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avior of a spouse or child, friend or co-worker, as reflecting his or her
itude. If a family member performs a household chore reluctantly or
odily, we account for this by saying that he or she has an uncooperative
ulky attitude. If politicians favor higher welfare payments, we explain
by saying that they are liberals; if they want to cut those payments,
ake this as a sign that they are conservatives. Given these common
riences, the preceding chapter may strike many readers as beside the
nt, if not plain wrong. Why talk about situational imperatives and form-
xperiences when what diplomats, police officers, or antitrust lawyers
the result of their attitudes? .
hat is your view, it may come as a surprise to learn that psychologists
t find much evidence that behavior is explained by attitudes. “Re-
rather low or insignificant relations between attitudinal predictors
chavioral criteria have been accumulating for more than 40 years,” .
ude two scholars after an exhaustive surnmary of the literature.’?
- present review provides little evidence to support the postulated
nce of stable, underlying attitudes within the individual which influ-
both his verbal expression and his actions,” concludes another scholar
finishing his review of the available studies.* And in one of the most
atic tests of a social science prediction, the fears of the Labour party
f ]. Donald Kingsley turned out to be unfounded: The Labourites
0 power, passed laws enlarging the welfare state and nationalizing
tries, and the supposedly reactionary British civil servants faithfully
d out the new policies.
y do these common beliefs about the power of attitudes seem to be
ong? An attitude is a person’s evaluation of some entity (a policy, an
, another person) in his or her environment. The assumption that
des explain behavior is equivalent to saying, for example, that how
have toward our job depends on how we evaluate it (whether we
dislike it). But our behavior toward an object will be influenced not
y our evaluation of it but by the rewards and penalties associated
lternative courses of action. These influences include not only those
olled by persons in authority (our parents, our boss) but also those
olled by co-workers (for example, their approval or disapproval). When
calize that attitudes must compete with incentives for influence over
chavior, it is not surprising that attitudes often lose out to the rewards
ek or the penalties we try to avoid.
nsider intake workers in welfare offices. They interview applicants
d to Families with Dependent Children or General Relief and de-
ine their eligibility. Many observers believe that what welfare workers
 governed by their attitude toward welfare recipients: Liberals often
the workers are nosy skinflints; conservatives often suppose them
e mush-headed do-gooders. To judge from the working atmosphere
elfare offices, one might infer that the liberals are right. The offices

CHAPTER 4

Beliefs

gmmz RICHARD NIXON became president in 1969, he was worri
that the federal bureaucracy would sabotage his administration’s plan
To Nixon, the government agencies over which he nominally presid
were staffed by liberals recruited by past Democratic administrations whi
would resist his conservative policies. Richard Nathan, a political scient
has given us a vivid account of the efforts made by the Nixon Wh
House to control or bypass what were often described as “New D
bureaucrats.”! ;
Nixon’s worries were nothing new. When the Labour party came
power in Great Britain in 1945, its leaders suspected that the British ¢i
service, most of whose members had been hired by Conservative adm
istrations, would sabotage Labour plans to expand the welfare state a
nationalize major industries. To make matters worse, the higher echelon
of the British bureaucracy had been recruited from among the graduat
of the elite British universities, chiefly Oxford and Cambridge, and thes
institutions were thought to be bastions of Tory privilege and seedbed:
of Tory opinions. A book reflecting these fears had been published short
before the Labour victory. In it, J. Donald Kingsley argued that democrat
control over government was weakened to the extent that the administra
tors of government programs were unrepresentative of the people at larg;

Attitudes and Behavior

Both liberals and conservatives fear that the attitudes of bureaucrats w
determine how they define and perform their tasks. Such concerns will
strike most people as reasonable. In our daily lives we often explain t
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are unattractive, even F:.E&&Sm. Jeffrey Prottas, who spent many ~worker so as to minimize the latter’s costs, the latter provided better ser-
months observing work in several local offices of the Massachusetts De- vice; when the client refused to cooperate and thus raised the worker’s

partment of Public Welfare, described them this way: costs, the latter provided less service.®

In short, the imperatives of the situation more than the attitudes of the
worker shape the way tasks are performed in welfare offices. The key
nperative is to reconcile the wants of a variegated and somewhat suspect
oup of petitioners with the organizational need for achieving equity and
anaging the large case load.

Welfare workers, of course, must labor under the eyes of their super-
sors, and accordingly we might expect their attitudes to have only a
odest influence on their behavior. But many public employees work
ne or in pairs outside the purview of supervisors. Surely in these cases
ividual attitudes will shape behavior. Consider police officers on patrol
a racially mixed city. In 1966, sociologists Donald Black and Albert
eiss interviewed such officers in three large northern cities about their
cial attitudes. Most white officers expressed critical views of blacks. Some
these officers were, by any standard, bigoted. Black and Reiss also ar-
inged to have these officers observed while on patrol. Despite their views,
e officers arrested Emow and white suspects in comparable circumstances
about the same rate.” Here, an important aspect of task definition—
eciding. whether to use an arrest to handle a situation—was made on
ounds having little to do with the race of the suspect, and thus presum-
ly little to do with the racial attitudes of the officers. Attitudes may have
ffected how the police spoke to citizens (Black and Reiss had no data on
1at), but they did not define the job itself, i.e., the circumstances under
hich an arrest was appropriate. That seemed to be defined by the cir-
umstances of the moment (for example, whether there was a victim
resent who wanted an arrest) and by some shared understanding among
e officers as to what constituted grounds for an arrest.

‘Individual attitudes may not even determine whether in the heat and
ight of a tense moment the police shoot their guns at citizens. James
Fyfe studied police shootings in New York City. He compared the rate at
hich blacks were shot by black officers and white officers, and found that
black officers were about twice as likely to shoot at black civilians as were
white officers. When the duty assignment of these officers (e.g., what kind
precinct they worked in) was held constant, black and white officers
were about equally likely to use deadly force.!® Given this finding, it is
hard to believe that racial attitudes were the sole or even the most im-
portant determinant of police behavior.

Even when attitudes do make a difference, it is possible for, organiza-
ions to change behavior without changing attitudes. In the early 1970s,
he rate at which police officers shot civilians (who were disproportionately
black) in Birmingham, Alabama, was over four times greater than the rate
at which they shot them in Washington, D.C., even though the crime

Welfare applicants frequently have to wait several hours before they
are seen by a worker. The surroundings are not congenial. Waiting
areas are always crowded and dismal. No one can (or will) provide the
least clue to the probable length of the wait or what will happen next.
There are always some applicants who leave before seeing a worker.’

But if we conclude from these facts that welfare workers handle cliént
in this way because the former have a negative attitude toward the latter,
we shall be very much mistaken. For one thing, the people hired as welfare
workers are not substantially different from those hired to work in hotels
insurance companies, and real estate offices, where one encounters a ver
different atmosphere—typically, one that is bright, cheery, and helpfu
The reason has little to do with attitudes and almost everything to d
with incentives. In the welfare office, workers are trying to ration scarce
resources among needy clients seeking a “free” good (a welfare check)
the business firms, by contrast, are trying to induce customers to make :
voluntary purchase.

For another thing, differences in the way affairs are conducted amony
different welfare officers are largely unrelated to the attitudes of the work-
ers. Tana Pesso compared two welfare offices in Massachusetts and foun
that in one, the intake clerks treated the clients with more respect an
consideration than in the other. In the first office, the workers met wit
the clients behind closed doors, spoke to them in friendlier terms, an
gave them a bit more help as they struggled to understand the documen
they were about to sign; in the second, there was little privacy, fewe
explanations, and no extra assistance. The offices had workers with simila
backgrounds. The differences were the result of how the offices were
managed: in the first, supervisors stressed that workers be oosmaobﬁm. i
the second they did not.®

But the differences between the two offices were much less significan
than their similarities. All workers valued convenience and equity ove
accommodation and responsiveness. That is to say, the welfare worker
acted so as to minimize both the burdens of handling a clientele that wa
often complicated, demanding, and uncooperative and the likelihood tha
their decisions would later be described as unfair or unjustified. The pric
-of convenience and equity (or justifiability) was unresponsiveness to-in
dividual wants.” This is fully in accord with what Prottas found. The mor
-amenable and deferential the client, the more helpful the worker. Th
more aggressive, demanding, and knowledgeable the client, the less help
ful was the worker. Put another way, when the client cooperated with th
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rate in Washington was more than- twice as high as in Birmingham. In
Detroit, police used deadly force (again, disproportionately against blacks)
at a rate twice that of the police in Oakland, California, even though the
two cities had comparable crime rates and populations. But when new
police administrators took office in Birmingham and Detroit, the rate at
which the police used deadly force dropped dramatically even though the
crime rates were increasing.'’ It is hard to imagine that these sharp dif-
ferences and dramatic changes in behavior were the result of great differ-
ences or sudden changes in attitudes. It is more likely that they were th
result of managing rewards and penalties.
Similar findings by the dozen have come from the inquiries of industria
psychologists and sociologists. If attitudes determine behavior, then em
ployees with poor morale or little job satisfaction would display highe
rates of absenteeism and lower rates of productivity then those with high
morale and much job satisfaction. In fact, there seems to be little, if any,
relationship between satisfaction and absenteeism or productivity.’? This
is not to say that there are no individual differences related to productivity
as we shall see in chapter 8, some traits do predict job performance, but
these do not include generalized attitudes. :
Attitudes (and ideology) will influence how a job is performed if the job
is weakly defined—that is, there are few clear rules specifying how it
should be done and few strong incentives enforcing those rules. Voting
in any election is a weakly defined “job” (or role, to use the sociologists’
term). As a result, people are free to vote their beliefs. Playing second
base for the Boston Red Sox is a tightly defined job. The position and
moves of that man are shaped by very precise rules and understandings
and reinforced by powerful incentives—an umpire’s call, a manager’s fine,
an owner’s contract, a crowd’s applause. No serious baseball fan would
waste much time trying to learn about the attitudes or political opinions
of second basemen. ;
The roles that can be played in a government agency range from those
that are almost as highly defined as that of a second baseman to those
that are only slightly more structured than that of a voter. People who sit
at computers all day and type in data on social security earnings are per-
forming tasks so mechanical that one can imagine their being replaced
some day by a machine. But other tasks, like those of a police officer or
schoolteacher, are quite unroutinized. What these people do importantly
depends on varying and unpredictable circumstances. The role of an an-
titrust lawyer or a foreign service officer lies somewhere in between. Per-
sonal beliefs can have a large effect on how tasks are defined when the
role to be played is not highly specified by laws, rules, and circumstances
and when the operator playing that role receives relatively weak rewards
from the organization itself. . .
Many government agencies are filled with operators performing loose

lefined roles—lawyers, scientists, engineers, diplomats, physicians, crim-
nal investigators, forest rangers, and administrative law judges, to name
out a few. Some of these people also receive money wages from their
gencies that are less than what they could receive doing similar tasks for
rivate firms. To varying degrees, all of these operators bring to their work
dispositions about how the job ought to be done. These predispositions
me from their prior experiences, their sensitivity to professional stan-
1ds, their political ideology, and perhaps their personality characteris-
When such operators play a role that is weakly defined, they will tend
lay it in ways consistent with these predispositions.

Defining Tasks: Prior Experiences

hen a government agency is created, it is not assembled out of people
10 are blank slates on which the organization can write at will. Except
-young employees getting their first jobs, the operators will have worked
- other organizations, often other government agencies. Indeed, most
w agencies are formed out of bits and pieces of old ones—the Depart-
nt of Energy absorbed employees from the Interior Department, the
ederal Power Commission, and the Atomic Energy Commission; the
partment of Education acquired former members of the Department
Health, Education, and Welfare; the Drug Enforcement Administration
rerited investigators from the Customs Service and the Bureau of Nar-
otics and Dangerous Drugs. These people had learned certain ways of
ing things. If a new agency has ambiguous goals, the employees’ prior
periences will influence how its tasks get defined.

When the Economic Cooperation Administration (ECA) was created in
48 to implement the program of assistance to Europe popularly known
s the Marshall Plan, it had, in Herbert A. Simon’s phrase, a- “prenatal
istory.”*> Determined to get off to a fast start, the first administrator,
aul Hoffman, borrowed personnel from other government agencies. But
> did not borrow them to perform tasks that were already well under-
ood; the nation had never run a Marshall Plan before, and no one was

As a consequence, the tasks of the ECA were defined, at least at the
utset, by people who had learned how to do things in other agencies. In
the State Department there already existed a group providing interim aid
to France, Greece, and a few other countries. There were also people in
the departments of Agriculture, Commerce, and the Interior who knew
ow to find commodities and ship them overseas. These people brought
ith them to the ECA a conception of foreign aid that involved figuring

E out what kinds of commodities (wheat, oil, and so on) were needed by
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what countries and in what amounts and then approving or disapprovin hat the Director of Central Fﬂm_rmw.:oo has ?Wo mcaownsmmwm WMoHM
particular mr%Bm:ﬁm.I Because something had to be done, and quickly CIA and also makes HmmoBBm:mmco:m for the coorcina
these people were allowed to decide, without much supervision or direc tire intelligence community. . . e
tion Wwﬁwﬁro executives of the ECA, what to do and %os\. But what does one do when one 8855.@5% ém&m :m Mmowawwmmwm@.w

But there were other ways of running a foreign aid program. One was it question to which we mw.m_._ return in later chap @ ,o<m::5ma
to’ encourage economic cooperation among European nations so as to now to say that given the realities of turf ware mammmmmmoc: What
rationalize its war-torn industry and open up larger, continent-wide mar- ncies the answer is not much, and gmﬁ only én%%ﬁmw 1 R W\ﬁ hired
kets. Some people from the State Department brought this conception CIA in fact would do was voéﬂ?zu\ Emc@.:.oo by :w peop re onmlx.
with them. Another was to loan money to these countries on the basis of ¢ of these people were specialists n witng Eﬁmﬂ _mmw - @%o was
the estimated economic value of particular projects and then let the Eur mething akin to the synthesizing and oooa_smn_Mm MM wm t mrwww m%&mz.
peans use this capital to produce their own commodities and services. posed to perform. But once ﬁ.r@ mo<m55wa @Mw ed 1o out covert
People entering ECA from the Export-Import Bank brought this approach stine service capable of mm?mmbm information ath Mmﬁﬁmmq it but the
with them. A third was to use American money to help improve the erations, there was no other obvious .g:@mcﬂmr.o om”w ey many
European balance of trade. Estimates would be made of what Europe . It was a momentous change, for it brought into t mmwwio mW\AmeV
would consume and produce and of the shortfall, if any, between con- ople who had formerly worked for the Office of m:ﬂm%_w e %EW
sumption needs and production possibilities. Economists brought - this wartime agency that had not 05:.\ done research BY ¢

. methodology with them. ; \d conducted covert operations behind enemy lines. f intelligence

As Simon makes clear, no one thought through in advance what the he OSS alumni transferred to the .O~>.m conception o mo o MENm-
tasks ought to be and the organization that was created to house these otk that they had learned in an activist, highly sec HM r omw.. n mm:ma:m
tasks was designed with little regard for the work that would be done in on: produce your own intelligence by .o_m:momﬁio o oﬁﬂwmmmm mm friends
it. “If the name of the agency had been taken off the [Budget Bureau’s nd advance U.S. interests by »mwim covert m.oSo:w W: OM? aployees :
proposed organization chart, it would have been extremely difficult to nd against enemies. By 1947, @omm.&:\ one-third of the t mn .ﬁrmﬂ their
determine whether the organization was to engage in foreign assistance d come from the 0SS.Y7 Their influence was. cven mamw om S Senate
salt mining, or the practice of law.”*® ; mbers might suggest. A history o.m the agency Em% mﬁmﬂ :.oﬁ_mﬂ e part
As time passed and experience was gained, some definitions of the task ommittee investigating its activities 10 .Eum conclude M. a ﬂ%_m %m% 18
prospered and others waned. The key factors that determined the survival A’s functions, structure, and expertise Were Mﬂwéz. ﬁomﬂﬂ for the H.Ev
of a given task definition was, first, how workable it was (could people in particular, “although the Agency was mmﬁmgm M,. EEW %éﬁ? o three
fact get the job done) and how strongly it was supported by external allies ose of providing intelligence analysis to senior PO HoM:Mm mwvﬂro Agency’s

(other agencies and groups in Congress). Initially, the commodity ap- years clandestine oﬂumwwgo:m became and continued o . ,

proach prevailed—there were people at their desks who knew how to shi sreeminent activity.” N . .

goods abroad and they had allies in other agencies. The economic ooo% . This shift did not occur mc:%S.COSmF nor was 1t ?Mﬁ oﬁmmwwoﬁwm mw_w M“_.

eration approach did not make much headway. No one knew how to agging the dog. The OSS ovﬁmco:.& veterans vnoﬁmwr ﬁo 1 ation's

produce “cooperation,” and if it were produced at all it would have to be eriences that constituted an m:m:.umﬁé mmmsios of-t a o“wnm:d ed
done overseas, in the Paris office of the ECA, rather than in Washington. entral task. The choice oo:maos,:wm the agency émm A.S M&: érwﬁ the

Thus, this approach was not likely to dominate thinking at agency head- orm) “to coordinate” and “to act. Zovom.% was qui a:oMEm L ould

quarters. In time, the economists working on the balance-of-trade ap- first meant but everybody was aware that, if done at a%, that would nat-

proach began to win out over the pure commodity specialists. make the CIA a rival of 0.99 Eﬂm:_m.m:o@ oﬂmmm:Nmﬁo:mﬁro MN@& by some

Experiences in other agencies also helped define what tasks the newly rally resent and resist being guided, interpreted, %H syn &Mmmw o olved
formed Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) would perform. When it was pstart bureau. OSS veterans knew exactly wmrmwﬁw € wmmom_. ence mmodommw
created (first by executive order in 1946, then by statute in 1947), the CIA because they had done it ».oﬂ. many years. t omc :M Mr_m was easier to
was intended to be a coordinating mechanism that would mv\:ﬁrm&Nm the _might resent a rival clandestine collection effort, but tha v T St
foreign intelligence produced by other agencies, in particular the State tolerate than a coordinating omoﬂ. And the other mmocwmv mm% o mnmﬁosm _

Department and the military services. Its tasks were supposed to be “co- _were not eager to take on one kind of sceret work—coVert o

ordination, planning, evaluation, and dissemination.”'® Today people for- _ abroad.
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The OSS alumni brought with them a clear, workable task; the Agency
soon saw that this task helped it solve its organizational maintenance
problem. The Agency’s political superiors, deeply worried about Soviet
expansion in Eastern Europe and Soviet-sponsored civil wars in Western ,,
Europe, were delighted to have at their disposal an agency that could do |
something about these things.?! And do it they did: The CIA helped
finance elections in Italy, organize revolution in Guatemala, and direct
counterrevolution in Iran. ‘

The impact of organizational experience on the definition of tasks is
perhaps most vivid in the joint military commands that bring together
officers from the army, navy, and air force. Everyone recognizes, of course,
that members of a military service, or any organization, will try to defend
and advance the interests of their parent organizations whenever they are
placed in an interorganizational setting. That is a matter to be explored.
more fully in the chapter on autonomy and turf. I am here arguing a
different point: that prior organizational. experiences affect how new or-

ganizational tasks are defined even when there is no desire to engage in
turf wars. ;

3&7&@ explain why navy and air force officers may tend to do less well
managing interservice coordinating tasks than their army counterparts.

Defining Tasks: Professional Norms

During a typical week, the Federal Trade OOSEW&OD.%HOV in downtown
ashington, D.C., receives several dozen letters from H:m:.:m_:m_m mua firms
mplaining about what the writers believe are the unfair business prac-
es of certain enterprises. These letters are screened by an Omm.om of
valuation consisting of several attorneys. Many of the letters are 25@._%
mipes about behavior that does not violate any Wmmﬂm_ law; others contain
usations that may involve a violation; and mE._ others call mﬁo:ﬂo:. to
hat appear to be clear cases of wrongdoing. While 9@% letters are being
viewed, the Office also learns from newspaper stories mvocﬁ planned
rporate mergers. If the merger is a large one, a.._m firms involved must
. stify the FTC directly. Meanwhile, moo:o.z:m_”m in ﬁro FTC make aﬂo‘
Arthur T. Hadley, a journalist with extensive military experience, has mendations for the investigation of certain industries that seem ﬁm. e
remarked on how a military service, especially in wartime, gives to its fominated by a small number of large firms oﬁﬁrm.ﬁ appear to be BW E_m
members a distinctive way of looking at new tasks.” An army officer learns normally high profits, All of these sources of EWOH.BmSo: go to an r/.\mm
to be part of an organization that can do nothing without extensive co- tion Committee that recommends to the top officials of the FTC whic
ordination of human efforts. The smallest self-contained fighting unit is a ses should be investigated and which should not. . . .
division AOH a reinforced H@WMEOSHV OODmMmEUW of E‘HOCmmD&m of UOHmOZDmE In H@NOTEA% these QGmemOH_mv the FTC gets Hmﬁ—\.uwwu little guil mﬁm‘m QH_OB
performing a myriad of specialized tasks. Tanks, artillery, infantry, anti- e statutes. These are the Federal Trade OoBEHmﬂos >m~ mwm the ¥ ay-
aircraft, signals, engineering, and intelligence must operate on the basis on Act. They make it illegal for firms to engage in :.:mm:. or “deceptive
of a common plan. But even this unit can only survive if it moves in nethods of competition, practice certain forms &%Som m_moda__usmrow, m:
concert with other regiments and divisions. Moreover, army officers are buy (or merge with) other firms if the effect of this may be to .m:_,ﬁm.: _M.M
open to constant inspection by higher-ranking officers. The army experi- essen competition or tend to create a Bosowo&\. As Uor:omn_ moﬁ:wa
ence produces people who can accept, more easily than representatives Robert A. Katzmann and others have _x.u:.:mm out, these wor W ,m__w% roo
of other services, the coordinating tasks that are the reason for existence gue to provide clear guidelines moa. deciding what to do. %rm. c as
of joint military commands and staffs. produced an Operating Manual, but it does not tell the Evaluation Max
The young naval officer has a different experience. A ship is a self- ittee exactly what these statutory words are supposed to mean or omz
contained unit that can be maneuvered independently of other units. On o decide what cases to bring.” Yet cases are brought and _m.:ﬂv\mﬁwm go N
board ship, hierarchy is powerful and actions are constantly monitored, work on them. Somehow, the tasks of the FTC get defined with sufficien
but among ships there is a freedom of action and degree of isolation from clarity to enable its staff to know what to do. . _—
the rest of the military (and society at large) that is much greater than What does tell the employees of the FTC what to do is, 8% ﬂmE can
what a typical army officer experiences. Air force pilots acquire the great- degree, the professional norms that they have learned and the career
est tendencies toward independence. Flying a jet aircraft is a solitary and pportunities those professions hold out to them. ; .ﬁ
exuberant activity that requires exceptional physical skills. Those profi- Medicine, nursing, engineering, economics, the _mélﬁr@mw an wooc:_ .
cient at it tend, in Hadley’s view, to be somewhat intolerant of those who less other occupations are popularly referred to as, professions. People
_engaged in a profession often get more respect, income, and deference

are not, especially those who haven’t even tried. Hadley’s characterization nget e lar label is not a
of the consequences of military experience, which he admits is overdrawn than do people who work at “ordinary” jobs. But a popular

e
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at or were influenced by the University of Chicago. “Chicago economics”
emphasizes the social benefits of free markets. .
The lawyers reply that economists, especially Chicago ones, are prone
pick cases on the basis of economic theory rather than legal n.mmraw
cases that are difficult to investigate and may find little support in the
urts. At the extremes, a lawyer is happiest with an allegation ﬁrmﬁ. E\.o
mpanies have illegally conspired to fix prices, while an economist is
ppiest with the discovery that the size and .Bm%ﬁ power of the Exxon
rporation may reduce competition in the oil 5&55\”
Differences within the FTC over what the agency’s job should be are
simply professional preferences about policy choices; FQ\ are com-
ing visions, sometimes invested with a good deal of mEoroP as to how
t to discharge a public responsibility. Lawyers sometimes Hmmmw. to econ-
mists as “case killers,” “dogmatic” people engaged 5. :Oom.ﬁwwx_mm. .m,Oa
ir part, economists see themselves as social scientists—as dispassion-
searchers for truth”; lawyers, on the other hand, are seen as wm.oEo
ss interested in truth than in finding facts to support a predetermined
s
mmrm government lawyers’ professional orientation ﬁoém& @.Homo.ozmo:
as also noted by Arthur Maass in his study of federal investigations .Om
tate and local political corruption. Federal law provides no clear justifi-
ation for the many heavily publicized cases brought by U.S. attorneys
gainst mayors, judges, city councilmen, and state _mmﬁmﬁoa. Nor can the
sire for partisan advantage explain the sharp growth in such cases since
e mid-1970s: prosecutors in both Republican and Democratic adminis-
rations have pressed these investigations. What drives the program, Maass
oncludes, “is the prosecutorial mentality” coupled with the _umamo:.& ca-
er benefits that come from having sent some corrupt local official to
co 26
. But lawyers are not wholly professional in their outlook. HT.Q\ are, m.mmﬂ
1, trained to serve the interests of a client and may do this with little
egard for what other lawyers think. Even in the FTC, some lawyers
ndorsed the shift toward investigating large structural cases of the sort
hat, beginning in the 1970s, many FTC ooEEmmmmo:mE. favored. >:m,
personal advantage, such as getting a job in a big firm or _mﬁum the mﬁocsm‘
ork for a campaign for governor, reinforces their occupational bias to-
ward vigorous prosecution. o
Engineers, on the other hand, rarely benefit personally ?oﬁ bringing
the norms of the engineering profession into government service. ﬁ\rm:
they define vague or ambiguous tasks in ways that oommo:d to engineering
predilections, it is usually without the added incentive m.:q m::m.:omm op-
portunities for winning elective office. This strong professional .o.:n.w:_“mfo:
helps explain why the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration

useful definition. What is distinctive about members of a profession, a
least for purposes of explaining organizational behavior, is not how much
status, income, or deference they receive but the sources of these rewards;
A professional is someone who receives important occupational rewards
from a reference group whose membership is limited to people who have
undergone specialized formal education and have accepted a group-de.
fined code of proper conduct. The more the individual allows his or her
behavior to be influenced by the desire to obtain rewards from this ref
erence group, the more professional is his or her orientation. Thus, not
every member of an occupation whom we think of as a professional may
in fact be a professional. An attorney who serves a client even when that
service is likely to incur the displeasure of the bar association and law
school professors is not a professional (though he or she may be an ex.
cellent attorney); by the same token, a physician who follows the proce
dures recommended by other physicians and by medical school professors
even when it is not in the best interests of the doctor is highly professional.

In a bureaucracy, professionals are those employees who receive some
significant portion of their incentives from organized groups of fellow
practitioners located outside the agency. Thus, the behavior of a profes
sional in a bureaucracy is not wholly determined by incentives controlled
by the agency. (We might define a bureaucrat as someone whose occu ;
pational incentives come entirely from within the agency.) Because the
behavior of a professional is not entirely shaped by organizational incen
tives, the way such a person defines his or her task may reflect more the
standards of the external reference group than the preferences of the
internal management. _

The tasks performed by employees of the Federal Trade Commission
crucially depend on whether they are lawyers or economists. As Robert
Katzmann has shown, attorneys prefer to pursue a case in which there is
clear evidence that the conduct of some firm violates the law. They are
prosecution-minded. This orientation reflects both their training in the
law and court procedures and (in many cases) their desire to use the skills
they develop at the FTC to land a job with a well-paying, prestigious law
firm. They evaluate potential cases on the basis of the strength of the
evidence and the reigning interpretation of antitrust law. Economists, by
contrast, are trained to evaluate potential cases in terms of their likely
impact on consumer welfare. To them, an easily prosecuted case of busi-
ness misconduct may have no impact on the prices consumers pay or the
quality of goods they receive, and so economists argue against taking on
these cases and in favor of finding cases that involve large concentrations
of economic power that if broken up might unleash competitive forces
which will make consumers substantially better off.2 Moreover, the FTC
economists are disproportionately drawn from among those who studied
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(NHTSA) has acted as it has in discharging its responsibility to reduce
death and injury on the highways. By law, NHTSA could have chosen to
improve the skills and habits of drivers, enhance the design of roads, or
eliminate the defects in the autos; to some extent, it has done all three,
But to a remarkable degree, it has favored changing the automobile rather
than the driver or the highway. Charles Pruitt explains this as the result
of the decision to staff the agency predominantly with engineers. In part
this decision was made knowing—and wanting—its consequences.

Born in a crisis atmosphere after a bruising congressional attack on the
auto manufacturers, NHTSA felt it had to take immediate, highly visible
action to improve auto safety. Educating people to drive more safely was
a policy that would have taken years to produce results (if in fact it would
have produced any results at all); redesigning the car to meet federal
standards could be done much more quickly. The redesign that could be
made the fastest was one intended to make the car more “crashworthy”-=
for example, less likely to impale a driver on a steering column or light
switch. No doubt cars have become more crashworthy in part as a result.

- of NHTSA rules, thereby vindicating the initial hiring decisions. But the
decision to staff the agency with crash engineers (instead of specialists in
driver education, alcohol abuse, or highway design) had long-term conse-
quences that may not have been intended.* These engineers worked per-
sistently and enthusiastically to require the installation of air bags (devices
that, in the event of a crash, deploy automatically to protect the occu:
pants), despite the intense political controversy engendered by this pro:
posal. Moreover, NHTSA resisted demands from other federal agencies
that it devote more attention to human and environmental factors in
highway safety.?’ : ‘

The impact of the engineering profession on the work of the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) has been frequently re-
marked. When the space shuttle Challenger exploded, killing its crew,
there was a review to find out what happened. The engineers in NASA
and the firms supplying NASA were a gifted and dedicated group that
had accomplished extraordinary feats. But their approach to their work
may have created blind spots. Engineers value quantitative data and dis-
trust personal opinions. Thus, the anxieties that some may have felt about
the readiness of the shuttle to be launched were not as forcefully ex-
pressed as they might have been or attended to as seriously as they should
have been because they were perceived as hunches, not facts or numbers.

One engineer working on Challenger put it this way: “I have been per-
sonally chastised in flight readiness reviews at Marshall [Space Flight Cen-

ter] from using the words ‘I feel’ or I think,” and I have been cruci-
*Hiring scientists and engineers shapes private firms as well as public agencies. For an

nmq_f:&mrm:_wooocmrmmoﬂoBm:EmmsmOmonmZ.,m»mzﬂoﬁﬂa Management of Inno-
vation (London: Tavistock, 1961), 174-76. :
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Even established bureaucracies with strong professional traditions al-
eady in place can be altered by inserting a new profession. The >3.&\
Jorps of Engineers and the Forest Service both have changed the way in
hich they approach certain tasks because they were obliged to r:m. a
arge number of persons who identify with the emerging environmentalist
rofessions. The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires fed-
al agencies to take into account the environmental impact of their proj-
ts. To do this they must prepare (among other things) environmental
vmoﬁ statements (EIS), and therefore must hire people skilled mﬁ pre-
ring such reports—biologists, ecologists, biochemists, and the like. In
84, when Serge Taylor published his account of the EIS process, the
0 agencies employed between them several hundred of these new pro-
ssionals.* In this way, attention to different values' was institutionalized
ngoing organizations, but at a price: having tasks defined by rival
fessions weakened the ability of the agencies to develop and maintain
hared sense of mission.

The Forest Service, for example, was an organization dominated by a.
gle professional culture when Herbert Kaufman studied it in the 1950s.
the:1980s it had become divided into many different professional cul-
res. Today foresters have to contend with engineers, biologists, and
onomists, among others. The foresters dislike the tendency of engineers
0 elevate mechanical soundness over natural beauty, of biologists to worry
more about endangered species than about big game, and of economists
o put a price on things foresters regard as priceless.*! This is a ﬁowwo.ﬁo
ch:we shall return when we discuss the sense of mission in agencies

ment to set down and apply rules for campers, engineering to build facil-
ities for them. The task became defined as managing people more than
managing parks. There was never an effort to develop a park ranger profes-
sion that was rooted in science and higher education. Even today, the
main career track in the Park Service is the “ranger” track, by which is
meant experience in visitor protection and safety, and not the naturalist
track, which includes research. The ranger track, reports Alston Chase, a.
Park Service critic, is officially classified as nonprofessional, with no edu-
cational prerequisites beyond a high-school diploma.’* The few scientists
in the service have little influence.>* In 1985 the Park Service, %EorU
manages over three hundred parks, spent about $16 million on research
less than the budget of one Forest Service experiment station. .

One consequence of these differences in operator values can be found
in how the two services manage visitors. Craig W. Allin found that even
in comparable areas attracting comparable visitors, the Forest Service gives
less emphasis to regulating visitor use than does the Park Service. The
Park Service, like the Forest Service, has been deeply embroiled in con-
troversy, especially since a vast brush fire ravaged Yellowstone Park in
1988. At issue are the age-old questions of popular access versus wilderness
preservation; managing the wildlife versus deferring to natural forces; and
fighting fires by “letting them burn” versus practicing controlled burn-
ing.”” Each agency handles its controversies in characteristic ways: the
Forest Service engages in extraordinarily detailed planning and research
activities designed to defend its view of correct forest management;*® the
Park Service searches for external allies and engages in periodic changes
of direction.* ;

Politicians and interest groups know that professionals can define tasks
in ways that are hard for administrators to alter, and so one strategy for
changing an organization is to induce it to recruit a professional cadre
whose values are congenial to those desiring the change. We have seen
already how the supporters of highway safety worked to insure that crash
engineers were hired by NHTSA, thereby giving that agency at birth a
distinctive focus. By the same token, the tendency (explained in chapter
3) of the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) to work
harder on improving safety than on health standards began to give way
to a greater concern for health matters as OSHA began to hire more and
more research scientists and public health experts. These professionals
were less concerned with finding the bureaucratically easiest task and
more concerned with focusing agency efforts on what their professional
techniques identified as hazards and their professional norms taught them
to take seriously.* ,

Political Ideology -

n the United States the higher levels of the federal government are staffed
v bureaucrats who are more liberal than the population at large and
ertainly more liberal than business executives. Stanley Rothman and S.
Robert Lichter interviewed two hundred top-level career administrators
in a variety of federal agencies. Over half described themselves as politi-
ally liberal and said they had voted for George McGovern for president
in 1972; nearly two-thirds voted for Jimmy Carter in 1976. Overwhelm-
ngly they supported a woman’s right to an abortion and agreed that
nvironmental problems are serious. On the other hand, they displayed
o generalized antipathy toward American society: the great majority be-
lieved that private enterprise is fair to workers and that less regulation of
business would be good for the country; only a tiny fraction thought the
nation should move toward socialism.*

*That I have described the Forest Service as a professional organization and the Park
Service as a nonprofessional one does not mean that I think the former is good and the
latter bad. Professionalism and nonprofessionalism each can lead to good or bad outcomes,
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‘There were important differences among senior bureaucrats depending
on the kind of agency for which they worked. Those employed by “activ:
ist” agencies (such as the Environmental Protection Agency, the Con-
sumer Products Safety Commission, and the Department of Health and
Human Services) were significantly more liberal than those employed by
“traditional” agencies (such as the Departments of Agriculture, Com-
merce, and the Treasury). In the activist agencies, bureaucrats were more
likely than their counterparts in traditional agencies to say that women
and blacks should get preference in hiring, that poor people are the victims
of circumstances, and that U.S. foreign policy has aimed at protecting
business.** *

Essentially the same conclusions were reached by Joel Aberbach and
Bert Rockman in their survey of senior bureaucrats holding office at
the time Richard Nixon was president. They found evidence that Nixon
was correct in his perception of bureaucratic ideology—that the officials
were more liberal than he—and that the most liberal of all were in the
social service agencies. Over 90 percent of the Democrats in these activist
agencies were classified by Aberbach and Rockman as on the left By
contrast, only 25 percent of the Democrats in traditional agencies were
leftists.** ‘ ,

These findings show that liberals who worry that high-level bureaucrats
will have conservative opinions are wrong. In retrospect, it is clear that
Kingsley was mistaken to think that because they are unrepresentative of
the public at large, bureaucrats will prefer the status quo. Conservatives
who fear the liberalism of bureaucrats do have grounds for concern, but
exactly how much concern is not at all clear. We really don’t care what
bureaucrats think, we care what they do. Does ideology determine be-
havior? There is no systematic evidence bearing on this question.

From what already has been said about attitudes and behavior, we would
expect ideology to make little difference in routinized or highly structured
roles. There is no liberal or conservative way to deliver the mail or issue
a driver’s license. The example of police arrest and shooting practices
suggests that there are even limits to how much difference personal beliefs
can make in relatively ambiguous roles. But that still leaves a lot of ground
to cover. ;

What some of that ground may look like is suggested by Jeremy Rabkin’s
account of the development of the Office for Civil Rights (OCR).* Cre-
ated in 1965 to implement various civil rights laws, the OCR had a great
deal of latitude in defining its own task. It is charged with insuring that
no “program or activity receiving federal financial assistance” shall prac-
tice discrimination with regard to race, color, sex, handicap, or national
origin. If discrimination were shown, the guilty organization could lose its
federal funding. It was left to OCR to decide what constituted a “program
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is surrounded by its political parents—people and groups eager to applaud
behavior that is consistent with the zeal of those who won the fight to
create the agency.

Police officers have a great deal of discretion, but that does not mean
that their tasks are vaguely defined. It only means that what they do i
not clearly defined by formal organizational rules. Their work is shaped
by informal understandings that are the product of daily, street-level con-
tact with clients and years of on-the-job experience. These contacts and
experiences tell police officers how to handle unruly citizens, when to use
deadly force, what demeanor will win the approval of more senior col
leagues, and which arrests will both stand up in court and be rewarded
by promotion boards. The outside observer may not notice these sources
of task definition and thus suppose that officers are free to do whatever
they want; but that conclusion is wrong—and when it leads to ill-consid
ered efforts to change behavior by writing rules, it is mischievous.

This perspective on ideology suggests that the formative years of a
policy-making agency are of crucial importance in determining its behay-
ior. As with people, so with organizations: Childhood experiences affect
adult conduct. This means, as will be argued at length in chapter 6, that
one must study history.

Agencies, like adults, learn from experience, and so the formative
childhood years are only part of the story. Bureaucracies will in time
acquire a distinctive personality or culture that will shape the attitudes
of people who join these organizations; this also is discussed in chap-
ter 6. When critics of an older agency complain that bureaucrats with the
“wrong attitude” are determining its behavior, they are often reversing the
causal process. The agency is in fact producing certain attitudes in its
members. . ‘

There is a good deal of evidence 'that the political views of bureaucrats.
tend to correspond to their agency affiliation more than they reflect their
social status. Kenneth Meier and Lloyd Nigro looked at the beliefs of a
sample of higher-level federal civil servants and found that the social origins
of these officials explained only about 5 percent of variance in their opin-
lons; agency affiliations, on the other hand, explained much more.* Bet-
nard Mennis compared foreign service officers and military officers per-
forming similar jobs, mostly having to do with managing foreign political
and international-security affairs. He found that their policy views differed
sharply in the way one would expect: The foreign service officers were
more liberal, the military officers more conservative. But these differences
existed despite the fact that the social backgrounds of the two groups of
officials were about the same.’® As Charles Goodsell summarized these

studies, “the agency positions in which bureaucrats ‘sit’ have much to do
with where they ‘stand.’””!

Defining Tasks: Bureaucratic Personality
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A similar study was carried out by Melvin Kohn in the 1960s and pub-
lished in 1971. The data in this research came from answers to interview
questions rather than from the interpretation of TAT stories, and the
subjects were drawn from a somewhat different sample—about three
thousand men employed in a variety of civilian occupations. The degree
to which their employing organization was bureaucratic was scored by
counting the number of hierarchical levels in it. The results suggest that
men employed in the more bureaucratic organizations were more likely
to display intellectual flexibility and value self-direction and new experi-
ences than was the case of men employed in less bureaucratic organiza-
tions. One reason for this finding may be that the employees of bureau-
cratic organizations tended to have more schooling than those of other
kinds of organizations, and education (or the individual traits that correlate
with education, such as intelligence) may produce those qualities detected
in the survey.>* E

Charles Goodsell has reviewed a number of studies of the same sort as
Kohn’s, and most produce the same results.”> There are exceptions. An
experiment in which business managers and public-school administrators
played a game involving choices between big payoffs with high risk and
low payoffs with small risk revealed that the businessmen were more likely
to accept risk than the school officials.”® Given the greater rewards in a
successful business career and the greater security in many (but not all)
government careers, it would be surprising if there were no differences in
the kinds of people found in each. But there is as yet no strong, consistent
evidence that the two careers attract different personalities.

encies were now performing more complex tasks for which special train-
g was thought to be necessary, partly because the work force came to
nsist of a higher proportion of people with some professional training,
nd partly because the employment of professionals seemed to lend cred-
Wity and legitimacy to agency activities. The FTC in 1914, the NLRB
1935, the CIA in 1947, the ECA in 1948, the OCR in 1965, and OSHA
1970 would have offered opportunities for personal beliefs to shape
ks simply because they were new; the agencies had choices to make
nd little in their statute specified what choices should be made. In ad-
jon, these agencies reflected the Progressive confidence that good peo-
le would define tasks in the right way, even without statutory guidance.
t the “right way” is a matter of some dispute about which lawyers,
onomists, diplomats, engineers, spies, and civil rights activists have very

As we shall see, an effort began in the 1970s to avoid making these
o.mm grants of discretionary power to the new agencies that éma.ﬁrm:
ing created. This change was not, however, prompted by a desire to
duce the power of the professionals or the ideologues but rather by the
lief that agencies having wide discretion were more likely to be captured
utside interest groups. It is important, therefore, to assess the extent
which professional norms (and possibly political ideology) can withstand
ternal pressure. It is to that subject that we now turn.

Conclusions

Prior experiences and professional norms (and their attendant career op-
portunities) certainly influence the behavior of rank-and-file bureaucrats;
political ideology may have an effect, but we do not have enough evidence
to speak confidently about this. Experience, professionalism, and ideology
are likely to have their greatest influence when laws, rules, and circum-
stances do not precisely define operator tasks. . ‘

For decades, the number of agencies. conferring broad discretion on
operators steadily increased. Driven by an optimistic belief in the ability
of nonpartisan experts effectively to manage complex economic affairs,
Congress told many regulatory agencies with respect to some problem to
do whatever would serve “the public interest.” In these cases, the powers
of the state were turned over, at least initially, to appointed officials who
could make choices based on their beliefs and professional norms. More:
over, more professionals were hired to staff the government partly because



