconvenient and uncomfortable innovations 

in their daily work process to achieve a more democratic 

result. Only bureaucrats committed to the ideal of 

democracy would consistently do this. Therefore, strong 

Democratic Substance Motive bureaucrats normatively 

committed to the democratic process in appropriate ways will 

be the most responsive bureaucrats of all. 

Unfortunately, it is difficult to see how we could 

encourage a strong Democratic Substance Motive in the 

bureaucracy as we can encourage a strong Democratic Work 

Process Motive. The variables which attract strong Democrat 

Substance Motive bureaucrats are the same variables that 

attract strong Democratic Work Process Motive bureaucrats. 

Participatory processes built into the activities of 

agencies make responsiveness, for whichever motive, easier. 

They make an appropriate reward more readily available not 

only for strong Democratic Work Process Motive bureaucrats, 

for whom process is guaranteed, but also for strong 

Democratic Substance Motive bureaucrats who are more likely 

to achieve success in democratic outcomes or in the desired 

degrees of relative responsiveness to participants if 
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facilitative processes are in place. 

Yet, the main distinction between Democratic Work 

Process Motive bureaucrats and Democratic Substance Motive 

bureaucrats is that the former crave a process which can be 

assured, and the latter crave an outcome which cannot be 

assured. There is no special way to attract strong 

Democratic Substance Motive rather than strong Democratic 

Work Process Motive bureaucrats, because there is no way to 

assure their reward. Controllers must be content with 

strategies that will likely attract strong Democratic Work 

Process Motive bureaucrats, and that will also attract 

strong Democratic Substance Motive bureaucrats to a lesser 

degree because the appropriate reward is somewhat more 

available to them than otherwise. 

Because there is no distinctive way to acquire strong 

Democratic Substance Motive bureaucrats (short of 

ideological testing of individual applicants), there is no 

point in proposing hypotheses for the Democratic Sub stance 

Motive. This is especially true because, unlike the 

situation for strong Policy Substance Motive bureaucrats 

(pp. 191-198), there is no way to manipulate threats to 

their motive in order to attain greater responsiveness among 

those who for whatever reason enter the agency. Once in 

place, they are uniformly eager to please in a direct way. 

Nevertheless, this analysis reveals special qualities 

of strong Democratic Substance Motive bureaucrats that might 
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be partially duplicated in the behavior of strong Democratic 

Work Process Motive bureaucrats. Procedures to search for 

and draw demands from reluctant and disadvantaged 

participants could be incorporated into the work process. 

This seems a specialized enough process to attract a type of 

bureaucrat who finds outreach activities interesting, even 

though they would not have the eagerness of strong 

Democratic Substance Motive bureaucrats. Therefore, 

H56. The responsiveness of agencies to reluctant or 

disadvantaged participants will increase as 

outreach procedures are incorporated into the 

regular work processes of the agency. 

In addition, the normative orientation of Democratic 

Substance Motive bureaucrats reminds us that not only a 

democratic process (Kelso 1978), but also democratic 

outcomes (Pennock 1979) can comprise a democratic 

commitment. Outcomes widely regarded as democratic are 

equality, or more generally, a policy outcome reflecting a 

just distribution of benefits and costs; and liberty, which 

is most often regarded as the limitation of governmental 

coercion of citizens. A commitment to these outcomes could 

reduce responsiveness to demands for what strong Democratic 

Substance Motive bureaucrats regard as unjust distributions 

or unjustified coercion. As suggested in Chapter I, a study 

of bureaucratic responsiveness need not presume that more 

responsiveness is always better. We might want to find ways 
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to make bureaucrats less responsive to certain kinds of 

demands. We might want to circumscribe government activity 

with distributional or libertarian limits. Hypotheses about 

such limits are appropriate additions to a theory of 

bureaucratic responsiveness. 

Because there is apparently no special way to attract 

strong Democratic Substance Motive bureaucrats committed to 

responsiveness, the closest we can come is to attract both 

strong Democratic Substance Motive and strong Democratic 

Work Process Motive bureaucrats, and to design the process 

so as to be especially attractive to strong Democrat Work 

Process Motive bureaucrats who will enjoy working such 

limitations into their decisions. It seems that 

incorporating libertarian and distributional limits into the 

work would introduce a different process, one which appeals 

to more philosophically inclined Democratic Work Process 

Motive bureaucrats, as well as to normatively committed 

strong Democratic Substance Motive bureaucrats. For 

example, bureaucrats could be required to document that they 

have chosen the least coercive means to carry out their 

duties, or they could be required to justify formally any 

deviation from predetermined standards of distribution. 

Since such bureaucrats will act as though they have policy 

preferences, they will be less responsive overall. This is 

a special case of H34. Therefore, 

H57. The overall responsiveness of an agency will be 
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less if libertarian or distributional limits 

are incorporated into its work processes. 

Hypotheses Not Directly Related to Motivation 

Up to this point we have been concerned with variations 

in bureaucratic willingness to respond, based on variations 

in bureaucratic motivation. Viewed from another angle, 

however, the willingness to respond varies inversely with 

the willingness to resist; if bureaucrats prefer not to 

respond to the demands of citizens and elected officials, 

they will look for ways to resist. They will be successful, 

that is, unresponsive, only to the extent that they have 

sufficient ability to resist. This section concerns 

variations in responsiveness that are tied to variables that 

determine bureaucratic ability to resist. Most generally, 

H58. The overall responsiveness of an agency 

declines as variables raising bureaucratic 

ability to resist increase. 

Any variable that would increase the cost to 

controllers of control would increase bureaucratic ability 

to resist. The use of such resources would increase the 

cost to controllers to enforce any given level of 

responsiveness, and this would reduce the level of 

responsiveness for any given level of effort by controllers. 

Monitoring cost (Gruber 1987, 63-68) is one cost to 

controllers. The higher the cost of monitoring, of becoming 



229 

aware of bureaucratic decisions, the less responsiveness 

controllers will get for any given level of their 

participatory effort. Therefore, any variable that can 

interfere with monitoring will increase bureaucratic ability 

to resist. 

At this point, it is useful to make a distinction, 

relevant to monitoring cost, between two different kinds of 

decision - rule decisions and case decisions. Rule 

decisions, such as regulations and plans, are general 

decisions presumably intended to govern many future 

decisions in individual cases. Rule decisions are general, 

are regarded as especially significant because of the 

breadth of their impact, are relatively few in number, are 

relatively high in visibility, and are made at a relatively 

central position. Rule decisions are therefore relatively 

easy to monitor. 

Case decisions, however, are difficult to monitor. 

Case decisions are the individual decisions that rule 

decisions are supposed to guide. Examples would be Food and 

Drug Administration rulings on specific drugs, and Texas 

Employment Commission decisions on the specific unemployment 

insurance claims of particular individuals. Case decisions 

are much more numerous than rule decisions, they are often 

made at dispersed locations, and a single case decision 

appears less significant, given its limited scope, than a 

rule decision. 
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Bureaucrats who want to resist outside demands can 

probably do so in the context of their case decision making. 

They might even respond symbolically on rule decisions to 

relieve the pressure on them, but then do as they wish on 

the case decisions which cumulatively determine the ultimate 

impact of the agency. Stated more bluntly, they could 

ignore their own formal rules. Responsiveness on rule and 

case decisions in some cases might even be inversely 

related, as bureaucrats actively respond on rule decisions 

in order to buy leeway on case decisions. Fiorina (1977, 

77-78) suggests the opposite, that bureaucrats give in on 

case decisions in response to Congressional casework 

demands, but maintain discretion on more important general 

decisions. It should be noted, however, that legislative 

casework can encompass only a small percentage of case 

decisions, and that the aggregate of case decisions is 

highly important. In addition, there is evidence that 

"responsiveness" on case decisions is often superficial 

(Johannes 1984, chap. 6). Responsiveness on case decisions 

is less than it seems. Also, as long as bureaucrats control 

case decisions, they can afford to give in on rule 

decisions. The result is that 

H59. The responsiveness of an agency is greater for 

rule decisions than for case decisions. 

Other variables can affect the ease of monitoring and 

thus responsiveness, and from these come more hypotheses. 
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The relation of the variables to monitoring is 

self-explanatory. 

H60. The overall responsiveness of an agency 

decreases as the number of decisions made by 

the agency increases. 

H61. The overall responsiveness of the agency 

decreases as the number of employees in the 

agency increases. 

H62. The overall responsiveness of the agency 

decreases as the geographical dispersion of the 

agency increases. 

H63. The overall responsiveness of an agency 

decreases as the technology becomes more tacit. 

H63 is similar to findings by Crozier (1964, 164-165), Moore 

(1970, 55), and Gruber (1987, 140). 

H64. The overall responsiveness of an agency will 

decrease as the technology of the agency 

requires more specialized training. 

Another cost to citizens and elected officials of 

controlling bureaucrats, mentioned by Gruber (1987, 62-63), 

is effectiveness cost. Under some circumstances, 

responsiveness could reduce the effectiveness of the 

agency's activities, something citizens and elected 

officials frequently do not want. For example, the more 

specialized and exclusive the expertise of bureaucrats in 

their field, and the less competent citizens and elected 
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officials are in this field, the more likely responsiveness 

to the demands of citizens and elected officials is to bring 

about results contrary to what they intended. They will ask 

bureaucrats to do things that will not be effective, or that 

will have undesirable side effects. In many such cases, 

citizens and elected officials will cautiously restrain 

their active demands out of uncertainty, or they will make 

an effort to become more informed. In the first case, they 

will not press as strongly for their true preferences, and 

in the second case, they will use up resources in 

information gathering rather than in communicating with or 

pressuring bureaucrats. In either case, responsiveness to 

the preferences of citizens and elected officials will be 

reduced. Bureaucrats who wish to resist the initial demands 

will find it much easier to persuade their controllers to 

back away from their initial demands, for fear of ignorantly 

reducing effectiveness. This argument can be persuasively 

made by bureaucrats to protect their policy preferences even 

when effectiveness is not really in jeopardy; the 

controllers will never know. 

For all these reasons, the validity of H63 and H64 are 

reinforced; they are true because the variables increase 

both the monitoring cost and the effectiveness cost of 

control, thereby reducing responsiveness. H33 is also 

reinforced. 

In some cases, however, increased participant 
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competence as reflected in H33 would not affect policy 

effectiveness. When secrecy or speed are necessary for 

effectiveness, any expansion of participation in decision 

making will reduce effectiveness, and for all the reasons 

any threat to effectiveness reduces responsiveness, 

responsiveness will reduced in this case. Therefore, 

H65. The responsiveness of an agency decreases when 

policy effectiveness requires speed or secrecy. 

Afinal hypothesis in this section, which has been 

alluded to previously (p. 179), requires little discussion, 

but is highly significant. Elected officials control two of 

the primary resources - money and legal authority - that 

bureaucrats depend upon to carry out policies. Without 

those resources bureaucrats can do little. To a lesser 

extent, citizens sometimes control a resource - cooperation 

- that greatly affects the success or failure of a program. 

If the policy preference of elected officials or citizens is 

to restrict a program rather than to encourage vigorous 

action, they can bring about restriction effectively simply 

by witholding resources. Bendor and Moe (1985, 757-758, 

763-764, 772) note this. If, on the other hand, 

participants want to encourage vigorous action, they must 

provide additional resources (Montjoy and O'Toole 1979). 

Provision of resources, however, only enables but does not 

guarantee action (Bendor and Moe 1985, 763-764, 772). 

Therefore, 
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H66. The responsiveness of an agency to a particular 

kind of policy demand, a demand for program 

restriction, will be high if participants 

withold the resources (appropriation, legal 

authority, or cooperation) required for the 

program. 

Additional Normatively Relevant Hypotheses 

The variables and relationships of the theory have so 

far been relatively simple. Normative considerations, 

however, require us to investigate variables of normative 

significance that have complex relationships to the 

analytically more basic variables that have already been 

discussed. Especially, different normative theories 

emphasize the legitimacy of responsiveness to different 

participants (pp. 11-17). There are distinctions between 

responsiveness to citizens and responsiveness to elected 

officials, and there are distinctions among responsiveness 

to different subgroups within each of these categories. 

Yet, each participant can be identified by a number of 

distinctive characteristics corresponding to independent 

variables in previous hypotheses. Since each characteristic 

may have its own relation to responsiveness, it is difficult 

to generalize as to which participants bureaucrats are more 

responsive. The relative responsiveness will be different 

in different circumstances, and sometimes it will be 
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indeterminate. Those who want to promote responsiveness to 

particular participants will usually have to try to 

manipulate separate independent variables and these 

strategies may change from situation to situation. 

Normative considerations compel us to tackle these problems, 

but the complexities involved mean that any resulting 

hypotheses will be more tentative than hypotheses in 

previous sections. 

The Official Advantage 

Let us turn first to the relative responsiveness of 

bureaucrats to elected officials versus citizens. A useful 

measure of this relationship will be "The Official 

Advantage," a ratio consisting of responsiveness to elected 

officials divided by responsiveness to citizens. 

It is clear that elected officials have some consistent 

advantages over citizens. Only they, for example, can 

directly and certainly affect the budgets of agencies, the 

legal authority of bureaucrats, and the job security of 

bureaucrats. Citizens have only their own cooperation to 

use as direct leverage. Elected officials, in short, have 

more coercive resources than citizens. They can threaten 

recalcitrant bureaucrats with retaliation. Of course, they 

may or may not choose to use the resources. Also, barring 

government by referendum, elected officials have a form of 

democratic legitimacy (that might lead to willing 
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responsiveness by some bureaucrats) that citizens lack. 

Under certain circumstances elected officials can 

approximately represent the wishes of "the people as a 

whole." Finally, elected officials can use their superior 

coercive resources in a more direct and certain way, by 

directly restricting the legal and financial resources of 

bureaucrats to act. Thus, elected officials should 

generally have more ability than citizens to restrict 

bureaucratic action. There is, however, no clear way to 

translate this ability into a superior ability to promote 

positive bureaucratic action (see pp. 239-240). To use 

their resources for this purpose, participants would have to 

resort to the persuasive use of threats, with all the 

uncertain effects of threat. 

It may seem that elected officials also have a major 

advantage over citizens in the authority of elected 

officials to design the structures and processes of 

bureaucracy. While they can use this authority to greatly 

affect the general responsiveness of bureaucrats, it does 

not neatly translate into a differential bureaucratic 

responsiveness to elected officials in specific decisions. 

Attempts by elected officials to bias agencies through 

manipulation of process and structure toward certain policy 

preferences are crude and inflexible (see pp. 203-204), and 

therefore low in overall effectiveness. Furthermore, it 

would be difficult to bias agencies toward even a broad 



Ill 

responsiveness to elected officials rather than citizens, 

since there is little difference in the bureaucrats' basic 

processes of interacting with citizens and elected 

officials. Strong Democratic Work Process Motive 

bureaucrats would not find interaction with one more 

interesting than interaction with the other. The 

insider-outsider and advocacy-brokering process distinctions 

do not clearly correspond to elected official and citizen 

interactions. The only difference in interacting with the 

two groups would involve the monopoly of elected officials 

over the laws that guide bureaucrats, to the extent that 

responding to law is a distinctive process. A lawmaking 

majority of elected officials (see pp. 261-264) could 

engineer a future responsiveness to itself by encouraging an 

agency to staff with bureaucrats preferring the democratic 

work process of the lawyer responding to laws, although such 

a strategy has limits. 

In many other aspects there is an undeniably 

indeterminate relationship between the resources of elected 

officials and of citizens to induce bureaucratic 

responsiveness. Time and expertise can be resources for 

either. Citizens do have greater numbers, but these numbers 

are usually used primarily to influence elected officials, 

and to make use indirectly of elected officials superior 

resources. 

Citizens do have one advantage over elected officials, 
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though: they are the ultimate, intended, and direct 

consumers and objects of bureaucratic services and 

regulations. It is they whom bureaucrats are trying to 

affect. This advantage is reflected in three ways. First, 

citizens are cumulatively in a better position to monitor 

bureaucratic policy decisions, especially of the case 

variety. They may or may not make use of this advantage. 

Second, to the extent the success of bureaucrats' policy 

preferences depends on cooperation by citizens, in the form 

of using services, providing information, or obeying 

regulations, citizens are in a position to coerce 

bureaucrats by interfering with the satisfaction of their 

Policy Substance Motive. Citizens are in the best position 

to "hassle" bureaucrats (Bendor and Moe 1985, 757-758). 

Again, they may or may not do this. Finally, citizens have 

their own special form of legitimacy. Since citizens are 

the parties ultimately affected by policy, some bureaucrats 

might perceive their demands as more legitimate than those 

of elected officials, whose interests in policy are usually 

more indirect, and therefore suspect. Elected officials 

might be pressing their demands only to further their 

political ambitions, without concern for the impact of the 

policy (Aberbach and Rockman 1978; Gruber 1987, 113-116). 

In the balance, there seem to be few consistent 

differences in bureaucratic responsiveness to citizens as 

opposed to elected officials. Differences in perceived 
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legitimacy depend on the democratic theory of the Democratic 

Substance Motive bureaucrats within the agency and this is 

difficult to detect or to manipulate. There are no 

predictable differences in the resources of time or 

expertise. 

Elected officials do have more coercive resources -

legal authority to change job security - that can be used 

directly in a threatening way as an incentive for 

bureaucratic responsiveness by strong Job Security Motive 

bureaucrats. Citizens have no resources with which to 

threaten job security directly. Therefore, we might 

hypothesize 

H67. The Official Advantage will increase as each of 

the variables stimulating the strength of or 

threat to the Job Security Motive increases. 

It should be noted, however, for reasons previously 

mentioned (pp. 164-182), that, all other things equal, 

bureaucrats under conditions of high Job Security Motive 

strength and threat should be more responsive to both 

citizens and elected officials than to the same participant 

type during circumstances of low Job Security Motive 

strength and threat. This will be true unless the demands 

of citizens conflict with the demands of elected officials, 

requiring a winner and a loser. Also, it should be noted 

that coercive means are of limited effectiveness in 

producing responsiveness (see pp. 163-164, 273-278). 
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A review of the hypotheses based on the Policy 

Substance Motive and the Technical Work Process Motive 

reveal that in each case both citizens and elected officials 

have resources with which to threaten bureaucratic goals. 

In the case of the Technical Work Process Motive, either can 

share training and experience with bureaucrats. There is no 

clear advantage for these motives. Therefore, there will be 

no hypotheses involving the variables related to these 

motives. Also, no hypotheses based on the Democratic Work 

Process Motive or the Democratic Substance Motive will be 

proposed, because neither democratic norms nor democratic 

processes consistently favor either citizens or elected 

officials. 

As previously discussed (pp. 11-17), citizens are not 

all alike, and elected officials are not all alike, 

normatively or empirically. Therefore we must also try to 

formulate empirical hypotheses concerning responsiveness to 

each normatively significant subdivision of these 

participant groups. 

Responsiveness to Subgroups of Citizens 

Let us look at subgroups of citizens first. One 

normatively relevant group of citizens is disadvantaged 

citizens (see p. 13). The most obvious definition of 

"disadvantaged" is a low ranking on an index of 

socioeconomic status. Citizens lower on the scale would 
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have fewer resources with which to threaten bureaucrats than 

other citizens. They would certainly rank lower on income 

and on expertise obtained through education. About the only 

resource in which they may be superior is numbers. However, 

since it is well known that lower socioeconomic status 

citizens ordinarily participate at lower rates than higher 

socioeconomic status citizens (Milbrath and Goel 1977, 92; 

Verba and Nie 1972, chap. 8) even that advantage is in 

doubt. This low participation rate may be changed under 

some circumstances (Verba and Nie 1972, 157-160; Verba, Nie, 

and Kim 1978) but elaboration on the basis of variations in 

participation rates is beyond the scope of this theory. 

Finally, disadvantaged citizens are also less likely to be 

able to appeal to highly trained strong Technical Work 

Process Motive bureaucrats, as kindred spirits with 

experience in common work processes. 

Responsiveness to disadvantaged citizens depends on 

which motives are strong in the agency. Bureaucrats who are 

not positively inclined to respond as a matter of basic 

motivation (bureaucrats other than strong Democratic Work 

Process Motive and Democratic Substance Motive bureaucrats) 

will be more likely to respond to the advantaged - those who 

have more resources with which to "persuade" bureaucrats. 

Strong Democratic Work Process Motive bureaucrats and strong 

Democratic Substance Motive bureaucrats will be much more 

likely to respond, since they are less impressed with the 
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resources the disadvantaged lack. Bureaucrats should 

generally respond to historically oppressed groups such as 

racial and ethnic minorities and women in pretty much the 

same way, since the oppression of these groups would 

ordinarily be reflected in a lack of political resources. 

Generally, therefore, 

H68. The responsiveness of an agency to 

disadvantaged citizens will decline as each 

variable increasing the strength of any motive 

but the Democratic Work Process Motive or 

Democratic Substance Motive increases. 

H69. The responsiveness of an agency to 

disadvantaged citizens will decrease as each 

variable increasing the threat to any 

bureaucratic goal but the democratic work 

process or democratic substance increases. 

H70. The responsiveness of an agency to 

disadvantaged citizens will increase as each 

variable increasing the strength of the 

Democratic Work Process Motive and Democratic 

Substance Motive increases. 

H71. The responsiveness of an agency to historically 

oppressed citizens will decline as each 

variable increasing the strength of any motive 

but the Democratic Work Process Motive and the 

Democratic Substance Motive increases. 
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H72. The responsiveness of an agency to historically-

oppressed citizens will decline as each 

variable increasing the threat to any 

bureaucratic goal but democratic work process 

or democratic substance increases. 

H73. The responsiveness of an agency to historically 

oppressed citizens will increase as each 

variable increasing the strength of the 

Democratic Work Process Motive and the 

Democratic Substance motive increases. 

There should also be a difference in responsiveness to 

disadvantaged citizens between bureaucrats of strong 

Democratic Work Process Motive and bureaucrats of strong 

Democratic Substance Motive. Strong Democratic Substance 

Motive bureaucrats are more likely to engage in the outreach 

activities required by these participants. Unfortunately, 

our inability to distinguish between Democratic Work Process 

Motive and Democratic Substance Motive bureaucrats and to 

manipulate the difference makes hypotheses about this 

irrelevant. 

Other normatively relevant citizens are those most 

directly affected by the actions of bureaucrats (see p. 13). 

Whether responsiveness to such citizens is found, however, 

depends on the circumstances. There is no general 

determinant of responsiveness to those most directly 

affected. For example, of those bureaucrats in service 
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agencies who are more inclined to respond to coercive 

tactics (mostly strong Job Security Motive bureaucrats), 

some, such as those in business service agencies, would face 

directly affected clients with high resource levels and 

would respond. Others, such as those in welfare agencies, 

would face directly affected clients with low resource 

levels, and would be less responsive. Strong Job Security 

Motive bureaucrats in regulatory agencies will often face a 

different structure of directly affected citizens, one group 

who are being regulated, and another who are benefitting 

from the regulation. Though Strong Job Security Motive 

bureaucrats might find it prudent to promote compromise at 

times, in the balance they will favor the groups with the 

most resources. Since generalization is impossible, the 

relevant hypotheses are those dealing with citizen resources 

(H18 through H24). Responsiveness to directly affected 

citizens can be predicted only on a case-by-case basis. 

The result is also indeterminate for strong Policy 

Substance Motive and strong Technical Work Process Motive 

bureaucrats. As we have seen, both strong Policy Substance 

Motive bureaucrats (see pp. 191-193) and strong Technical 

Work Process Motive bureaucrats (see pp. 204-207) are 

relatively resistant to coercion and relatively unimpressed 

by citizens' coercive resources. However, strong Technical 

Work Process Motive bureaucrats (p. 200) will be somewhat 

responsive to citizens with whom they have the most work 
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processes in common. Unfortunately for the theorist, this 

relationship will not help deduce hypotheses in the present 

case, since these citizens are not necessarily the most 

directly affected. In the service agency case, a welfare 

agency would be unlikely to respond to its most directly 

affected clientele of the poor, though it might respond to a 

social workers association. A business service agency, 

however, is quite likely to respond to its most directly 

affected clientele of business executives. The 

responsiveness of a regulatory agency staffed by strong 

Technical Work Process Motive bureaucrats to the most 

directly affected citizens would also be impossible to 

predict with any generality. Whether the agency is 

responsive to the regulated or to the others depends, not 

surprisingly, on the staffing of the agency, and on whom 

that staff shares a work process with. Once more, there is 

no general hypotheses to predict responsiveness to directly 

affected citizens. The relevant hypothesis is H33, and the 

lesson of H33 for those who want agencies to respond to 

particular clienteles is that they should manipulate the 

staffing of agencies when possible. 

Nor is responsiveness to directly affected citizens 

generally predictable for strong Democratic Work Process 

Motive or Democratic Substance Motive bureaucrats. Directly 

affected citizens have little in common with each other 

except for the normative characteristic of being directly 
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affected. It is difficult to see how that characteristic 

relates to any democratic work process. Certainly 

responsiveness to such citizens does not consistently 

involve advocacy, brokering, insiders, or outsiders. Strong 

Democratic Substance Motive bureaucrats may or may not favor 

directly affected citizens, depending on their democratic 

theory, but as usual, it is difficult to identify or 

manipulate them. 

In summary, there is no general way to predict or 

stimulate bureaucratic responsiveness to directly affected 

citizens. Any precise prediction or stimulation must be 

done on a case by case basis, depending on the 

characteristics of specific citizens and bureaucrats. For 

example, if motive-determining variables favor the Job 

Security Motive and disfavor the other motives, as in an 

agency with a long history of job security, but with no 

democratic processes worked into its routine, we might 

predict that directly affected citizens will meet 

responsiveness if they have considerable coercive resources 

at their disposal. Directly affected citizens who are 

resource poor will require intervention from more formidable 

allies. 

An alternative strategy to promote responsiveness to 

the directly affected would be to encourage an agency to be 

responsive in the broadest possible way, taking into account 

as many citizens as possible. Directly affected citizens of 
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all types would then at least be swept into the system, 

though they would have to compete for attention. The 

broadest, most balanced responsiveness in agencies could be 

encouraged by introducing brokering processes (see H55) and 

teaching processes (see H52). Such agencies would attract 

especially responsive types of Democratic Work Process 

Motive bureaucrats. 

An agency might also respond to a majority (or at least 

to a large number - a simple majority, extraordinary 

majority, or large plurality) of citizens. Of course we 

could also speak of a majority of a smaller group such as 

disadvantaged or directly affected citizens, but to simplify 

the discussion, I will consider only a majority of citizens 

within the national, regional, or local jurisdiction in 

question. In a sense, such responsiveness will be rare 

simply because a jurisdictional majority of citizens will 

rarely be so concerned with an agency decision as to express 

a preference spontaneously. Usually the mechanisms of a 

competing participant group, a lawmaking majority of elected 

officials (see pp. 261-264), would be needed to engineer 

such a majority from diverse citizens. It is highly 

unlikely that the alternative formal mechanism of a 

referendum for all citizens in a jurisdiction concerning 

agency decisions would be workable. Surveys would be the 

only realistic expression of majority citizen opinion. 

Even if a majority were to express an opinion. 
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responsiveness would be problematic. Bureaucrats motivated 

so as to respond mainly to participants with coercive 

resources, if at all, will respond to majorities, and more 

generally will be more responsive the greater number of 

citizens involved. This is simply a restatement of H17. 

Looking at this hypothesis from another direction, it is 

useful to note that, given the normative significance of 

majorities, we might add another hypothesis with a subtle 

difference: 

H74. The responsiveness of an agency to citizen 

majorities will increase as each variable 

encouraging the strength of or threat to the 

Job Security Motive increases. 

Strong Democratic Work Process Motive bureaucrats will 

be more reluctant to respond to a majority of citizens, 

since majorities of citizens will rarely make demands on any 

one agency. Because of the rarity demands by a majority of 

citizens, agencies will probably have no special procedure 

to accommodate it, and if there is one, it is not likely to 

be regarded by the bureaucrats as part of the process. They 

will regard it as an intrusion, and will not be very 

responsive. Strong Democratic Substance Motive bureaucrats 

(the presence of whom depends on the same variables as that 

of Democratic Work Process Motive bureaucrats) whose 

democratic theory dictates responsiveness to majorities 

would be responsive, but again they are difficult to detect 
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and manipulate. 

Finally, we might be normatively concerned with the 

responsiveness of bureaucrats to the indirect as well as the 

direct interests of citizens (see p. 13). Such 

inclusiveness could roughly approximate responsiveness to a 

majority. Indirect interests are probably affected by most 

decisions. Citizens who are less directly affected by 

agency activity are in one sense like welfare recipients in 

that they will probably not share the occupational 

experiences and processes of the bureaucrats. Thus strong 

Technical Work Process Motive bureaucrats will not be 

responsive. Furthermore, one characteristic of indirect 

interests is that they are rarely expressed before agencies 

except by a few "public interest" groups such as the Nader 

groups. To the extent that citizens with indirect interests 

make demands at all, they can make them more economically to 

a conspicuous, central institution, such as an elected 

legislature or executive (see p. 14), rather than to 

hundreds of specialized agencies. Even militant public 

interest groups will have to act selectively. Consequently, 

strong Job Security Motive bureaucrats will rarely feel 

threatened by them, and will rarely respond. Also, 

interaction of agencies with such citizens will probably be 

irregular and strong Democratic Work Process Motive 

bureaucrats will not be motivated to work responsively with 

them, although selective groups of citizens with indirect 
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interests will participate more frequently than majorities 

of the entire citizenry. It would be possible to design 

decision making processes of bureaucratic interaction with 

indirectly interested citizens, such as active advisory 

committees with "public" members. But getting citizens with 

such low-intensity interests to participate regularly would 

be difficult, and would spread even more thinly the 

resources of such citizens. Strong Democratic Work Process 

Motive bureaucrats might never really accept responsiveness 

to such interests as part of their work process. 

Strong Democratic Substance Motive bureaucrats, being 

more committed to principle than to a particular process, 

might be more flexible when faced by a rare event such as 

the participation of indirectly interested citizens. Such 

bureaucrats might even actively seek out the wishes of those 

who have indirect interests. They could also attempt to 

determine objective indirect interests, though that would 

not be related to responsiveness. It would be closer to an 

expression of the Policy Substance Motive. In any case, a 

multiplicity of specialized agencies each will have fewer 

resources than a central elected institution in terms of 

visibility, personnel, and money, for ascertaining the 

wishes of a diffuse group of citizens. In spite of a strong 

motivation, responsiveness is likely to be low. Our 

pessimistic hypothesis is 

H75. No agencies will be significantly responsive to 
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citizens with indirect interests. 

If indirect interests are to be represented within the 

bureaucracy, it will have be through responsiveness to an 

inclusive lawmaking majority (see pp. 261-264). 

Responsiveness to Subgroups of Elected Officials 

Just as there are normatively distinct types of 

citizens, there are normatively distinct types of elected 

officials. These include a lawmaking majority, the 

legislature as a whole, a single legislative house, a single 

legislative committee, and the executive (see pp. 14-17). 

Law making majorities must express their demands 

primarily in formal, written laws. This is the only way a 

large body can ordinarily function. They cannot even do 

their own monitoring. Therefore, lawmaking majorities are 

especially dependent on bureaucrats who obey willingly. 

Their main advantages are that their demands are uniquely 

legitimate and authoritative, and that that following laws 

may be a process that some bureaucrats find interesting. 

When we ask under what circumstances bureaucrats will 

respond to a lawmaking majority, we are asking, in blunter 

terms, Under what circumstances will bureaucrats obey the 

law? presumably, obedience to law is an important 

society-wide norm. There are also competing norms and 

motives, however, and there is no reason to assume that law 

will always win out. Therefore, it is necessary to examine 
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variation in bureaucratic willingness to obey the law. 

Bureaucrats, as previously noted, have significant means to 

resist demands from outsiders, including those made in the 

form of law. Most blatantly, they can take advantage of 

difficulties of monitoring in order to prevent detection of 

their disobedience. But they can also claim technical 

inability to comply, and they can interpret the law to suit 

their preferences, in spite of extreme sanctions that can 

await those who openly disobey the law. 

It might seem that strong Rule Security Motive 

bureaucrats would be the most likely to comply with law, 

even to the extent of welcoming it and asking for more 

detailed directives. To an extent, this would be true. A 

problem would arise, however, as previously mentioned (pp. 

182-182), where there are changes in the law. Strong Rule 

Security Motive bureaucrats, who are looking for security 

and order, might resist frequent changes. Eventually, of 

course, frequent changes would drive them away, and bring 

differently motivated bureaucrats, determined by other 

circumstances, to the agency. 

Strong Job Security Motive bureaucrats respond mainly 

to threats of coercion from outsiders. The question for 

them, then, is the amount of coerciveness implied by a 

demand from a lawmaking majority. It must be noted that the 

mere fact that a demand comes from a particular group such 

as a lawmaking majority only implies that a threat of 
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coercion might come in the future. The nature of the 

participant, though normatively significant, is a much 

weaker signal to strong Job Security Motive bureaucrats than 

action - an actual threat of coercion. Nevertheless, the 

participants alone might be an empirically significant 

factor. Certainly a lawmaking majority has the greatest 

ultimate ability of any subdivision of elected officials to 

affect both the personnel level of agencies and the policy 

authority of agencies. The willingness and ability of such 

a majority to monitor agency actions and actually apply 

sanctions, however, is not so certain. Agencies are 

specialized, and most members of a lawmaking majority will 

have specialized interests outside any particular agency's 

field. Their involvement in lawmaking must be limited in 

most cases to following the lead of those elected officials 

who are more directly concerned. They may look out for the 

indirect or diffuse interests of their constituents, but 

having limited resources as they do, elected officials will 

quickly exhaust in the lawmaking process most of their time 

and energy available for protecting indirect as opposed to 

direct constituent interests. They cannot be expected to be 

very active in monitoring and control in these less urgent 

areas. Law making majorities, as such, can engage in little 

oversight. A lawmaking majority has a big club, but lacks 

the strength or will to swing it often. Bureaucrats must 

know this. Therefore, 



254 

H76. The responsiveness of agencies to lawmaking 

majorities declines as variables increasing the 

strength of and threat to the Job Security 

Motive increase. 

Strong Technical Work. Process Motive bureaucrats would 

not be especially inclined to respond to lawmaking 

majorities. Not only is the willingness and ability of 

lawmaking majorities to apply sanctions limited; as 

inevitable generalists from the view of strong Technical 

Work Process Motive bureaucrats, they are the type of 

disruptive outsiders strong Technical Work Process Motive 

bureaucrats shun. Since the Technical Work Process Motive 

is found at a universally high level, there is no point 

proposing a hypothesis here. We can merely reiterate what 

has become apparent: that responsiveness to a lawmaking 

majority is rare in all the circumstances so far considered. 

Strong Policy Substance Motive bureaucrats, like strong 

Technical Work Process Motive bureaucrats, respond, though 

weakly, to coercion. Law making majorities can be expected 

to exert little coercion. Because the strength of the 

Policy Substance Motive and threats to policy substance are 

somewhat more variable than those of the Technical Work 

Process Motive, however, we can propose a hypothesis in 

which the relationship would be significant, though weak: 

H77. The responsiveness of an agency to lawmaking 

majorities will decline as variables 
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encouraging the strength of and threats to the 

Policy Substance Motive increase. 

Pessimism about bureaucratic responsiveness to 

lawmaking majorities is not complete, however. There may 

still be a role for Lowi's juridical democracy and 

hierarachical control. Strong Democratic Work Process 

Motive bureaucrats, responsive especially to lawmaking 

majorities, might be selected under the right circumstances. 

A specialized work process might be designed to attract 

bureaucrats who find interest in response to laws. It could 

also be designed to attract Democratic Work Process Motive 

bureaucrats rather than Rule Security Motive bureaucrats. 

Rule Security Motive bureaucrats want the security not just 

of any rules, but of simple and stable rules. Such rules 

could control only a simple and stable technology. Any 

attempt to control a complex technology through detailed 

rules would produce a complex and demanding set of rules 

which would drive away strong Rule Security Motive 

bureaucrats and attract certain strong Democratic Work 

Process Motive bureaucrats instead. Even with a dense set 

of rules allowing little discretion, the process of 

investigating a complex set of rules to determine what can, 

cannot, and must be done could be interesting to these 

bureaucrats. In fact the more detailed and complex the 

legal controls, the more fascinating the bureaucrats would 

find the work. The appropriate strong Democratic Work 
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Process Motive bureaucrats, and thus bureaucrats responsive 

to lawmaking majorities, can be attracted only if lawmaking 

majorities provide them a potentially interesting process by 

writing a consistently detailed and complex set of laws. 

The appropriately motivated bureaucrats might be attracted 

and bureaucrats hostile to lawmaking majorities repelled by 

requiring bureaucrats to justify their decisions in terms of 

the law. The act of justification would be more easily 

monitored than the substantive details of decisions. This 

is a very different kind of responsive process than 

brokering, advocacy or day-to-day dealings with legislative 

committees. That this is a distinctive process is suggested 

by the existence of a legal profession. And, in fact, an 

agency staffed with lawyers might be especially responsive 

to lawmaking majorities. 

The demands of this strategy on lawmaking majorities 

would be great. It is doubtful that they would choose to 

use it often. However, if they did choose it, it could be 

effective. 

Of course, an interest in legal work does not translate 

directly into responsiveness. Lawyers can take delight in 

finding loopholes and distorting interpretataions, as well 

as in discovering and following the intent of the law. They 

would have no special reason to do this, however, unless 

fellow agency bureaucrats with a strong Policy Substance 

Motive or strong Technical Work Process Motive, who are 
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willing to resist, provoke them into it. Strong Democratic 

Work Process Motive bureaucrats who also have these other 

competing motives at a lesser strength could also be tempted 

into legal manipulations. In the absence of competing 

motives, however, the most obvious tendency of strong 

Democratic Work Process Motive bureaucrats will be to work 

toward discovering and following the intent of the law. In 

addition, a strong Democratic Work Process Motive directed 

toward following the law would compete with these other 

motives, which encourage distorted legal interpretations, 

weakening their expression in behavior, and the new 

democratic processes would drive out some bureaucrats of 

competing motives. Certainly, bureaucrats will be more 

responsive with a motivating subgoal of engaging in legal 

processes than without it. 

Three hypotheses are in order: 

H78. The responsiveness of an agency to lawmaking 

majorities will increase as bureaucrats are 

required to justify decisions in terms of the 

law. 

H79. The responsiveness of an agency to lawmaking 

majorities will increase as laws become more 

complex. 

H80. The responsiveness of an agency to lawmaking 

majorities will increase as the percentage of 

lawyers in the agency workforce increases. 
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The legislature as a whole and individual houses would, 

because of their lack of specialization and expertise, and 

because of their inability to monitor and control many 

specialized bureaucratic decisions, suffer the same 

handicaps as lawmaking majorities. Furthermore, their 

actions lack the ultimate sanctions, the legitimacy, and the 

documentary concreteness of the actions of a lawmaking 

majority (that is, of law). Finally, there seems to be no 

distinct process of responsiveness to a legislature or a 

single house that could be used to encourage responsiveness 

by strong Democratic Work Process Motive and strong 

Democratic Substance Motive bureaucrats. This is especially 

true since interactions with a large generalist body would 

be infrequent. If we wish, we could create new hypotheses 

by substituting "legislature" or "single legislative house" 

for "lawmaking majorities" in H76 and H77. The 

responsiveness in any case should be very low, however, and 

H61 and H62 would not apply at all. The most important 

relevant hypothesis, to be proposed at the end of this 

section, is one that ranks responsiveness to different types 

of elected officials. 

General executives, like a legislature or a single 

house, are subdivisions of a lawmaking majority. Being 

generalists, they would also suffer from an inability to 

monitor and coerce strong Job Security Motive and Policy 

Substance Motive bureaucrats. They would have fewer 
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coercive resources than lawmaking majorities, but they would 

have more limited administrative coercive resources that 

would rank them above whole legislatures and single houses, 

though they would rarely use these resources. Being 

generalists, they would also lack expert knowledge, and they 

would be regarded as unwelcome outsiders by strong Policy 

Substance Motive and Technical Work Process Motive 

bureaucrats. Even responsiveness by strong Democratic Work 

Process Motive and Democratic Substance Motive bureaucrats 

would present a problem. An executive composed of one or a 

few people and having broad jurisdiction will not have time 

for regular contact with any one agency. Even executive 

orders are likely to be few and far between. Executive 

staff and political appointees will have more time for 

interaction, but the relation between their activities and 

executive preferences is problematic, and a topic for 

another investigation. There is unlikely to be a regular 

process of interactions with general executives, and strong 

Democratic Work Process Motive bureaucrats are not likely to 

be responsive to general executives. Strong Democratic 

Substance Motive bureaucrats may be, as a matter of 

principle, but there is no practical way to identify or 

encourage them. 

The one remaining type of elected official is the 

specialized, as opposed to generalist, subdivision of 

elected officialdom. This is primarily the legislative 
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committee or subcommittee. As previously noted (pp. 15-16), 

only under special and historically rare circumstances would 

responsiveness to legislative committees be normatively 

prescribed. Yet empirically they are the elected officials 

who we would expect to enjoy the most responsiveness from 

bureaucrats. Legislative committees, because of their own 

specialization, will have more will and ability than any 

other group of elected officials to monitor bureaucrats 

working in a specialized area. Also, they might have 

indirect access to the ultimate sanctions of law. To the 

extent that most of the lawmaking majority defer to their 

specialized colleagues, these specialized elected officials 

could very well influence the ultimate sanctions of changing 

budget, personnel, and policy authority. In addition, their 

specialization makes them insiders who are likely to find 

moderate responsiveness among strong Technical Work Process * 

Motive bureaucrats. Strong Democratic Substance Motive 

bureaucrats would have little normative reason to respond to 

legislative committees. Strong Democratic Work Process 

Motive bureaucrats, however, would find a distinctive 

process in frequent legislative hearings, frequent, 

informal, personal interactions, and formal liaison 

structures and procedures with insiders. Legislative 

committees could easily, at their own initiative, make such 

interactions a regular part of the bureaucratic workday. 

Since the vast majority of bureaucrats are naturally 
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responsive to specialized subdivisions of elected officials, 

such as legislative committees, the most useful hypothesis 

will be one that ranks bureaucratuc responsiveness to 

various elected officials. 

H81. Bureaucrats will be most responsive to 

specialized subdivisions of elected officials, 

such as legislative committees; less responsive 

to lawmaking majorities and general executives; 

and least responsive to legislatures as a whole 

and single houses. 

A summary of the substance and significance of this 

long and involved chapter would be useful. That will be the 

task of Chapter V. 



CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSION 

In this chapter I will summarize the theory and discuss 

its significance. I will then propose future work. 

Summary and Significance 

This theory of bureaucratic responsiveness in 

democracies has produced 81 hypotheses. Most are 

improvements in some way over previous hypotheses. 

Improvements of Existing Hypotheses 

Some hypotheses of this theory are more generally 

applicable versions of hypotheses already found in the 

literature. For example, Kweit and Kweit's T99 (The greater 

the reformed structure of government, the less the policy 

impact [of citizen participation]) is limited to American 

local government, and it is also multidimensional. One 

possible generalization of this is H8 of this theory (The 

overall responsiveness of an agency increases as the 

percentage of agency employees who are professionals 

decreases). A reformed city could be less responsive 

because its workforce is more professionalized. 

262 
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A number of the hypotheses of this theory 

elaborate previous hypotheses. For example, H49 (The 

overall responsiveness of an agency will increase as there 

is an increase in the percentage of employees trained in a 

profession that integrates the democratic work process into 

the professional work process) elaborates Thompson's T50 

(Manipulation of professional education will result in more 

democratic control than the hierarchical approach). 

Hypothesis H49 provides a relatively precise method, a 

technique, by which professional education can increase 

responsiveness. The deduction of this technique -

integration of a democratic work process - makes use of 

motivational information developed in this theory. It is 

just such a technique that Thompson admits is lacking to 

make professional education more useful for responsiveness. 

Some of the hypotheses of this theory contradict 

existing hypotheses. For example, H56 (The responsiveness 

of an agency is greater for rule decisions than for case 

decisions) predicts a relationship opposite to Fiorina's H54 

(...bureaucrats' acquiescence in individual cases is 

probably traded for bureaucratic autonomy on broad policy). 

Fiorina in effect predicts greater responsiveness for case 

decisions than for rule decisions. This is probably because 

Fiorina fails to take into account the cumulative importance 

of case decisions, the possibility of symbolic 

responsiveness on case decisions, and the greater cost of 
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monitoring case decisions. 

The theory also reinforces a number of existing 

hypotheses in unmodified form, such as Gruber's T164 (If 

bureaucrats interact more with outsiders as a regular, 

structured part of their jobs, they will be more 

responsive). These reinforcements give additional 

justifications to the hypotheses, if only their additional 

justification within the framework of a deductive theory, 

independently of their original justification. 

Specifically, Gruber's hypothesis is reinforced by H36 

through H55, which are justified by deductions predicting 

the inherent willingness of bureaucrats to respond, in 

addition to Gruber's justifications, which are based on 

coercion. We have more confidence in the usefulness of 

testing those hypotheses, among the many possibilities, that 

are doubly justified. 

Finally, there are a number of substantially new 

hypotheses, identified as such in the text of Chapter IV. 

An example is H7 (The overall responsiveness of an agency 

will increase as the societal unemployment rate increases). 

Ranking of Hypotheses 

More than assessing the meaning and validity of 

individual hypotheses, this theory also enables us to rank 

the importance - in terms of both the magnitude of the 

expected relationship and practical usefulness - of the 
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hypotheses. It enables us to predict that hypotheses (H36 

through H55, H70, H73, and H78 through H80) based on 

manipulation of the strength of the motivations inherently 

friendly to responsiveness - the Democratic Work Process 

Motive and the Democratic Substance Motive - and a 

hypothesis (H8) based largely on the manipulation of the 

strength of the motivation inherently hostile to 

responsiveness - the Policy Substance Motive - will yield 

greater relationships when tested and more practical 

usefulness than hypotheses based on threat or based on the 

strength of any other motive. Such a ranking helps 

researchers to direct their limited resources toward testing 

the hypotheses likely to yield the greatest results. 

Especially willing bureaucrats. This theory first reveals, 

with greater justification, what some scholars have already 

proposed, consistently with common sense: that it is more 

effective, if we wish to increase responsiveness, to staff 

agencies with willingly responsive bureaucrats than to 

coerce unwilling bureaucrats with threats. Peters (1984, 

150), for example, notes, but without much justification, 

that a favorable attitude toward responsiveness will make 

responsiveness more likely. Thompson (1983, 241) notes, 

again without much justification or specific content, that 

professional education can increase responsiveness, 

presumably by increasing willingness to respond in some way. 
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Gormley (1989, 16-31) also recognizes that there are at 

least some willing bureaucrats, that their willingness is 

significant for responsiveness, and that they must be 

approached differently by participants. He also goes 

further, charging that the alternative control strategy of 

coercion can have significant effectiveness costs which 

interfere with bureaucrats' performance of their duties. 

Coercion reduces bureaucrats' discretion, and thus their 

ability to apply their expertise. It also can cause 

dysfunctional behavior (see also Blau 1963, 294-297). 

This theory elaborates and reinforces the above rather 

spare analyses. It predicts that bureaucrats having 

particular motives, strong Democratic Work Process Motive 

bureaucrats and their likely companions, Democratic 

Substance Motive bureaucrats, willingly engage in activities 

that are directly tied to responsiveness. This means, for 

one thing, that their responsiveness will be almost friction 

free, and therefore highly probable, on demand. Unwilling 

bureaucrats (bureaucrats of all other motives), on the other 

hand, are not likely to respond without threats, aside from 

strong Technical Work Process Motive bureaucrats under 

limited conditions (see p. 200). However, they are not 

certain to respond even when faced by the coercion of 

threats to their goals. They must decide whether to 

alleviate the threat by responding or by resisting. Their 

choice depends on a number of factors. Therefore, we expect 
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overall responsiveness of unwilling bureaucrats to have a 

fairly low relationship to threat. Willing bureaucrats, of 

strong Democratic Work Process Motive or strong Democratic 

Substance Motive, do not have to choose between 

responsiveness and resistance when faced by policy demands 

from participants. They have no reason to resist; they 

simply respond, consistently. Therefore, the expected 

relationship between variables affecting the strength of the 

Democratic Work Process Motive and responsiveness will be 

higher than the expected relationship between any "threat" 

variable and responsiveness. The only limit to this would 

be a scarcity of strong Democratic Work Process Motive and 

Democratic Substance Motive people in society available to 

attract into bureaucracy. An assumption of an adequate 

supply of these people seems reasonable. 

In addition we have seen that one group of unwilling 

bureaucrats, strong Policy Substance Motive bureaucrats, are 

especially resistant to threats, since responsiveness is 

itself a threat to their goals (see p. 187). Only under 

limited conditions will they respond to threats (see pp. 

191-198). Furthermore, even when threat works, it will work 

only over a limited time, further reducing the expected 

relation between coercion and responsiveness (see pp. 

157-159). 

Finally, we have seen from a practical standpoint that 

there would be significant enforcement cost to participants 
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using threat, even if the expected relation between coercive 

threat and responsiveness were greater. Since unwilling 

bureaucrats do not respond at their own initiative, they 

must be constantly monitored, at considerable cost to 

participants (see pp. 178-179, 185). Furthermore, applying 

threats can in itself be harmful to policies, including 

policies the participant may favor (see pp. 178-179, 

191-198). Only if participants actually want to cripple or 

cut back a policy (see pp. 239-240) will coercion (in this 

case, direct reduction of resources, rather than threat) be 

highly related to responsiveness, but this too will require 

monitoring and enforcement resources, and it will apply to 

only a portion of bureaucratic decisions. For all the 

reasons in this discussion of the relative importance of 

hypotheses, we would expect bureaucratic willingness to 

respond to have a much greater statistical relation to 

responsiveness than coercion, and we would also expect its 

practical applicability to be much greater. 

Those who see the usefulness of willing bureaucrats, 

however, take their presence as a given. They propose no 

methods to encourage a responsive attitude. This theory 

takes that step. This theory is different in that it 

deduces rather than assumes motivation, and it treats 

motives as variables. Therefore the theory yields a 

mechanism - frequently manipulable independent variables -

that can be used to increase or decrease in an agency the 
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strength of a particular motive, which in this case serves 

as a dependent variable. Specifically, this theory offers 

work process design as a method to increase the strength of 

a Democratic Work Process Motive (and its companion 

Democratic Substance Motive) in an agency, and thereby to 

increase the responsiveness of the agency (see pp. 209-229). 

The integration of a democratic work process into agencies 

to increase responsiveness was also proposed by Gruber 

(1987, 207-209), Lipsky (1980, 128), Mashaw (1983, 198), and 

Gormley (1989, 12), but they propose it as an aid to 

coercion by giving participants more opportunities to 

coerce. They do not make the link between a democratic work 

process and the development of a motive friendly to 

responsiveness, a strategy which is much more productive. 

This theory makes that link, greatly strengthening the 

justification of the relevant hypotheses (in this theory, 

H36 through H55, H70, H73, and H78 through H80), and 

elevating them to the top of the list of fruitful hypotheses 

to test. Furthermore, the theory specifies in greater 

detail the independent variables that will enhance the 

democratic work process and thus attract willing 

bureaucrats. The proposals concerning the design of 

professional education (see pp. 225-226), especially, have 

not previously been made. The only real problem with the 

hypotheses based on the Democratic Work Process Motive is a 

practical one. A strategy for increasing responsiveness by 
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changing motives within agencies is necessarily a long-run 

strategy. 

Especially unwilling bureaucrats. The theory identifies one 

additional variable which is especially related to 

responsiveness. Because of the innate tendency of strong 

Policy Substance Motive bureaucrats to resist participants' 

policy demands, no matter what, hypotheses predicting the 

strength of the Policy Substance Motive and relating it to 

responsiveness should yield expected relationships much 

higher than any hypotheses involving threat. The only such 

hypothesis in this theory relates professionalization of 

agencies to a strong Policy Substance Motive, and thus to 

low responsiveness (H8), but elaboration could produce more. 

Hypothesis H8, like the hypotheses based on the Democratic 

Work Process Motive, also has practical implications. If we 

want lower responsiveness, we can encourage 

professionalization of agencies. However, if we want to 

counteract this effect of existing professionalization, we 

can try to transform professionalism into a specific form 

more friendly to responsiveness (see pp. 225-226). Others 

have noted a role for policy commitment (Rourke 1976 19, 54; 

Truman 1951, 439) and professionalism (Mosher 1986, 109, 

124; Yin and Yates 1972, 75, 81-82), but they have failed to 

emphasize the central importance of these hypotheses, based 



271 

upon the inherent resistance of a Policy Substance Motive to 

responsiveness. 

Elaboration 

This theory yields many opportunities for elaboration. 

Most obviously, we can simply investigate more independent 

variables of the same type already proposed: more variables 

that affect the strength of each motive; more variables that 

affect the threats to relevant motives; and more variables 

that affect the ability of bureaucrats to resist policy 

demands. 

Elaborating further, we can move from the bivariate 

relationships of the present theory to multivariate 

relationships. Most simply, we could explore the additive 

combinations of variables which are likely to account for 

the most variation in responsiveness. In addition, there 

are at least two variables that are conditional variables, 

and multiplicative interaction involving them should yield 

especially high relationships when tested. "Threat" 

variables are most effective within the Job Security Motive. 

However, their effectiveness is conditional upon a high 

strength of the Job Security Motive (see p. 158). The 

strength of the motive is always high enough to yield some 

expected relationship between threat and responsiveness, but 

interactive variables combining determinants of strength and 

determinants of threat should yield a higher expected 
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relationship than any single variable or any additive 

combination of the same variables. The same is true of the 

level of participation (see p. 214), which affects the 

strength of the Democratic Work. Process Motive, and the 

other variables which affect the strength of the Democratic 

Work Process Motive. Whatever democratic work processes may 

be in place, their attraction for bureaucrats is conditional 

upon their actual use by participants. Multiplicative 

interactions between level of participation and the other 

determinants of Democratic Work Process Motive strength 

should yield especially high relations with responsiveness. 

A number of additional elaborations deserve brief 

mention. We could propose hypotheses about extraneous 

obstacles to bureaucrats' ability to respond (see p. 164). 

We could investigate material reward as a motivating goal 

(see p. 170). We could illuminate the "black box" of 

internal agency behavior by proposing types of agencies 

based on types of complex motivational structures which can 

be predicted and which can have differing effects on 

responsiveness. We could further illuminate the internal 

workings of agencies by considering determinants of 

effective hierarchical control within agencies in which 

differing motives may dominate different agency levels. 

Recent empirical findings (Scholz, Twombly, and Headrick 

1991; Wood and Waterman 1991) suggest that political 

appointees may be influential in inducing responsiveness. 
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and examination of the role of political appointees would be 

a useful elaboration. Finally, we can link this theory with 

theories determining the responsiveness of elected officials 

to citizens (see p. 180) and theories determining levels of 

participation (see p. 183). 

A Proposed Test 

It should not be difficult to test the propositions of 

this theory. A key proposition, for example, is H46 (The 

overall responsiveness of an agency will increase as 

bureaucrats are required to explain to participants, at the 

request of participants, the reasons for agency decisions in 

terms of the participants' demands, in a greater percentage 

of agency decisions). This section suggests a test of this 

hypothesis, though it does not propose a detailed research 

design. 

A cross section of American state agencies would 

provide a relatively varied population of decisions for the 

test. It is an especially useful population because the 

Model State Administrative Procedure Act contains a 

provision requiring bureaucrats to answer citizens' demands 

in rule decisions. The adoption or nonadoption of this 

provision by each state for each agency should provide the 

necessary variation in the independent variable. 

Cluster and stratified random sampling could be used to 

obtain a practical sample with sufficient cases for 
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different values of the independent variable. An 

appropriate number of states could first be sampled 

randomly, with the sample stratified to insure the selection 

of states that both have and have not adopted the Model 

State Administrative Procedure Act. An appropriate number 

of agencies could then be chosen randomly from these states. 

Then, depending on the number of decisions available in the 

agencies and the number required for an adequate sample, all 

decisions or a random sample of decisions could be 

investigated from each agency for a given time period. 

Because responsiveness is probably different for case and 

rule decisions (see H59) and because there will be many more 

case than rule decisions, the final sample selection should 

be stratified to include adequate numbers of both rule and 

case decisions. Alternatively, case and rule decisions 

could be investigated separately, or since the relevant 

provisions of the model act (one source but not the only 

possible source of variation among decisions) applies only 

to rule decisions, the sample could be limited to rule 

decisions. 

The variables have already been defined in a form that 

is easy to operationalize. Responsiveness is the 

concurrence between participants' preferences and final 

bureaucratic decisions. Data for final rule decisions 

should be readily available. Data for participant 

preferences in the case of rule decisions will be harder to 
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obtain. However, retention of written participant comments 

on proposed rules is often required. If case decisions are 

investigated, the information will be less readily 

available. Final agency decisions should be recorded, but 

privacy considerations may prohibit their release. Often, 

but not always, there will be written participant statements 

of some kind that may indicate policy preferences. When 

data on bureaucratic decisions and participant preferences 

have been obtained, concurrence can be determined through 

content analysis. 

The independent variable, percentage of agency 

decisions subject to the requirement, should not be 

difficult to measure. Interpretation of the law could 

reveal what kinds of agency decisions would and would not be 

covered by the requirement to answer participants' demands. 

Then the average number of each kind of decision made during 

the chosen time period could be determined, and a percentage 

calculated. 

Finally, it would be advisable to include control 

variables. Two in particular - the average level of 

participation in an agency's decisions (see H40), and the 

length of time the requirement has been in effect (see H48) 

condition the relationship between the independent variable 

of primary interest here and responsiveness. However, the 

theory at this stage of elaboration is limited to bivariate 

relationships. 



276 

Conclusion 

This theory is an improvement, in a number of ways, 

over previous theoretical work in the field of bureaucratic 

responsiveness in democracies. First, no other theory of 

broad scope has been as systematic, and no other systematic 

theory has had such broad scope. Second, this theory has 

improved on a number of existing individual hypotheses. 

Third, it has proposed new hypotheses. Fourth, it ranks 

groups of hypotheses in a way that allows us to ration our 

limited resources by investigating the hypotheses that are 

probably most fruitful. Fifth, although the theory is 

already fairly extensive, with 81 hypotheses, it also points 

to and accommodates useful elaborations. Finally, the 

variables and relationships have been designed in such a way 

as to allow empirical testing. This theory should be a 

useful step toward understanding the responsive behavior of 

bureaucrats and achieving the degree of responsiveness we 

desire. 
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