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Abstract

Despite theoretical and empirical advances in the field of representative
bureaucracy, scholars have yet to come to consensus on how to best define and
measure the term. Many contemporary studies of representative bureaueracy
contextually circumscribed focusing primarily on descriptive reprasentof race
and gender, street and executive level employees and redistributive agémcies
addition, few studies have examined the potential for negative effects of
representative bureaucracy. These limitations appear to be driven in part by
theoretical restrictions and data availability as most studies rely ontgtiaat
policy output. In order to overcome these limitations, this project examines
bureaucrats’ role perception, focusing specifically on how they view theirgole a
representatives. The primary methodological tool is Q Methodology. Using a
mixed methodology, this project provides a comprehensive and inclusive approach
to representative bureaucracy thus avoiding limitations from data avajlafdihe
findings suggest current understanding of representative bureaucrabgmay
incomplete. Q sort analysis reveals four possible bureaucratic worldwoessdit
representation suggesting the concept requires a more comprehensive and nuanced
theoretical approach. Additionally, the data suggests the current thabreti
boundaries may be unnecessarily restrictive. For example, the data shows
representative bureaucracy may occur without descriptive representation, and
characteristics other than race and gender may be important. Addjtiatial

organizations appear to be valid subjects for empirical analysis although



organizational variables may influence representation. The data alatsreve
possible alternative data sources that may be used in future studies. Examining
potential negative effects, the data suggests that scholars may haveg actuall
overlooked additional positive effects. In order to truly understand and utilize the
concept of representative bureaucracy, the theoretical framework and ehigirsc

by which we study representative bureaucracy needs to be revisited.
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CHAPTER ONE
THE PUZZLE OF REPRESENTATIVE BUREAUCRACY

INTRODUCTION

Representation is the cornerstone of American democracy. While scholars
have extensively explored the concept of representation as it applies ltlegss
they have given this concept considerably less attention as it applies teciea-e
bodies such as bureaucracies. Modern bureaucracies hold considerable power
throughout the policy process, yet they lack electoral accountability mectsanis
This power coupled with a lack of accountability mechanisms leads to fundamental
problems for democratic theory. Scholars have sought to reconcile democratic
theory and the power of bureaucracy through the theory of representative
bureaucracy. Given the power of modern bureaucracies in the policy process and
their lack of electoral accountability, the field of representative buraeyis
imperative for scholars in American politics and public administration dswe
policymakers.

The idea of representation is central to democratic theory. Bureas;raci
while comprised of primarily unelected officials, are powerful insbiiin
contemporary democracies that exercise power throughout the policymaking
process. While they exercise considerable power, bureaucracies ldoka¢lec
accountability which raises questions of their legitimacy under demothnatry.

The concept of representative bureaucracy is a key component of understanding

contemporary democracy. Government reform has made this an increasingly



important topic of discussion. Movements such as New Public Management further
increase the power of the bureaucracy to influence policy through increasing
bureaucratic discretion (Kelly, 1998). Bureaucratic discretion is a keneateof
representative bureaucracy (Sowa and Selden, 2003; Meier and Bohte, 2001). As
this discretion increases, so does the potential for representation to occur in the
bureaucracy. As the potential for representative bureaucracy increases, it i
important to understand the extent to which bureaucrats see themselves as
representatives, under what circumstances they see themselves astaprese
and what the effects may be of this role.

Scholars have studied and debated the concept of representative bureaucracy
as far back as Kingsley (1944). The basic premise of representative bacgascr
that a diverse bureaucracy will lead to more responsive public policy. Wwadkis
representative bureaucracy may help ensure that all interests aremntegtaséhe
formulation and implementation of policy (Selden, 1997). While there is consensus
among contemporary scholars regarding the most basic underlying idea of
representative bureaucracy, many questions remain unanswered in thigditerat

Scholars have yet to develop a consistent definition and measures of
representative bureaucracy. Lack of consensus on the definition of representative
bureaucracy may impede progress in this field both theoretically and emypiricall
Without an agreed upon definition, scholars may be in danger of conceptual
stretching. According to Collier and Mahon (1993), conceptual stretching is the

distortion that occurs when a concept is applied to an increasing number of new



cases in which it may not have a sufficiently similar meaning from one cds® to t
next. Conceptual stretching threatens validity and accuracy of measurermest. T
without a sound definition, scholars are not able to verify the accuracy of their
measurements when examining the presence or effects of representative
bureaucracy. It poses additional problems when trying to aggregate resadts acr
studies. Accurate measurements with some ability to aggregate stoidiss are
imperative for evaluating important policy decisions such as the success and
consequences of affirmative action policies.

Scholars have long noted the positive consequences of representative
bureaucracy. The benefits include: symbolic commitment to equal access to power
for various groups in society, bureaucratic expertise and experience, @accurat
reflection of group preferences through policy outputs as well as agenda setting,
group willingness to cooperate, and more efficient use of resourcesn(SEI9F).
These are all required at some level for government to function properly. If
representative bureaucracy has the potential to provide the ingredients ryefcessar
effective government, it stands to reason that scholars must devise moresnonsist
and meaningful definitions and assessments of representative bureaucracy.

Additionally, most contemporary works are contextually circumscribed
focusing almost exclusively on descriptive representation of race and genoieg
street and executive level bureaucrats within redistributive agencies. itioradd
few studies compare representation across levels or policy areas. Otlesrdiodi

literature, such as organizational theory and policy, have explored the differenc



between levels and policy types. Scholars have not yet analyzed how these
differences may shape the process of representation. .

Representative bureaucracy is a concept that is important for scholars as
well as policymakers. In addition to the positive effects, it is imperatite tha
scholars pay close attention to the potential costs of representative bungaucrac
There are several possible areas where trade-offs may occur.inEneasing
representation for one group may occur at the expense of another group. This
possible zero-sum effect should be taken into account in the overall analysis of
representative bureaucracy. Additionally, representative bureaucradyaveay
negative effects on organizational goals such as efficiency and accountabilit
Scholars need to understand the potential costs of representative bureaucracy in
order to develop mechanisms by which to mediate them. To date, studies of these
guestions have been limited and produced contradictory findings.

A recent case that illustrates the potential for group trade-offs is the Ne
Haven firefighter’s case. IRicci v. DeStefan{2009), the city of New Haven did
not accept the results of promotion examinations based on statistical @sparait
impact as white candidates had outperformed minority candidates. The lowsr cour
upheld the city’s decision, but the Supreme Court reversed this decision by a 5-4
vote arguing the city’s action violated Title VII (McConnell and Pierre, 2008is
case highlights the enduring questions of potential group trade-offs as the oésult
the exam pitted Hispanics against African Americans, persons with digabiliti

against persons of color.



The existing limitations in the field of representative bureaucracy appea
be driven in part by theoretical restrictions and data availability. Muogireal
studies rely on quantitative policy output. For example, education studies typically
use standardized test scores to measure active representation. In ordexcimever
the limitations created by a lack of data availability, this projedtexamine
bureaucrats’ role perception, focusing specifically on how they view theirgole a
representatives. While a significant amount of legislative literébareses on role
perception, scholars have yet to fully explore whether and how bureaucrats view
themselves as representatives.

Understanding how bureaucrats see themselves as representatives is
important for several reasons. First, as previously noted, relying on quantitative
policy outputs restricts the context by which representative bureaucracy can be
studied. The concept of role perception has the potential to allow scholars to break
through the restrictions created by problematic data collection that hatezllim
studies of representative bureaucracy to relatively few contexts.ikrgars
bureaucratic role perception allows this concept to be studied regardless of the
organizational context. In addition, it offers the possibility to make comparisons
between bureaucrats at different levels of the bureaucracy and differenfyp
agencies. Understanding how bureaucrats’ view their role as repressraative
how these perceptions differ or remain constant across levels and ageacies is
critical step in developing more precise definitions and measures ofeafatve

bureaucracy and its consequences. Finally, studying role perception offers the



potential to provide insight into future empirical possibilities that have been ignored
up to this point.

This type of exploratory work is useful in a field that is riddled with so many
gaps and inconsistencies. The results of this project will provide fexilmds for
more narrow and specific empirical inquiry in the future. This project wdhagit
to clarify our existing understanding of representative bureaucracy asswell
expand the way we study this concept. The analysis provides guidance on how to
define and measure representative bureaucracy in a more specific and subsequentl
more meaningful way.

THE RESEARCH PROBLEM

Despite the growing body of representative bureaucracy literatere, dhe
still many unanswered questions in the field. The three primary reseastlogse
this project seeks to answer are:

1. How should we define representative bureaucracy? Theoretically, whaheoes
term representation mean as it applies to bureaucracy?

This project seeks to provide insight to this question by exploring how
bureaucrats conceptualize representation. Despite inconsistencies thrabhghout
literature, most scholars use the term representative bureaucasyraanym for
descriptive representation. In other words, representative bureaucrasgdsdn
demographic similarities between bureaucrats and the population. Does
representative bureaucracy require descriptive representation? Forénenien

studying descriptive representation as it applies to the bureaucracy, what



characteristics are important to consider? Kingsley's originghtesa of
representative bureaucracy dealt primarily with social class. Howeuast, m
contemporary scholars focus exclusively on race and gender.

In order to better define representative bureaucracy, this project bhifts t
level of analysis seeking to provide clarity to the concept of representative
bureaucracy by examining how bureaucrats conceptualize representation as i
applies to their role. Bureaucrats are asked directly whether and hove¢hey s
themselves as representatives. Additionally, this project seeks to femtieance
our understanding of the concept of representative bureaucracy by exploring the
possibility of representative bureaucracy outside of descriptive repriseratad

looking beyond the most commonly studied characteristics of race and gender.

2. How should we measure representative bureaucracy?

Most studies of active representation focus exclusively on quantitative
policy outputs from street or executive level bureaucrats at redistributiveegyenc
The most common setting for studying active representation is educatiasstudi
which rely on quantitative measures such as standardized test scores. ddtudies
other organizations have also relied on similar policy outputs. For examplen Selde
(1997) examines active representation in the Farmers Home Administration using
the number of rural housing loans awarded as the dependent variable.

By exploring the concept of bureaucratic role perception, this project seeks

to expand our understanding of representative bureaucracy and how active



representation can be measured empirically. For example, during focus grdups a
interviews bureaucrats are asked to describe the tasks that they performythat the
consider acts of representation. Using more qualitative data, ratherlihag re

strictly on quantitative policy outputs illuminates the concept of active
representation and provides insight into alternative data sources that may be used in
future studies to measure active representation. In other words, this ygatitata
provides insight into future quantitative measures. Analyzing this data also
facilitates understanding of potential differences between bureauctgies of

agencies and levels of the bureaucracy.

3. What are the challenges and implications of representative bureaucracy?
Theoretical and empirical research demonstrates multiple positivtseffe
representative bureaucracy can have, particularly for groups in socieiyusig
under-represented or facing discrimination. For example, Meier and England (1984)
find that increasing the number of black teachers leads to less discramitwatiard
black students. There are many similar studies in the literature. Howeheer,
research examines the potential costs of representative bureaucradye éffedts
of representative bureaucracy ever zero-sum? For example, as one groupsncreas
in substantive policy representation, are there any negative consequeratbsrfor
groups? In addition, is there a trade-off between organizational values such as
efficiency or accountability and representative bureaucracy? ThengXigtrature

on these questions is very limited, contradictory, and inconclusive.



This project will take a new approach to analyzing the effects of
representative bureaucracy. It will specifically examine how buretsuaeav
potential trade-offs in three different contexts:
A) Does increasing descriptive representation in bureaucracies produce a
trade-off between one minority group and another minority group (or
non-minority group)?
B) Does increasing descriptive representation in bureaucracies produce
costs related to organizational efficiency?
C) Does increasing descriptive representation in bureaucracies produce
costs related to political accountability?
This is another area that the concept of role perception can help illuminate.
To this point, scholars have relied solely on quantitative policy outputs to measure
potential trade-offs. This creates an obstacle for the field of repatisent
bureaucracy because it limits the study of to those instances where guantita
policy outputs are readily available. Instead, this project will examine unrega’
views of the potential trade-offs. In addition, this project will compare these view
at different levels and agencies.
METHODOLOGY

To improve our understanding of representative bureaucracy, this project
will first critically analyze the existing literature in thelieof representative
bureaucracy in order to gain a comprehensive portrait of the understanding of this

concept to date. In addition to a comprehensive literature review, a database will be



constructed which will facilitate a meta-analysis of the literatoitéis point. This
critical analysis will include both theoretical and empirical pieces athd w
demonstrate the prevalence of the previously noted weaknesses in the literature.
This analysis will highlight the specific weaknesses in the area of ezpatise
bureaucracy and provide direction for future research. In addition to highlighting
the existing weaknesses, this project seeks to broaden our understanding of the
concept of representative bureaucracy. This study informs the field byghigid
ways to disaggregate the term theoretically and broaden the empiricay vh&ch

we study representative bureaucracy.

The primary methodology for this project is Q Methodology. Q
Methodology is a mixed method which incorporates both quantitative and
gualitative techniques for inductive research. Due to the current state of the
literature and lack of research in certain areas of the field, an explorpfwoaah
is necessary in order to inform and move the field forward. Q Methodology is an
appropriate tool for this type of inductive, exploratory research.

Q Methodology is a two step process. For the initial phase of research, in-
depth interviews and focus groups were conducted with government employees.
From these responses, a representative sample of statements wed.s€lecthe
second phase of the project, respondents were asked to read these statements and
rank-order them according to their level of agreement or disagreemene Thes
responses were then factor analyzed and interpreted in order to uncover various

perspectives on representative bureaucracy.
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OVERVIEW OF FINDINGS

Factor analysis of the Q sorts reveals four distinct bureaucratic wavklvie
Leaders, Traditional Bureaucrats, Identity Empathizers, and Diverditgdates.

The four perspectives reveal important possible nuances in the theory of
representative bureaucracy. These differences merit further thabastic
empirical attention.

Leaders and Traditional Bureaucrats do not strongly reflect the values of
representative bureaucracy theory but instead emphasize the role of organizationa
leadership and hierarchy. Leaders emphasize the importance of individual values
and organizational leadership over diversity and demographic characeristic
Traditional Bureaucrats highlight differences in discretion and accoutyabili
according to the level of the organization. While Traditional Bureaucreds #uat
everyone in the organization should see representation as part of their role, they
suggest those at higher levels of the organization have a greater repicesgnta
role, and they designate the public interest rather than specific groupsag¢he t
of this representation.

Identity Empathizers and Diversity Advocates present views more
consistent with theories of representative bureaucracy; however, themgarent
differences between the two perspectives. ldentity Empathizerd sevea
perspective reflective of contemporary theories of representative braeauc
emphasizing the role of descriptive representation and specific demographic

characteristics while Diversity Advocates present a view mordastenswith

11



traditional theories of representative bureaucracy. Diversity Adeseahphasize
general organizational diversity and representation of the public ihéerepposed

to specific demographic characteristics or representation of spgrafips. One of

the key differences between these two groups is that Identity Empatigpees &
embrace a personal relationship with constituents based on shared identities through
demographic similarities while Diversity Advocates focus on genegalnizational
diversity.

These four worldviews are important because they suggest the concept of
representative bureaucracy may be multi-faceted, and current approadses to i
study may not be adequate. For some, representation is linked to descriptive
representation, while for others it is not. Additionally, some designate the publi
interest as the target of representation rather than specific groupBy, Borae
highlight the importance of individuals at higher levels of the organization. These
varying perspectives will be further explored in the remaining chapters

Additionally, the project uncovers several nuances not yet explored in
representative bureaucracy literature. First, the results suggesregantative
bureaucracy may occur without descriptive representation, and charactetisac
than race and gender may be important. These characteristics inciyasgen
education, income, socioeconomic background, whether a person lives in a rural or
metropolitan area, occupation, ideology, gender, age, race, religion, whetloér or
you have children, and place of birth. The possibilities of active representation

without descriptive representation as well as characteristics othematteaand

12



gender have received little attention in contemporary literature. Thiscproje
suggests that these are potentially important areas for the field e$eepative
bureaucracy that merit further attention.

Second, the data reveals all agency types and levels of the bureaucracy
should be considered valid for empirical studies in the field of representative
bureaucracy. However, organizational factors such as the policy type and level of
the organization may play a role in shaping how representation occurs. Third, there
may be alternative data sources that can be used to measure active @pesent
other than policy outputs. Respondents indicate a variety of tasks that they perform
in their organization which they consider acts of representation, and empirical
studies should broaden how they operationalize this concept. For example,
respondents indicate policy input as a task of representation. This policy advocacy
should be explored as a way to measure active representation. In addition,
respondents also indicate the possibility that indirect representation mayroccur i
organizations whereby individuals shape how others in the organization perceive
their role as a representative and/or bureaucrats shape the behavior aethtsiircl
a way that positively affects policy outcomes. This possibility also neetiefurt
empirical investigation.

Finally, bureaucrats do not appear to perceive much cost to representative
bureaucracy. In fact, the respondents in this study overwhelming suggest that i
addition to the aforementioned positive consequences, additional positive effects

may occur such as increasing organizational accountability and efficienc

13



All of these results point to additional empirical work that is needed in the
field. Scholars should further examine the different perspectives on repregentat
bureaucracy revealed in the Q Sort analysis. Additionally, empirical stimtiekls
examine the extent to which representation may occur outside of descriptive
representation and further explore the characteristics that may be impartside
of race and gender. The relationship between organizational variables and the
process of representation also merits further attention. Alternat@eaatces may
be necessary in order to assess representative bureaucracy in differexts conte
Finally, the potential trade-offs of representative bureaucracy nesbef
exploration.

OUTLINE OF REMAINING CHAPTERS

Chapter Two focuses on the existing literature in the field of representati
bureaucracy. The origins and importance of representative bureaucracy are
discussed. In addition, a meta-analysis of the literature to date is perfomaodd w
reveals weaknesses in the existing literature and highlights potentiaiifce
research. Chapter Three describes Q-methodology, explains why it is appropriat
for this study, and details its application to this project. Chapters Four through
Seven describe the empirical insights from this project. Chapter Four deshebe
different perspectives on representative bureaucracy revealed by theaQadygsis.
Chapter Five focuses on defining and measuring representative bureaucracy,
exploring how bureaucrats see representation and the role of descriptive

representation. Additionally, it examines how the organizational context affects

14



representative bureaucracy. Chapter Six explores alternative data souttks
possibility for direct and indirect representation within organizations. Qhapte
Seven analyzes the potential trade-off in representative bureaucracy. rEgipte
summarizes the results and implications and highlights future research lpgiessibi

in the field.
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CHAPTER TWO
BUREAUCRACY AS AN INSTITUTION
OF REPRESENTATION

Modern bureaucracies hold considerable power, the legitimacy of which
occupies a central debate in the field of public administration. The political power
vested in the bureaucracy coupled with a lack of direct electoral accountability
raises important questions about the role of the bureaucracy in a constitutional
democracy (Selden, 1997). The notion of representative bureaucracy ariges part
as a way to reconcile the legitimacy of bureaucratic power and demdbesry.

BUREAUCRATIC POWER AND LEGITIMACY
Bureaucratic Power

While scholars have not developed a consensus regarding how to best define
and measure bureaucratic power, scholars agree that modern bureaucracies are
powerful institutions in contemporary democracies (Krislov, 1974; Hill, 1992;

Selden, 1997). Government bureaucracies in the United States are no exception. In
fact, there are environmental conditions within the American political sysiam t

may make bureaucracies in the United States even more powerful than their
international counterparts.

Hill (1992) outlines the various sources of bureaucratic power,
distinguishing between powers inherent in the nature of bureaucracy and those
unique to the American political system. Inherent sources of bureau@age p

include: legal resources, material resources, strategic-organedatsources, and

16



political-action resources. Modern bureaucracies are created, defined, and
legitimized by law. In addition, relative to their private counterparts, bareeies
have important material resources including large budgets, staff, and eqtipm
Strategic-organizational resources include monopoly status, expertise cesidnde
making powers. Finally, bureaucracies harness all of their resourcegirtepmiit
policies into action through implementation.

According to Hill (1992), the unique political environment in America gives
its bureaucracies additional bases of power. Due to the separation of powers, no
specific branch of government is charged with overseeing or protectingibraga
agencies resulting in a politically proactive bureaucracy. In additioregsdture,
through necessity or convenience, drafts vague legislation which bureaucratic
agencies must implement, thus giving them latitude in the policy process.

Bureaucracies have power in each stage of the policy process: agenda
setting, formulation, adoption, implementation, and evaluation (Selden, 1997). This
bureaucratic discretion falls into two broad categories:

“(1) the authority to make legislative-like policy decisions, and

(2) the authority to decide how general policies apply to specific cases”

(Bryner, 1987; 6).

The bureaucratic power that results from this administrative discretiontteads
tension with democratic theory (Krislov, 1974; Cook, 1992; Selden 1997). Much of
what the bureaucracy does is outside of the span of control of political officials and

subsequently lacks electoral accountability mechanisms. How can an institution of

17



unelected officials be legitimate under a constitutional democracy? Onéatay t
scholars have sought to answer this question and to reconcile the emerging
disconnection between democracy and bureaucracy is through the theory of
representative bureaucracy.
Bureaucratic Legitimacy

Scholars have long noted the tensions between bureaucracy and democratic
theory. Multiple theoretical approaches have been used to legitimize the
bureaucracy. Early scholars tried to legitimize the bureaucracy by segara
politics from administration. For example, Wilson (1887) prescribes the classic
administration-politics dichotomy whereby policymaking should be left to pallitic
bodies (specifically Congress), and administrators should be subordinate to the
wishes of the elected officials. Other early scholars echo Wilson’s deparft
what is political and what is administrative, arguing decisions of admiistrat
should not be political, but should only involve decisions over policy execution
(Goodnow, 1900; Willoughby, 1919). These early approaches reflect a principal-
agent model where bureaucracies act as the agents whose appropriate releés to s
as instruments to carry out the will of politicians who are the principals (Cook,
1992).

The separation between what is political and what is administrative allowed
early scholars to avoid questions over bureaucratic legitimacy and accotintabili
(Selden, 1997). The ultimate failure of the administration-politics dichotsithat

it did not reflect reality. The nature of bureaucracies is inherently @dliaad
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administration is inseparable from politics. Once this reality becasae, glcholars
began to raise questions about bureaucratic accountability, responsibility, and
responsiveness (Dahl, 1947; Simon, 1947; Selden, 1997).

The questions that naturally emerge from this discussion are to whom are (or
should) bureaucrats accountable, responsible, and responsive? And, how do we
ensure accountability, responsibility, and responsiveness? Gilbert (1959) outlines
four basic theoretical approaches to securing administrative respaysibiérnal
formal, external formal, external informal and internal informal. The fbrma
approaches reflect the early principal-agent models and embody the same
weaknesses. The first position, the internal formal, rests on Presidenttibdire
and control of administrators. For example, the President has the authority to
exercise control over bureaucratic agencies through processes such as budgeting and
personnel management. The external formal works in a similar way but rests
instead on Congressional and/or judicial control of the bureaucracy. Under this
approach Congress should provide explicit directives to bureaucrats concerning
policy implementation. Similarly, the judicial branch should exercise control over
the bureaucracy because of an emphasis on the rule of law. Critics of these
principal-agent approaches insist formal controls are not feasible, and additional
mechanisms of control are necessary in order to ensure responsibility.

The now classic Friedrich-Finer debate illustrates the ongoing guexti
the best way to secure administrative responsibility and legitimacgordiag to

Friedrich (1940), the expansion of the scope and functions of bureaucracy inevitably

19



made securing bureaucratic responsibility more difficult. The prevatdnce
ambiguous and contradictory policy leads to a growth of bureaucratic powes that i
outside of the control of elected officials. As a practical matter, itpessible for
elected officials to enforce responsible behavior, and subsequently additional
mechanisms are necessary.

In contrast, Finer (1941) maintains a principal-agent approach arguing that
relying on internal responsibility is counter to democratic governance, and the
administrator should be under the control of the elected official to the “most minute
degree that is technically feasible”’(336). Despite the problems doing so,thathe
abandoning political responsibility, these difficulties should be fixed in order to
provide more external control rather than turning to internal control mechanisms.

The questions raised by Friedrich and Finer as to how to best secure
administrative responsibility are central to reconciling bureau@adydemocratic
theory. Like Friedrich and Finer, other scholars have espoused different views on
the best way to secure administrative responsibility. In addition to faon#iol
mechanisms, Gilbert (1959) argues there are two additional approachesalexte
informal and internal informal. The external informal approach rests on
relationships between the bureaucracy and interest groups. These pluralisstheori
suggest that bureaucratic legitimacy rests in the functional représemi
organized interests. Cook (1992) states, “The actions of the state are judidied
groups of citizens with common interests are well represented in the policggqroce

or better yet, when the policy process is in essence the interaction of oiganize
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groups” (412). Friedrich’s argument reflects this approach. Friedrichucas;

“Still if all the different devices are kept operative and new ones develsped a
opportunity offers, democratic government by pooling many different intexedts
points of view continues to provide the nearest approximation to a policy-making
process which will give the ‘right’ results” (24). Critics of the externgdrmal
approach maintain that the pluralist approach not only fails to confer legitimacy on
the bureaucracy but further contradicts constitutional theory. Cook states,

Organizing executive agencies along pluralist lines is not a confirmation but

a contradiction of the fundamental operating principal of the constitutional

system. When Madison speaks of ‘supplying, by opposite and rival

interests, the defect of better motives’ he does not mean government,
including its administrative component should be an arena for tournaments
of factions, so that agreement is achieved ‘by the parceling out of relative

advantage....(Cook, 1992).

Cook goes on to explain additional problems with the external informal or
pluralist approach. He argues that the fundamental mission of some agercies is t
serve a particular group of interests. Introducing the pluralist approaclséo the
agencies would undermine this mission.

Shortcomings in the principal-agent and pluralist models led to the
development of additional approaches to bureaucratic legitimacy (Cook, 1992). The
informal internal approach emphasizes characteristics within the bureasarch
as professionalism, ethics, and demographic representation as mechasisnmng e
bureaucratic responsibility (Gilbert, 1959).

The theory of representative bureaucracy falls under the informal internal

approach and has been advanced as a way to reconcile the previously noted tensions
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between bureaucracy and democratic theory. According to representative
bureaucracy theory, while formal control mechanisms are not viable for ensuring
adequate responsibility and accountability from the bureaucracy, a sufficie
diverse bureaucracy and one that is demographically representative wantkeas
policies are responsive to the public (Cook, 1992).

REPRESENTATIVE BUREAUCRACY LITEATURE: AN OVERVIEW
Early Literature

Kingsley (1944) is given credit for the term representative bureaucracy
While Kingsley never explicitly defines representative bureaucrasygrgument
embodies the internal informal approach to bureaucratic responsibility. According
to Kingsley, bureaucratic responsibility hinges on broad representation. Kingsle
states, “As a matter of fact, of course, the essence of responsiljigycisological
rather than mechanical. It is to be sought in an identity of aim and point of view, in
a common background of social prejudice, which leads the agent to act as though he
were the principal” (282-283). Thus, through achieving a bureaucracy thatgefle
the public, one can maintain the essence of bureaucratic responsibility without
external or formal mechanisms of control.

Kingsley's theory of representative bureaucracy rests on the idea of
descriptive representation. Pitkin (1967) explains, unlike formal representati
which relies primarily on what one does, descriptive representation relies bn wha
one is like. Under theories of descriptive representation, something is said to

represent if it is “sufficiently like” what it attempts to represé&mnom this
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perspective, a body is representative if it accurately mirrorsottm@asition of the

public at large or reflects public opinion. Pitkin (1967) states, “Other writers

require that the legislature be a ‘mirror of the nation’ or of public opinion, that it
‘mirror’ the people, the state of public consciousness, or the movement of social and
economic forces in the nation” (61).

Kingsley's work is based on the British Civil Service. Due to the class
structure of Britain, his major concern is the class composition of the civitser
Kingsley states,

No group in society can safely be entrusted with power who do not

themselves mirror the dominant forces in society; for they will act in an

irresponsible manner or will be liable to corruption at the hands of the
dominant group. Neither alternative has occurred in England since

1855, for the British bureaucracy has been representative of the ruling

middle classes since that time (283).

Long (1952) provides additional support for the notion that representative
bureaucracy can help to reconcile questions of constitutional legitimaey riay
the power of the bureaucracy. According to Long, legislative supremacy or dhe ide
that the legislative branch can control the bureaucracy is not possible.
Bureaucracies are powerful actors in the policy process, and that power is a
permanent part of policymaking in the U.S. Due to bureaucratic discretion, the
bureaucracy is not simply an instrument to translate the will of the legesldut it
is a medium for determining public will. While some suggest that the power of the
bureaucracy poses problems under constitutional theory, Long disagrees. He

suggests that under constitutional theory, all values must be represented, and the

bureaucracy is instrumental in achieving this representation.
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According to Long, Congress fails to adequately represent all irdeaest
the bureaucracy provides more effective representation of otherwise under-
represented interests. Several factors make the bureaucracy a extreeeff
instrument of representation. First, it is under the executive branch which is set up
to be more responsive toward long range, broad interests and expert opinions. This
is due to national constituency and the shield of executive power which restricts
tyranny of narrow interests that may emerge in Congress. In addition, the
recruitment procedures used in the civil service help to ensure that civihtserva
reflect the general population. Long concludes that the bureaucracy is more
representative of the general public and subsequently more likely to represeht br
interests. In order to fill this representative role, the bureaucracy efiest the
public both in ethos and composition.

While Kingsley and Long provide initial theoretical justifications for
representative bureaucracy, they never explicitly define the concept. Sutiseque
scholars such as Van Riper (1958) provide more explicit definitions of the term.

According to Van Riper,

A representative bureaucracy is one in which there is a minimal distinction

between the bureaucrats as a group and their administrative behavior and

practices on the one hand and the community or societal membership and its
administrative behavior, practices and expectations of government on the
other. Or to put it another way, the term representative bureaucracy is meant
to suggest a body of officials which is broadly representative of the society

in which it functions and which in social ideals is as close as possible to the
grass roots of the nation (552).
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Passive and Active Representation

Kingsley's original treatment of representative bureaucracy sestf/ on
demographic similarity. Since the term’s inception, scholars have added to our
understanding of representative bureaucracy by including policy aspectsvaiong
demographic characteristics. In other words, demographic similantike
bureaucracy are important because they may lead to more responsive public policy.
While several early scholars, such as Long, discuss policy aspects etrgptiee
bureaucracy, it is Mosher (1968) who is most often given credit for the division of
representation into passive and active forms, and most scholars of repiresentat
bureaucracy divide representation into active and passive representation based on
his discussion (Lim, 2006).

According to Mosher, passive representation refers to simply mirroring the
public demographically. Mosher states, “The passive (or sociological) mgeaini
representativeness concerns the source of origin of individuals and the degree to
which, collectively, they mirror the total society” (12). Active repredeias
when bureaucrats actually make policy decisions in favor of the group they
passively represent. Mosher explains, “There is an active (or responsible)
representativeness wherein an individual (or administrator) is expectedgdqores
the interests or desires of those whom he is presumed to represent, whether they be
the whole people or some segment of the people”(12).

Both passive and active forms of representation are important to the

democratic nature of the bureaucracy. Passive representation, or treetdegre
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which the bureaucracy demographically reflects the population, provides legitima
and symbolic benefits because it demonstrates equal opportunity to all groups
(Mosher, 1968; Krislov, 1974; Selden 1997). Most early empirical research focused
on measuring passive representation. These studies examined the levekdfdive
within the bureaucracy or the extent to which the bureaucracy reflected the
demographic make-up of the population. For example, Krislov (1974) compares the
percentage of minority federal employees to the percentage of minoritiesyehpl

in the private sector.

Contemporary scholars have shifted their attention to studying active
representation. The focus of active representation studies has been melasuring t
extent to which passive representation leads to favorable policy outcomes for
minority groups. These favorable policy outcomes may occur in several ways.

First, minority bureaucrats may use their discretionary powers to makeodscis
that favor the minority group. This is the most commonly studied form of active
representation (Lim, 2006).

Empirical studies of active representation have found that increasing
minorities in an organization can produce favorable benefits for minority
constituents. For example, Meier and Stewart (1992) examine the link between the
race of school teachers and administrators and various discretionary deceiens m
on behalf of students. The findings suggest that as the number of minority teachers
and administrators increases, there are positive outcomes for minority studests. T

dependent variables used in this study are ability grouping and discipline. These are
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both discretionary decisions that have been subject to litigation based on racial bias.
Ability grouping is the classification of students to different categdyased on
perceived abilities. Examples of groupings include educable mentally retarded,
trainable mentally retarded and gifted students. Several disciplireirasare also
studied including corporal punishment, in-school suspension, out-of-school
suspension, expulsion, and court referrals. The findings suggest that across these
two measures, increasing the number of minority teachers and administatis's |

to positive results for minority students.

Other studies of the potential link between passive and active representation
have found similar evidence supporting the claim that descriptive representat
leads to favorable policy outputs. For example, Selden (1997) examines the
possible link between passive representation and favorable policy outcomes in the
Farmer's Home Administration’s Rural Housing Loans program and firads t
increasing minority loan officers leads to increasing numbers of loaarslegvto
minority applicants.

Similarly, Hindera (1993) examines the relationship between minority
officers at the EEOC and the number of charges filed on behalf of minorities. The
evidence from this study suggests that increasing the numbers of Africarcd&me
and Hispanic officers led to an increase in the numbers of charges filed on behalf of
these groups.

According to Lim (2006), there are additional ways that favorable outcomes

may occur as a result of descriptive representation. Lim argues thatepas
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representation may also lead to positive outcomes if increasing tlee @eesf
minorities induces changes in the behavior of the client. For example, increasing
the number of female math teachers may lead to increased performancelby fema
math students if the female students perceive the female teachersmasdels and
are subsequently motivated to perform better. Lim (2006) terms this type of
representation co-production and argues it is rarely studied in the reptigeenta
bureaucracy literature. While there is a growing body of literatureldes with

the issue of co-production, representative bureaucracy scholars have not
incorporated this concept into this literature.

The lack of attention to co-production is problematic for the field of
representative bureaucracy on several grounds. First, ignoring this phenomenon
may overlook important instances when passive representation leads to positive
policy outcomes. Additionally, as Lim argues, the failure to examine issues of
production is problematic because scholars are not able to distinguish the source of
the policy outcome. In other words, is the positive output due to acts of discretion
by the bureaucrat or positive action taken by the client because of the bufeaucra
This concept will be further analyzed throughout the remaining chapters.

A META-ANALYSIS OF THE LITERATURE

Since Kingsley introduced the term, the field of representative buregucrac
has advanced both theoretically and empirically. Scholars have demonstrated the
importance of representative bureaucracy as well as empiricallyzadatg

presence and effects. Despite these advancements, many questionsiglesist i

28



field. The remainder of this chapter will report a meta-analysis of isanex
literature in the field of representative bureaucracy. The focus of thesenalll
be how scholars define and measure representative bureaucracy. This anlalys
provide a detailed and more systematic overview of existing literature gimayht
existing questions in the field.
Method
A database was constructed which facilitates a meta-analysis aéthaulre
to this point. The database, while not exhaustive, is designed to represent the work
characteristic of this field. Several criteria were used in order to figanticle
selection and ensure a representative sample of work. First, each piece intluded i
the database deals specifically with the concept of “representateausuacy”. In
order to provide analytical clarity, works dealing with related topics such as
affirmative action/workplace diversity are not included in the current asalys
Second, an internet search was performed on the term “representative
bureaucracy” through both JSTOR and Google Scholar. From this search, the top
twenty-five articles/books returned from each database were included in the
analysis. The search was restricted to the top twenty-five works becausgm
beyond this, the concept of representative bureaucracy becomes less cdmral to t
overall aim of the piece. Book reviews and rejoinders were excluded if lacking all
the relevant information needed for the database. Third, works were selected base
on their historical significance to the development of this topic, and multipléeartic

of the most prominent scholars in this field were included in the analysis. The
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historical relevance and prominence in the field was determined by i@pefit
citation throughout the other pieces included in the database. Finally, a search was
performed to locate the most recent publications on this topic.

This method produced a total of fifty scholarly articles whose central focus
is representative bureaucracy. The overall sample includes theaaeticainpirical
pieces with a publication range from 1944 through 2007 written by a variety of
authorst Again, this list is not exhaustive but should reflect the central works
characteristic to this field.

Variables

The articles were coded according to ten central variables. Variablkes wer
selected based on their ability to assess how scholars define and measure
representative bureaucracy.

Method:Is the methodology quantitative or qualitative? According to King,
Keohane, and Verba (1994), quantitative research relies primarily on numerical
measurements and statistical methods. Qualitative research, on the other hand,
includes a variety of approaches such as in-depth interviews and historicaisanalys
but generally does not rely on numerical measurements. For the purposes of this
study, pieces were categorized as quantitative, qualitative, mixed methodcailist

or theoretical. While historical and theoretical studies are genewaibidered

gualitative, for the purposes of this analysis, it was useful to further seprasee t

! see Appendix 1 for a full list of citations inclutlen the database.
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studies from other qualitative analyses such as those using interviews or focus
groups.

Definition: Does the article provide a formal definition of representative
bureaucracy?

Active/PassiveDoes the article discuss and/or measure passive or active
representation? The distinction between these two types of representatmedis ba
on Mosher (1968) whereby passive representation implies that the bureaucracy
mirrors the public demographically. Active representation suggests sustant
policy representation rather than simple descriptive representation.

Forms of representatiorDoes the article discuss or measure any forms of
representation other than descriptive representation? For the purposestoéithis s
a person descriptively represents another if they have similar backgroundseor shar
demographic characteristics.

Unit of analysisWhat specific bureaucrats are studied (i.e. Teachers, police
officers, etc.)?

Level What level of the bureaucracy is examined? The categories included in this
variable are street level, middle management, and upper level bureaucrats. Thi
specific division reflects Guyot’s (1998) head, shoulder, and body analogy of the
bureaucracy. These three levels offer broad applicability across a widerrafmbe
pieces analyzing a variety of agency types and policy areas.

Lowi's typology What type of policy area does the article examine? The categories

for this variable are based on Lowi’'s (1985) typology and include Distributive,
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Regulatory, Redistributive, and Constituent. Lowi (1985) classifies agencies
according to four models based on the primary policy area of the agency. Each of
these agency types has a distinct political culture, political procéss,aid group
relationships. Regulatory agencies, such as law enforcement agenples)emt
control policies, generally through coercive measures. Distributive Ageiscieh

as the Department of Highway Safety and Motor Vehicles, are based on
client/patron relationships and they exist to foster and promote the needs of their
clients. The primary function of Redistributive agencies is to reallocatiéwea
examples include health, education and welfare agencies. Finally, constituent
agencies, such as budgeting or personnel agencies, make rules that govern other
agencies (rather than making rules that govern citizen conduct or statusd. Thes
rules are usually jurisdictional or operating rules (Newman, 1994).
MeasurementHow does the piece measure passive representation? Scholars use a
variety of methods to measure passive representation: percentages, tafivesen
index, measure of variation, Lorenz curve or Gini index. Each method provides a
somewhat different perspective on measuring representative bureau@ebyglars
using percentages simply calculate the percentage of bureaucrats with the
characteristic of interest (such as gender or race). The represeiniddives

similar to this method except it compares the percentage of bureauchassgiien
characteristic to the existence of this characteristic within aaelg@opulation.

The measure of variation assesses the level of integration within an otiganiza

According to Selden (1997), “The measure of variation is estimated by dividing the
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observed number of racial/ethnic differences in an agency by the ‘maximum number
of differences that could occur given the total number of employees in the agency
and equal representation of each racial/ethnic group™ (48-49). The Loreme Cur
and the Gini Index illustrate the representational equality between theitraea
and the population. These two measures illustrate the difference betweeh perfe
equality and the existing level of inequality (Selden, 1997).
Descriptors What specific demographic variables (race, gender, etc.) areshsgcus
and/or measured?
Target of RepresentatiolVho is the target of representation? In the database,
pieces were coded as representing the public interest, specific groafigror
interests such as legislative mandates.
Findings and Discussion

The literature suggests that theoretically, one of the major weaknesses in
representative bureaucracy literature is a failure to adequately thedicencept
(Meier, 1975; Meier and Nigro, 1976; Subramanian, 1967; Evans, 1974). What
does representation mean as it applies to bureaucracy? Lack of consensus on a
definition is potentially problematic for the field because it could lead toepinal
stretching. Conceptual stretching is the distortion that occurs when a concept is
applied to an increasing number of new cases in which it may not have a sugficientl
similar meaning from one case to the next. Conceptual stretching threatditg val
and measurement accuracy (Collier and Mahon, 1993). Without a more universally

accepted definition, scholars are not able to easily verify the accurdmjiro
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measurements. In addition, without consistent measures it is difficult tagatgre
studies in order to evaluate the overall presence and effects of representative
bureaucracy. This in turn hinders evaluation of important policy decisions such as
affirmative action.

Early representative bureaucracy literature introduces many of the
definitional inconsistencies and difficulties noted in contemporary work. According
to Subramanian (1967), the confusion begins with Kingsley. Kingsley (1944) never
explicitly defines representative bureaucracy and, in fact, he offeesad
inconsistent definitions. On the one hand he uses representation in a manner
consistent with classic interpretations of descriptive representatiorex&mple,
Kingsley points to the Foreign Service as “unrepresentative” arguingdmposed
primarily of an elite social class, and it is out of touch with public opinion (163).
Other times Kingsley presents an understanding of representation that is not
consistent with classic interpretations of descriptive representatiooneipoint he
argues the bureaucracy is representative when it reflects those who gthern r
than the public at large. He goes on to argue the bureaucracy is repnesevitah
the ministers and civil servants share background characteristics (27 3gtirBesn
Kingsley is simply ambiguous on the term’s meaning. Toward the end of his
argument he suggests the bureaucracy must represent those they serve (305). But
whom do they serve — the public or the legislature or the executive? These
contradictory conceptions of representative bureaucracy point to one of the primary

problems in this literature: how do we define representative bureaucracy?
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As Table 2.1 shows, most of the works in the database make some attempt to
define representative bureaucracy. However, 28% offer no definition, and an
additional 4% include multiple definitions. While most works provide a formal
definition, the definitions across pieces are inconsistent and sometimes
contradictory.

Table 2.1: Defining Representative Bureaucracy

Does the work provide a Frequency Percentage
definition of representative

bureaucracy?

Yes 34 68%

No 14 28%
Multiple Definitions 2 4%

Total (N=50) 50 100

The following examples illustrate the variation in definitions found
throughout the literature.
Stahl (1975): “Years ago what we meant by representative bureaucraoyevias
which all elements of society had access to public employment” (121).
Kranz (1975): “Representative bureaucracy is one in which the ratio of each
minority group in a particular government agency equals that group’s percentage in
the population in the area served by that office” (123).
Rehfuss (1986): “Representative bureaucracies, composed of individuals with
commitments to varied group interests, occupations and classes, presumably assure
internal bureaucracy struggles will produce broadly representative pb(ittes.
Meier (1993): “A bureaucracy is representative in the passive sense if the

bureaucrats share the same demographic origins (race, sex, education, ré&igion, e
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as the general population...A bureaucracy is an active representative if it produces
policy outputs that benefit the individuals who are passively represented” (393)
Meier, Wrinkle, and Pollinard (1999). “Representative bureaucracy suggests that
a bureaucracy is broadly representative of the public it serves, then it iskalyre |

to make decisions that benefit that public” (1026).

Over the years some scholars acknowledge the literature’s shorgsomin
defining representative bureaucracy, yet these weaknesses remaimtiBying to
use a variety of definitions that are inconsistent and sometimes incompatible,
current scholarship maintains the weaknesses of early scholarshipinixggitme
various definitions of representative bureaucracy highlights severalveraas
guestions. The following questions form the basis of the remaining analysis.

1. Does representative bureaucracy require passive representation?

2. What demographic characteristics should be included in studies of
representative bureaucracy?

3. What level of bureaucracy and policy areas should we study?

4. How should we measure passive representation? Active representation?

5. What are the potential costs or negative effects of representative
bureaucracy?

A Descriptively Representative Bureaucracy

While there is no consensus in the literature as to the formal definition of

representative bureaucracy, most scholars in the field of implicitly link thrette

descriptive representation. Citing Kingsley (1944) as the origin, MeieEagidnd
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(1984) argue that representative bureaucrameidricably linkedo descriptive
representation. For Kingsley, the major concern is the demographic composition of
the bureaucracy in terms of social class composition. Most scholars cdotinue
implicitly define representative bureaucracy as a concept linked toptesc
representation and ignore the possibility for representation to occur without
descriptive likeness.

As Table 2.2 illustrates, 70% of the pieces focus exclusively on descriptive
representation and do not consider the possibility of representation occurring
without descriptive reflection. Of the articles that do look beyond descriptive
representation, few attempt to examine representative bureaucrawu(gdy
active representation) empirically.

Table 2.2: Descriptive Representation

Does the piece consider any Frequency Percentage
form of representation other

than descriptive?

Yes 15 30%
No 35 70%
Total (N=50) 50 100

Passive v. Active Representation

While most contemporary scholars agree that there are two separateftypes
representation, passive and active, there is still some ambiguity as to fie spec
uses of these terms. Most scholars posit that passive represdetad®ioactive
representation. In other words, bureaucrat A shares a characteristic sendexs g

with a segment of the population. Because of this shared characteristic, atreauc
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A is more likely to actively represent this segment of the population compared to
bureaucrat B who does not share this characteristic. While Mosher’s defuitil
discussion allows for this type of linkage, Mosher also argues that active
representation can occwithoutthis type of passive representation. For example,
Mosher argues that top level appointees in the bureaucracy do not passively
represent the population in terms of wealth, education, and region. However, he
contends that they may assure active representation of broad interests due to the
education, experience and political orientations.

Scholars’ failure to consider this important aspect of Mosher’s argument
results in the aforementioned weakness whereby theory and research in this area
relies solely on descriptive representation without adequate consideration of
representation beyond demographic congruence. Despite the field’s pre-mecupat
with descriptive representation, recent empirical evidence supports thbatea
bureaucrats that do not demographically represent their constituents dole cdpa
(and perhaps necessary for) making policy decisions that favor them. FRglexa
Slack (2001) argues that both direct (descriptive) and indirect representtitoss
who are sympathetic but not part of the social group in question) are necessary for
representative bureaucracy. In his study, Slack finds evidence of both direct and
indirect representation among those involved in advocating on behalf of AIDS
victims. Specifically, he finds considerable support among heterosexual and

uninfected persons in the community. These findings suggest that scholars may b
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ignoring critical areas where representative bureaucracy shsth may limit our
overall image of its prevalence.
What characteristics should we study?

Examining the early works by scholars such as Kingsley, Long, and Van
Riper, one important question emerges: if descriptive representation is important,
what characteristics should be included? There does not appear to be consensus
among early scholars as to what characteristics are important to thestudy
representative bureaucracy. Scholars of representative bureaucrady initi
examined a variety of value sources such as income and religion (Meier, Wrinkle
and Pollinard, 1999). While early work considered a variety of characteristics,
scholars were inconsistent in their choice of characteristics and fendeef their
selection theoretically.

While Kingsley’s (1944) primary focus is social class, this treatment did not
translate well into the American context. Krislov (1974) explains, “The concept of
representative bureaucracy was originally developed to argue for ditledess
class-biased civil service. As such it was hardly of great interest Wwniled
States...” (20). Early American scholars such as Long and Van Riper took a
broader approach to representative bureaucracy arguing the composition of the
bureaucracy should broadly reflect the public, but they do not specify which
characteristics are important for representative bureaucracy. Scht@ars attempt
to address issues of what characteristics are important. According ltwvKris

(1974), many characteristics may influence administrative behavior inglugce,
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language, and gender. In evaluating the representativeness of the basedngcra
also examines characteristics such as education, income, religious pesfags)c
veteran status, disabilities, whether a person is from a rural or metropoditaraad
party identification.

In contrast to earlier work, contemporary scholars typically use a narrowe
view of descriptive representation, focusing primarily on race and geattier than
a variety of potential characteristics. Table 2.3 shows the top five chastcseri
scholars discuss or measure in the literature. Race and gender are the most
commonly studied characteristics, both appearing in the majority of pieces.
Education, class, and age also appear but in less than 25% of the pieces. A variety
of other descriptors such as region of birth, marital status, religion, phligtiah,
language and sexual orientation are found scattered throughout the literature. In
addition, the majority of pieces using descriptors other than race and gender use
strictly theoretical analyses. There were no empirical pieces liaitinge and
passive representation using characteristics other than race and gender.

Table 2.3: Characteristics

What

charadteristics  Race Gender  Education Class Age
areincluded?

Frequency 35 27 12 9 8
Percentage 70% 54% 24% 18% 16%
Total 50 50 50 50 50
(N=50)

Scholars argue that race and gender should be the primary focus in the field

because these are the only salient characteristics with a majat iompattitudes in
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the United States. Thus, other characteristics are not expected to influence
administrative behavior (Meier and Stewart, 1992; Hindera, 1993; Meier et al 1999).
While many scholars defend this restricted view of descriptive représenthere
is a limited body of research indicating that other characteristigsatea be
important to study. For example, several recent scholars look at sexuattiomenta
as a characteristic potentially influencing bureaucratic behaviorléhienn and
Stewart, 1996; Slack 2001). In addition, Kelly (1998) argues that age and whether
or not a person is disabled may also be important characteristics to consider,. Aga
scholars’ failure to examine other potential avenues for representatioreackty|
an incomplete image of representative bureaucracy. While race and gender ar
important (and possibly even the most important) scholars need to explore the
potential relevance of other characteristics.
Measuring Representative Bureaucracy

In addition to (and partially as a result of) these unanswered theoretical
guestions, the literature on representative bureaucracy is riddled with @npiric
inconsistencies. What specifically should scholars measure in order t® asses
passive and active representation? To this point, scholars have reliedlpomari
physical characteristics and readily available quantifiable politguts,
disregarding more qualitative evidence. For example, studies of passive
representation have focused primarily on comparing the percentages of individuals
in the population with a given demographic characteristic to the percentage of those

in various agencies with the same demographic characteristics. Studmsinge
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active representation have focused exclusively on agency outputs such as
standardized test scores. Few studies have tried to explore the possibility of
representative bureaucracy outside of descriptive representation. Addititeally
studies have tried to measure active representation with any type of catthath
agency outputs. Qualitative data sources such as interviews and focus groups offer
the possibility to provide information on the views of bureaucrats themselves and
may provide valuable insight to this field.

In addition, the context in which both passive and active representation is
studied has been somewhat circumscribed. Scholars have focused on very few
types of agencies and policy areas in their analyses. Most studies focus on
redistributive agencies and street or executive level bureaucrats. Additdama
sources may also allow scholars to move beyond this restriction.

What is the most appropriate way to measure whether an organization’s
composition adequately reflects the public (passive representation)? Sohtiess
field use a wide variety of techniques including: percentages (Meier, 1993);
regression analysis (Stewart, England and Meier, 1989); and reprieseratds
(Selden, 1997). The most common method of measurement found in the database is
simple percentages. Of the pieces specifying their method of measurement, 64%
use percentages. The remaining pieces use a variety of methods including
representation ratios, Gini Index and Lorenz curve, and regression analysisof Ea

these methods is used in only one or two of the remaining pieces.
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Some scholars argue these differences in choice of measurement are
inconsequential. For example, Selden (1997) argues that despite these differences
the primary conclusions of the empirical work have been consistent across
measures. However, others take issue with some of the measurement choices.
Stewart et al. (1989) argues that representation ratios offer a dist@wedfvi
passive representation. Stewart et al (1989) state, “The representatiors iadex
useful measure, but it has a significant flaw. When the black population is small,
any black representation at all often results in extremely large numbiedsstioat
the ratio” (289). This claim casts doubt on the compatibility of these measures.

Measurement issues are further complicated by the lack of a consistent
definition. For example, according to some definitions, passive representation
should be measured by the percentage of bureaucrats within an agency as compared
to the population at large. According to other definitions, specific agencies should
be compared to the specific population they serve. Again, this may distort any
attempt to aggregate data or make an overall evaluation of the prevaleffeeter e
of representative bureaucracy. The specific measurements of representa
bureaucracy should be guided by the definition.

There are also several shortcomings within the literature’s tegétof
active representation. When measuring active representation, what shthéd be
focus of empirical analysis? Most scholars to this point have dealt almost
exclusively with quantitative analysis of policy outputs. For example, education

studies typically use standardized test scores as the dependent vaxhidethis
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method has been informative up to this point, over-reliance on these types of
measures has (perhaps artificially) circumscribed the analysisit@ngdretation of
representative bureaucracy. Recently, some scholars have begun to raisegjuest
over the contemporary treatment of active representation. For exampl€0d6) (
theoretically analyzes contemporary scholars’ treatment of passivetaral a
representation. Lim establishes a theoretical classification of tioeiggossible
sources of the substantive effects of passive representation. He theesttayz
literature according to these classifications. Through this clagsiiiche exposes
various weaknesses embedded in the current understanding of passive and active
representation and the potential for additional substantive effects of passive
representation. Lim states,

This article addresses perceived deficiencies in the study of representati

bureaucracy by explaining and classifying the sources of passive

representation’s substantive effects. This classification is usedityg clar
existing empirical research and normative thinking on active
representation. Doing so it produces a more modest but more accurate
interpretation of existing research findings and helps to indicate future

research needs (193).

Lim (2006) argues that scholars have taken a short-sighted view of the
substantive effects of passive representation within the bureaucracy. Agdordi
Lim, studies of active representation typically focus on bureaucraticlipgrtiaim
(2006) states, “Partiality leads minority bureaucrats to provide more substanti
benefits to members of their social group than to equally eligible members of othe

social groups...” (196). While conceding this is a valid form of active

representation, Lim argues bureaucratic partiality is only one of ¢tieoals by
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which substantive representation can occur. There are also other directrand eve
indirect methods by which representative bureaucracy can produce substantive
effects. Other direct methods include shared values and beliefs and empathetic
understanding. Even without bureaucratic partiality, through shared values and
beliefs, bureaucrats sharing demographic characteristics with a grougettery
articulate this group’s needs and interests and subsequently enhance thefjuality
services received by that group. Lim states, “Shared values and bediefs a
empathetic understanding constitute sources of substantive effects becalsadhe
minority bureaucrats to articulate the interests of their social grougcasah

inputs and to take these interests into proper account in their own decisions and
actions” (196). According to Lim, shared values, beliefs and empathetic
understanding can produce substantive benefits regardless of bureaudiatitypa
but they still require adequate representation of a social group in the bamaucr
order to ensure fair service.

In addition, Lim (2006) contends there are also multiple indirect methods by
which active representation can occur. Indirect methods occur by influencing the
behavior of others — either by influencing the behavior of others in the organization
or by the behavior of the constituents. One indirect method of representation occurs
through physically checking the behavior of others. For example, a minority
bureaucrat may express disapproval of discriminatory behavior. Perhaps more
importantly, they may also prevent discrimination through prior restraint. Lim

states, “More important is the prior restraint felt by other bureaucriatg an their
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bias (not just against the minority group but also in favor of their own) for fear of
being disapproved of, exposed or otherwise checked by minority bureaucrats” (197).
Additionally, increasing the number of minority bureaucrats may lead to re-
socialization, a process by which over time the minority bureaucrats meact
change values and beliefs of others instead of just behaviors.

Lim (2006) also argues that bureaucrats may lead to more positive outcomes
for their social groups by influencing the behavior of the client. He arguethitha
can happen in two ways: demand inducement and/or co-production. Under demand-
inducement, the presence of minority bureaucrats may stimulate demand for more
services from minority clients. Co-production inducement may lead to behavioral
changes among minority clients that can improve program outputs and effexdivene
for clients.

Lim’s argument suggests that the literature to this point may be short-sighted
in its evaluation of active representation. To this point, scholars have focus
exclusively on bureaucratic partiality through analyzing quantit@bhey outputs.

Very few scholars discuss attempt to measure other sources of substantive
representation. Lim argues that the field needs to move beyond the current passive
active framework and expand the empirical lens by which scholars study
representative bureaucracy looking at additional substantive effects.tdtes, s

“This demonstrates the need to go beyond the passive-active distinctianolteis

accurate and adequate to speak of representative bureaucracy and the sdarces of
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substantive effects” (194). Alternative data sources will be necessaxplore the
additional possible sources of representation Lim describes.
Level of the bureaucracy

There is no consensus in the literature regarding which level of the
bureaucracy to study. While some scholars focus on a specific level, in general
scholars fail to theoretically differentiate the bureaucracy atels when analyzing
representative bureaucracy (Meier and Nigro, 1976). Additionally, littearels
has compared the effects of level of employment on representative bureaucracy.

As Table 2.4 illustrates, roughly half of the articles in the database use eithe
a mixed or unspecified sample. Of the empirical research in repregentati
bureaucracy focusing on specific levels of the bureaucracy, scholars provide
inconsistent and incompatible justifications for their selections. Some sholar
argue that top level bureaucrats must be representative because thisvislthe le
where important policy decisions are made (Meier, 1975; Riccucci and Saidel,
1997; Rehfuss, J. 1986; Kim 2003). In contrast, others argue that scholars should
focus on street level bureaucrats because of their discretionary powess (Me
1993). As illustrated in Table 2.4, of the articles focusing on specific burégucra
the database shows a clear preference for studying street level anteupbe

bureaucrats. Studies of management are noticeably rare.
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Table 2.4: Level of the bureaucracy

What level of the bureaucracyis  Frequency Percentage

used?

Street Level Bureaucrat 11 22%
Middle Management 4 8%
Executive 11 22%
Mixed 24 48%
Total (N=50) 50 100

There are also differences between studies of passive representation and
active representation regarding the appropriate level of the bureaucraagyto Of

the studies which examine strictly passive representation, the prefes¢osard

upper level bureaucrats. Most pieces use mixed or unspecified samples. Only three

of the fourteen passive representation pieces specify their sample, adislbh
executive level bureaucrats. There is less consistency across pidgemaiaative
representation, but again, studies of middle management are particulash. spar
Fifteen pieces focus exclusively on active representation. Of these, tiver ha
examine street or executive level bureaucrats, and only 13% of the piecesrconside
management level employees.
Scholars attempt to theoretically defend the choice to focus moraattent

toward lower level bureaucrats when studying the link between active amekepass

representation. Specifically, scholars argue that in order for aepvesentation to

occur and be measured, the bureaucrats in question must have discretion, and there

must be a way to link their decisions to the passive characteristic. In addition, some

argue that upper level bureaucrats are less important because as burssv@ats

up through the organizational hierarchy, they are not as likely to actiyesent
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constituents because socialization to organizational norms will at somerpoipt t

a bureaucrat’s original values derived from demographic origins (Thompson, 1976;
Meier, 1993). These theoretical restrictions have (perhaps arkyfjcial

circumscribed the study of active representation, restricting it to piyns&reet

level bureaucrats.

This circumscription should be reconsidered on several grounds. First, the
absence of a quantitative policy output with a direct linkage to a specific buakaucr
does not negate the presence of representative bureaucracy, and it should not
preclude its study. For example, if bureaucrats are engaging in indirect
representation as suggested by Lim, these acts may be overlooked by focusing
strictly on agency outputs. More qualitative information such as surveys and
interviews may help fill this gap. In addition, according to Lim, even if buregsicr
are socialized out of their social groups’ values, they may still represemt the
through empathetic understanding, and there is some evidence supporting this claim.
For example, Rosenbloom and Kinnard (1977) find that high ranking officials in the
Department of Defense feel special responsibilities to try to meeedus rof
minorities. Finally, scholars need to re-direct some of their attention towddtiem
level management’s role in providing representation through the bureaucracy.

In addition, few studies to date have compared representative bureaucracy
across different levels of the bureaucracy. Research in organizationglahdo
smaller body of representative bureaucracy literature suggestttan variables

may differ according to the level of the bureaucracy in which one works. These
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variables may, in turn, influence representative bureaucracy. Two important
variables of consideration are decision-making incentives and discretion.

Other streams of research, such as organizational theory suggeshd#tere
commonly exist between the motivations of street level bureaucratsgemeat,
and executives. For example, Lipsky (1980) provides an in-depth description of the
environment in which street level bureaucrats work. According to Lipsky, street
level bureaucrats have different interests from bureaucrats in managenigm$os
Street level bureaucrats are typically motivated by an interest in erpgdibereas
management is driven by the need to maintain consistency and attain orgarizationa
objectives. Wilson (1989) echoes Lipsky’s argument suggesting that bursaucrat
position within the hierarchy is one of the key factors motivating their deeisi
making. He divides the bureaucracy into three levels: operators, managers, and
executives, arguing that each of these three levels of the bureaucracyffeaeatdi
motivations for the decisions they make. According to Wilson, operators are
motivated by specific situational contexts, their own experiences andsbpkefr
expectations, and the interests of the organization. Managers, on the other hand, are
shaped more by the political environment of the organization, and executives are
primarily concerned with individual autonomy. These different organizational
factors may influence how bureaucrats make decisions in the context of
representative bureaucracy and may ultimately shape how and to what extent

representation occurs in the bureaucracy.
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Another important variation between levels of the bureaucracy is discretion.
While discretion is a prevalent feature of contemporary American bueetithe
degree and type of discretion may vary within agencies at different levdislafc
have shown the organizational context such as the level of the bureaucracy may
influence the type of power that bureaucrats exercise. While upper-levalsffici
may have the ability to shape broad programmatic goals, lower-level bratsauc
have discretionary power in the day to day implementation of these policidsr{Sel
1997). Discretion may also be one of the key variables in representative
bureaucracy. Sowa and Selden (2003) find that administrators who perceive
themselves as having higher levels of discretion are more likely to actyebsent
minority interests. Similarly, Meier and Bohte (2001) find that increaswej$ of
discretion leads to greater likelihood of active representation.

A limited body of research in representative bureaucracy literature has
systematically examined the level of employment as an independent eariadl
example, Meier (1993) analyzes and compare the effects of increasmgnber
of minority teachers and administrators on measures of minority school
performance. The findings suggest street level bureaucrats werekatyréol
actively represent than their management counterparts. However, imgthes
numbers of minority administrators still produced positive results (albekerea

The findings in the field of organizational theory and more recent
representative bureaucracy literature suggest that the level of emplayanebe

an important variable to consider in studying representative bureaucracye avhil
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limited body of research has examined this variable, a more in-depthnet@miof
this variable is necessary in order to have a thorough understanding of its effect
Policy Area

When considering active representation, another important empirical
guestion within this literature is what policy area to study. Much of the work up to
this point dealing with specific bureaucracies and outputs uses redistributive
agencies, and much of the work focuses on education. Selden (1997) argues that
work measuring the link between active and passive representation has focused
solely on the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission or studies of education
policy. Selden examines the Farmers Home Administration, but few otiwdarsc
provide any variation in policy area.

As Table 2.5 shows, of the articles in the database, approximately 58% use a
mixed or unspecified sample of agencies. Of those focusing on specificesgenci
nearly 70% focus on some type of redistributive agency.

Table 2.5: Lowi’s Typology

What policy area is studied? Frequency Percentage
Redistributive 14 28%
Constituent 3 6%
Regulatory 3 6%
Distributive 0 0%

Mixed 20 40%

Not Specified 10 20%

Total (N=50) 50 100

Scholars attempt to theoretically justify this exclusive focus agguot all

policy decisions are likely candidates for influence by representatreatcracy.
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As previously noted, Meier (1993) argues that passive representation is linked to
active when: the demographic characteristic is salient (such ashagucrats

have discretion; and policy decisions are directly relevant to the passively
represented characteristics. These conditions are clearly met wiyh ma
redistributive policies. However, the importance of representation should not be
overlooked in other agency types. If representation is the key to legrtgize
overall power of bureaucratic agencies, all agency types should be examised. It i
difficult to evaluate the nature and scope of representative bureaucracy while
maintaining an exclusive focus on one type of agency and excluding all others. In
order to fully understand the concept of representative bureaucracy and to truly
legitimize the power of bureaucracies, all agency types (distripuégelatory, and
constituent) need to be considered.

Scholars have recently expanded their scope of analysis and begun to look at
other types of agencies such as law enforcement. For example, Meier and
Nicholson-Crotty (2006) examine the relationship between the gender of police
officers and sexual assault reports and arrests. The study found thatqyobse
with larger numbers of female officers filed more sexual assault regpadtsade
more sexual assault arrests. This study demonstrates the importanisdingx
studies of representative bureaucracy to different organizational contexts.

In addition to simply adding different types of agencies to representative
bureaucracy studies, scholars also need to compare different types of agedcies

their relationship to representative bureaucracy. According to Lowi’s discList
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is reasonable to suspect that different types of agencies would also fostendiffe
cultures of representation. The variations Lowi discusses (political cuyitlrecal
process, elites and group relationships) may also be important variables in the
representational context.

Discretion, potentially a key variable in representative bureaucragy, m
vary according to the agency’s policy type. Some agencies operate undec specifi
legal guidelines which give them little discretion while others operater lengde
providing little guidance, thus giving the agency and the agents within that agency
more discretion. Bryner (1987) notes the particular importance of discretion at
regulatory agencies. Agencies administering programs such as public works$, Soci
Security and defense procurement operate under specific statutory regtsreme
while regulatory laws provide less guidance.

Several scholars demonstrate empirical links between Lowi’s typology or
agency function and representative bureaucracy. For example, Newman (1994) uses
agency type as a variable to explain female hiring and promotion in state agencies
Other authors also use agency function as a variable that influences hidtgegra
in administrative agencies (Cayer and Sigelman, 1980; Dometrius 1984). While
scholars have established a representational link between agency fundtlarray
practices, the use of this variable has so far been restricted to studissioé pa
representation. Itis possible that the same variables which structureamdng
promotion practices or relationships within the agency may also influence

relationships between the bureaucrats within the agency and their clientele.
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Quantitative Analysis

One of the factors potentially contributing to the aforementioned limitations
is an over-reliance on quantitative data and analysis. Table 2.6 shows the
distribution of methodologies throughout the database. A majority (62%) of the
pieces analyzed are quantitative. Furthermore, only 12% of the worketare
gualitative and empirical. Nearly one-third of these qualitative piecgstradtly
on historical analysis. While historical analysis is useful, these piecas doswer
the aforementioned questions in the field of representative bureaucracy. For
example, historical analyses provide the theoretical foundation suggesting that
characteristics other than race and gender are important to stuckpseskentative
bureaucracy; however, they do not test this relationship empirically. Thennegna
pieces use mixed methods or are completely theoretical with no empirical
component$.

Table 2.6: Methodology

WSZSE) type of methodology is Frequency Percentage
u ¢

Quantitative 31 62%
Qualitative 4 8%

Mixed 7 14%
Historical 2 4%
Theoretical 6 12%

Total (N=50) 50 100

2 It should also be noted that Newman’s article vtassified as mixed methods because the author
suggested the use of qualitative data. Howeverattithor’'s methodology did not meet the
requirements of King, Keohane, and Verba for gatlie data analysis. In the section labeled
qualitative, the author used very simple statistieehniques rather than more advanced regression
analysis. However, the analysis was still based widely distributed survey instrument, the result
of which were ultimately quantified.
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The heavy use of quantitative data is potentially problematic for the field of
representative bureaucracy for several reasons. First, as previouggsdisanany
theoretical ambiguities remain in the literature. More qualitative apipesanay
provide insight into these theoretical puzzles. Qualitative methods such as
interviews and focus groups often lend useful insight into areas that need théoretic
improvement. As Putnam (1993) explains, “The prudent social scientist, like the
wise investor, must rely on diversification to magnify the strengths, and & tifés
weaknesses, of any single instrument” (12). The field of representative bamauc
needs to diversify its empirical techniques through the inclusion of more qualitative
approaches. Qualitative analysis offers the potential to allow scholdesvelop a
more consistent definition of representative bureaucracy by expanding their
understanding of this concept.

Second, the heavy use of quantitative data may have potentially skewed the
bureaucrats and policy areas studied in this field. The decision to focus on street
level bureaucrats and redistributive agencies appears to be partly loyiease of
data collection. Schools and agencies such as Farmers Home Adminitaagon
easily accessible quantitative data that readily lends itself tosssmallowever,
there are a wide variety of other policy areas, agencies, and burecuatratay
provide further insight to our understanding of representative bureaucracy. As
previously noted, many studies examine street level or upper level bureaucrats, but
very few works focus on middle management. These bureaucrats may not be

directly linked to a specific policy decision that is traceable throughdecurch as
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standardized testing. However, this does not mean that these individuals do not
actively represent groups in society. Through qualitative analysis, schalar
actually question these bureaucrats in order to discern their role in the mbcess
representative bureaucracy. This could allow evaluation across more agmxy t
in a wide variety of policy areas.

The overly positivist approach to the study of representative bureaucracy
also results in a narrow understanding of the relationship between descriptive
representation and representative bureaucracy. Most studies focus exctusivel
race and gender. This may be due to the fact that race and genderginessatieat
are easily discernable and quantifiable. Other characteristics ssehuas
orientation may be hidden or undisclosed making their study more difficult.
However, if these characteristics do in fact influence representatigaumracy
then some attention should be directed toward trying to develop measures that can
capture this relationship.

Who does representative bureaucracy represent?

The competing groups

Another important yet unanswered question of representative bureaucracy is:
who (or what) is represented by representative bureaucracies? The theory of
representative bureaucracy grew out of debates over bureaucratic respypnsibili
But, to whom should bureaucrats be responsible? According to Selden, Brewer, and
Brudney (1999), because of their discretion, bureaucrats must choose between

“competing policies and interests-none of which are universally right or wrong”
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(172). Literature on representative bureaucracy suggests there are petesrizl
groups that representative bureaucracies may “represent”. Thegetowm
interests include (but are not limited to): the clients of the agency,rceutiad
groups of the agency’s clientele, the public interest at large, and legislators
Scholars of representative bureaucracy have failed to theoreticalifyspgastify
what exactly should be represented by representative bureaucracies.s Vianiksi
have used each of these groups as the appropriate recipients of representative
bureaucracy.

Scholars such as Long (1952) discuss the term representative bureaucracy as
a concept that is supposed to ensure better representation for the public interest.
According to Long, representative bureaucracy is one that represents “broad,
national” interests. Unfortunately, Long provides no further insight about how
scholars should measure public interest. Other scholars define more specific
recipients of representative bureaucracy. For example, Andrews, Boyiee, Me
O'Toole, and Walker (2005) argue that representative bureaucracy is one which
adequately reflects their constituent populations. In addition, some scholars use an
even more narrow conception of descriptive representation. Under this view,
bureaucrats represent a narrowly defined group within the population such as a
racial or gender group (Meier, 1993). Finally, none of these views necessarily
reflect Kingsley’s original concept of representative bureaucracyordicg to
Kingsley, the bureaucracy should represent the governing body. Under this view

the bureaucracy would reflect and be responsive to political officials.
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From the pieces in the database, 58% designate specific groups as the
recipients of representation. Twenty-eight percent specify the publicsntere
broadly as the target of representation. The remaining 14% examine multiple
interests and/or legislative mandates as the target of representation.

Questions over the appropriate recipients of representative bureaucracy are
particularly important if there is a potential for zero-sum effectsaoietioffs
between potential groups. There is a substantial amount of work highlighting the
positive effects of representative bureaucracy. However, very littleasshgd has
addressed the potential for negative consequences as a result of repvesentati
bureaucracy (Lim 2006). The potential trade-offs of representative bureyaucra
may take several forms as bureaucrats opt to make decisions in favor of one
competing interest over another. These potentially negative effects mageincl
trade-offs between representation and other organizational goals or trade-offs
between groups. While these dangers may not outweigh the positive effects of
representative bureaucracy or negate its overall value to society, in onagy to t
understand this concept, these potentials must be taken into account.

Representative Bureaucracy and the public interest

One potential trade-off may arise between representing specific groups
society and maintaining the public interest. Mosher (1968) is an early scihalar w
was notably critical in his discussion of representative bureaucracy. WhileMos
values passive representation, he is opposed to active representation. He repeatedly

expresses the dangers and potential incompatibilities between an active
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representative bureaucracy and democracy. First, he argues that thieories
representative bureaucracies have failed to deal with a crucial point.eduanacy

is truly representative, then they must be based on and effectively deal with the
internal conflict that would arise from competing interests (95). In additioshit
criticizes the idea of active representation. Mosher states, “It may lwkthate

active representativeness run rampant within a bureaucracy would constitaiigr a
threat to orderly democratic government. The summing up of the multitude of
special interests seeking effective representation does not constitgenéral

intent” (12). Mosher concludes that the concept of representative bureaucracy has
taken on a meaning which does not ensure that the general public interest will be
served. He argues that specific groups, including most professions and even the
poor, successfully claim some representation within the bureaucracy, but he
ultimately questions the ability of the bureaucracy to adequately repthsent
majority of the population who are not members of these groups (209).

In addition, Subramanian (1967) questions whether the bureaucracy can
adequately serve both sectional and general interests. He argues if edogr ofem
the bureaucracy is focused on representing the specific sectional steag¢shey
reflect the overall bureaucracy would be riddled with conflict and subsequently
ineffective at serving the broad public interest. This possible conflict oéstse
leads to an important question for scholars of representative bureaucracy. What are
the potential trade-offs between representing specific groups withinysanmbt

maintaining representation for the public interest broadly?
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Public interest is another concept that is empirically difficult to define.
Barth (1992) argues, “Public interest is an ideal condition or state in which the
nation as a whole benefits” (290). Under this definition, one way to measure “public
interest” would be organizational performance and efficiency. Empiricé¢eoe
has found limited and inconclusive evidence regarding the relationship between
representative bureaucracy and organizational performance. Some work has
demonstrated the potential trade-offs between the two goals. For examplkeywéndr
et al. (2005) examine the relationship between representative bureauatacy a
organizational performance. Using both citizens’ evaluations and objective
measures of performance, the data suggest that representative buyeiauargely
associated with poor performance on both measures. However, using management
strategies as a control variable may reduce this negative effect. Géviemited
body of research in this area, more empirical analysis is heeded in ordeutteval
the effects of representative bureaucracy and organizational performance.

Group Trade-offs

What trade-offs may occur between representing one specific group in
society, such as women, and the potential effect on other groups, such as Hispanics?
Slack (2001) argues that policy-making within the bureaucracy often occurs with a
zero-sum perspective which produce clear “winners and losers”. He dngues t
tendency is particularly pronounced when resources are scarce or percdived by

participants as scarce.
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The literature measuring potential trade-offs between two groups is very
limited, contradictory and inconclusive. Meier, Wrinkle, and Polinard (1999) were
the first to analyze the distributional equity between groups as a result of
representative bureaucracy. The piece specifically asks whethertraggain at
the expense of non-minorities under conditions of representative bureaucracy.
Looking at the effects of the percentage of black and Latino teachers on student
performance rates, they conclude that increasing minority teactfeascees student
performance across the board. Therefore, representative bureaucracy is not
necessarily zero-sum; both minorities and non-minorities benefit from
representative bureaucracy.

However, Nielson and Wolf (2001) question Meier, Wrinkles and Polinard’s
conclusion. Nielson et al. maintain that Meier et al. have a variety of
methodological weaknesses including measurement and specification erroes. Onc
these weaknesses are corrected, the data actually shows the oppositEoesthes
original interpretation and that in fact, the data indicates that studentrpanice
declined in all groups as the percentage of minority teachers increases.

In addition, scholars have ignored the potentially negative consequences that
active representation in the form of bureaucratic partiality may have epédic
minority groups they are assumed to help. Lim (2006) maintains that these negative
consequences may occur through both aggravated costs and forgone benefits that
may result because partiality does not encourage others not to discrimuhate a

fact, may encourage them to discriminate. Lim concludes that bureaucratic
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partiality should be normatively rejected. However, he also argues that the othe
forms of substantive representation provided by representative bureaucracy do not
carry the same problems and should be further investigated. To date there has been
too little research in this area to draw any substantive conclusions. Hovheger, t

are important points and scholars should consider them more thoroughly both
theoretically and empirically.

Representative Bureaucracy and Accountability

Very little research in the area of representative bureaucraaysdescthe
notion of accountability. However, this concept is central to public administration
literature at large and is central to the idea of representation in hefkeaconcept
of accountability does appear in some theoretical work on representative
bureaucracy. For example, Krislov (1974) argues that increasing the regtiesent
within the bureaucracy will lead to a more accountable bureaucracy. While some
authors discuss the concept theoretically, they do not offer any empiriczdtemal
of the relationship between accountability and representative bureauctezy. T
centrality of accountability to representation makes it an important@area
empirical investigation.

ROLE PERCEPTION

One concept that offers the potential to illuminate the aforementioned
weaknesses in the field of representative bureaucracy is role perceptide.aWhi
considerable amount of work has examined bureaucratic behavior, very little work

in representative bureaucracy has attempted to understand this phenomenon through
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the use of role perception. In contrast, much work in the legislative reptesenta
literature focuses on the concept of role perception. In fact, Jewell (1g8&sa
that within the work on representation, the volume of work dealing with legislative
roles is enormous. Furthermore, within legislative role literature, workndeal
specifically with representational roles is the most dominant.
Existing Typologies

There is a limited amount of research linking role perception and
representative bureaucracy. The first work linking role perception and
representative bureaucracy is Selden (1997). This piece demonstratestyhaf utili
this concept to representative bureaucracy. Selden juxtaposes two different
bureaucratic role perceptions and examines their relationship to active
representation. The first role is the traditional bureaucratic role andcitredsis
the minority representative role. She finds that bureaucrats who accept thigyminor
representative role are more likely to actively represent minonitigslicy
decisions. One of the key findings in Selden’s piece was that both minorities and
non-minorities took on the minority representative role. This affirms theyadd
validity of role perception to allow scholars to study representative buregucra
without descriptive representation.

In addition, Selden, Brewer and Brudney (1999) examine public
administrator’s role perceptions. Selden et al. define role as “a cohesofe set
object-related values and attitudes that provides the public administratbleassta

of expectations about his or her responsibilities” (175). Selden examines
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administrative roles along two dimensions. These dimensions form two integsecti
continua. The horizontal is a continuum of political responsiveness v. pro-active
administration, and the vertical is a continuum of managerial efficiencyial soc
equity. Administrative neutrality lies at the center where the continessatt.

Under this framework, Selden et al. (1999) uses a g-sort and identifies five
different administrative roles: stewards of the public interest, adaptedsea
businesslike utilitarians, resigned custodians, and practical idealistsar8s of
the public interest want to participate in formulating policies targeted doadiar
citizens including disadvantaged groups. For this group, efficiency is oversithdowe
by social and political goals. Adapted realists attempt to balance &wsitbs
efficiency. They appear equally concerned with management and equitie Whi
valuing goals of social equity, they also recognize the need to operate Wwihin t
rules of and around the organization. Businesslike utilitarians place higher value on
organizational and individual efficiency relative to fairness or equity. @hewlso
more willing to reject the wishes of more senior officials seeking the efifostent
solution instead. Resigned custodians view themselves as neutral agents who place
a premium on the rules of the organization and the difference between elected and
unelected officials. Finally, practical idealists are committed tayQalanced
with efficiency and proper management. This group emphasizes professionalism
and efficiency but also advocates for policy in the public interest.

Selden’s work provides a useful foundation for evaluating the questions this

project proposes. Building on earlier work in the area of bureaucratic role
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perceptions, this project will specifically examine bureaucrat’s roleepéon as
representatives. While some work has been done in this area, many unanswered
guestions remain. For example, scholars have not yet made any comparigngs am
different levels or agencies regarding bureaucratic role perceptionsn 8ehle
(2999) concludes, “Future research should explore the prevalence of these roles,
seek to explain variations among administrators, and examine the relationship
between roles, work behaviors, and policy outcomes” (194).
DISCUSSION

Scholars’ early treatment of representative bureaucracy has shaped
contemporary studies in this area. While the field has progressed sinckeiKgigs
introduction of the concept in 1944, some weaknesses have been recycled through
generations of scholarship. There are two dominant streams of researchiahcthis f
— theory and empirical research. The empirical work in this field has natllyet f
capitalized on the existing theoretical work in this field, and theory building has
been scarce in recent scholarship. Only 16% of the work in the databaseyis purel
theoretical. Most contemporary work can be classified as empirical statigw)
on quantitative analysis of active representation. Lim (2006) serves as one of the
few theoretical contemporary pieces in the field, and Selden et al. (1999) is one of
the few interpretative pieces in the field to date. The findings of both of these
studies indicate the important and interesting questions remaining in this field.

Scholars need to both refine and expand the notion of representative

bureaucracy. One of the most illuminating ways that scholars can do this iskto brea
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down the barriers created by an over-reliance on quantitative data. Quelitati
analysis of this concept can increase understanding of the existing questiens in t
field of representative bureaucracy and may provide insight that will direce
scholarship. Qualitative analysis may provide insight into a more meanmayul
to define and measure representative bureaucracy by providing contextual
information that is currently missing from most scholarship on this topic.

One avenue for research in this area is representative role perceptior. Whil
this concept has been extensively explored in legislative representatios,stedye
few scholars have attempted to analyze how bureaucrats see their role as
representatives. This project will use the concept of role perception in order to
explore representative bureaucracy. The primary methodology for this psdjgct
Methodology. This methodology is advantageous for this project for several
reasons. First, because it is a mixed methodology, the qualitative dataomill all
this study to analyze representative bureaucracy from a perspectiveathbe
restricted from analysis by quantitative analysis due to data liomtatiln addition,
because of g methodology’s inductive nature, the results of this project will provide

guidance on future possibilities for empirical inquiries in this field.
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CHAPTER THREE
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

INTRODUCTION

This project is designed to explore the following questions in the field of
representative bureaucracy.

1) How should we define representative bureaucracy? More specifically, does
representative bureaucracy require descriptive representation? Foréherm
when studying descriptive representation as it applies to the bureaucracy,
what characteristics are important to consider?

2) How should we measure representative bureaucracy?

3) Are there any negative effects of representative bureaucracy? Tleistproj
will specifically examine potential trade-offs in three different cotstex
A) Does increasing representative bureaucracy produce a trade-ofébetwe

individuals or groups?

B) Does increasing representative bureaucracy produce costs related to

organizational efficiency?

C) Does increasing representative bureaucracy produce costs related to

political accountability?

In order to answer these questions, this project will focus on bureaucratic
role perception, specifically role perception as it relates to representétiost
research on representative bureaucracy relies solely on quantitativ@saot
policy outputs. While this has provided great insight to this point, strict adherence

to these techniques may restrict understanding in the aforementioned areas due to
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difficulty of data collection. This project seeks to expand our understanding of
representative bureaucracy by using a mixed methodology to explore questions of
representative bureaucracy. Rather than testing hypotheses, thishreseags for
theoretical clarity and nuance. Combining qualitative and quantitative data can
provide a broader, more complete understanding of representative bureaucracy.
Since qualitative methods are not often used in this field and many of the questions
under consideration have not been well researched, this project focuses on
exploratory analysis with the primary goal of introducing new theotetisght as
well as many new empirical questions rather than testing hypotheses.

While there are no formal hypotheses, there are several assumptions of what
the data will reveal about representative bureaucracy. These assumptioeseare
on the existing literature, and this project will explore these assumptiass, | Fi
assume that elements of active representation may be independent ptigescri
representation. In addition, | see no theoretical reason to limit activeae{atasn
to cases where there is also descriptive representation or to limit theostudy
descriptive representation strictly to race and gender. Second, | assumatslof
active representation may be present at all four policies types arss adirlevels of
the bureaucracy; however, variations logically exist across thesbélearas well.
For example, while both street level bureaucrats and executives mayraseltes
as representatives, the specific functions in their day to day job that thegis/iew
manifestations of this role will vary. Finally, | expect from the literato find

variations among policy areas and levels regarding individuals perceideebtifa.
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For example, upper level bureaucrats may perceive a greater trade-@ébetw
accountability and representative bureaucracy while lower level bureaocag
feel that the relationship between efficiency and representative bur@aiscraore
zero-sum.

ANALYATICAL TOOLS: Q METHODOLOGY

The primary analytical tool for this project is Q methodology. Q
methodology has been used in a variety of fields including psychology, sociology,
and political science (Durning and Osuna, 1994). Past studies have shown this to be
an effective tool for studying role perception, and scholars have applied it to
bureaucratic role perception (Durning and Osuna, 1994; Selden et al. 1999). Q
methodology was selected because it will allow insight into the importanbfarea
representative bureaucracy without the data restrictions created bytusihg s
guantitative policy outputs. Because of its reliance on subjective information, Q
methodology is an appropriate tool for exploring role perception.

Q methodology can provide insight into how individuals think about their
work, their agencies, and their policy roles. This methodology will provide a more
in depth understanding of how these bureaucrats see themselves and theis agencie
in the process of representation. In addition, this methodology facilitates
understanding of individuals across policy types and levels of the bureaucracy
which is central to the research questions. However, due to its inductive nature, it is
not an appropriate tool for generalization of findings or estimating the frequency or

occurrence of the worldviews uncovered.
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This project will use multiple data sources in its analysis. In addition to the
Q sort analysis, qualitative data from focus groups, interviews, and follow-up
interviews will be individually analyzed. Utilizing different data sms will
provide a rich context for understanding the current research questions.
Q Methodology Overview

Q Methodology was invented by William Stephenson and designed to allow
for the systematic study of human subjectivity. The more common techniques used
to study opinions and attitudes are surveys and questionnaires. Q methodology has
several important differences and potential advantages over these conventional
techniques. Rather than measuring the presence, absence, or frequency of pre-
defined and operationalized constructs through survey data or questionnaires, Q
Methodology allows a more flexible approach to the individual's perspective. It
views each individual perspective from a neutral position. In this way, Q
Methodology avoids potential biases created when operationalizing variables during
scale construction. Brown (1980) explains when using such scales, “the
individual's independent point of view, in effect, is considered to be dependent on
the prior meaning of the scale” (4). In contrast, Q Methodology allows ppartisi
to express their views more freely.

Another advantage of Q Methodology is that it requires a relatively small
number of participants. While R methodology is primarily concerned with

generalizability, Q Methodology is more concerned with intensive studiesadiesm
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populations. In fact, it is not uncommon for Q Methodology to study single cases
(Stephenson, 1953).
Essentially, Q technique is a sorting process of different statemerfkett r
the respondent’s perspective on a given topic. Participants are given a set of
statements and are asked to rank order them according to their level of ajreeme
with each statement. The order in which the statements are ranked illusacies
participant’s perspective. These perspectives are then analyzed, conmgared a
interpreted. Brown (1980) explains,
Simply stated, Q technique is a set of procedures whereby a sample of
objects is placed in a significant order with respect to a single persos. In it
most typical form, the sample involves statements of opinion (Q sample) that
an individual rank-orders in terms of some condition of instruction- e.g.
from ‘most agree’ (+5) to ‘most disagree’ (-5). The items so arrayed
compromise what is called a Q sort. Q sorts obtained from several persons
are normally correlated and factor analyzed by any of the availaliistl
methods. Factors indicate clusters of persons who have ranked the
statement in essentially the same fashion. Explanation of factors is
advanced in terms of commonly shared attitudes or perspectives (6).
The Concourse and Q Sample
As Brown (1980) explains, there are multiple steps to using Q Methodology.
First, the concourse must be identified. The concourse is the universe of possible
statements about any given concept or situation. The concourse may be determined
empirically through various methods and sources (Stephenson, 1986; Brown, 1991).
The concourse may be naturalistic or ready-made. Naturalistic saanple
constructed from communication directly from respondents such as interview data

or written communication from subjects. Secondary sources such as newspaper

commentaries may also be used. Alternatively, ready-made sampiees@¢hat
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are derived from sources other than the study’s participants. For example, previous
studies and existing literature may be used to develop the concourse (McKeown and
Thomas, 1988). The most common source for the concourse is interviews with
subjects (Brown, 1991). For this study, the concourse is created from a naturalisti
sample using interview and focus group data.
Once established, the concourse is then used to produce the Q-sample.

The Q Sample is a subset of statements taken from the concourse. These are the
statements that are eventually presented to participants for sortowgnBr991).
The statements used for the Q Sample are selected in order to adeqtiattlthee
original concourse. Brown (1991) explains, “As with sampling persons in survey
research, the main goal in selecting a Q sample is to provide a miniatate iwhi
major respects contains the comprehensiveness of the larger process being
modeled.” There are two basic techniques that can be used in order to select the
statements for the sample. With unstructured samples, relevant itemsetedsial
order to produce a sample of statements that reasonably reflects all potentia
positions. However, not much effort is devoted to ensure that all possible sub-topics
are represented. In contrast, structured samples are selected rremasgally
through techniques such as Fisher’s experimental design principles (E&B&y,
McKeown, 1988; Brown, 1991).
Q-sort Process

Once the Q sample is determined, the statements are printed on cards. Each

card contains one statement, and the cards are randomly numbered. Participants are
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given the set of cards and then asked to rank order the cards according to some
condition of instruction. Respondents are typically asked to assign values to the
statements on a continuum according to how much they agree or disagree with the
statement. For example, participants may be asked to rank order the statements
from -5 to +5 with -5 being strongly disagree and +5 strongly agree (Brown, 1991).
Next, according to a set of instructions, the responses are arraoggdal
scoring continuum such as that shown in Table 3.1 (Brown, 1980). For this project,
participants were first asked to sort the cards into three piles: thosagtesywith,
those they disagree with, and those they are neutral toward. Participants were the
asked to select the two statements from the “disagree pile” that theyeeis@tr
most and the two they agree with most from the “agree pile”. Next particyvangs
asked to select three statements they disagree and agree with mokefrom t
remaining cards in each pile. This process continued until all cards we@. sort
Any remaining cards were placed into the neutral column.

Table 3.1: Sample Q Sort Scoring Continuum

Most Disagree Most Agree
Score -5 -4-3 -2-1 0+1 +2 +3 +4 +5
Number of Statements (2) (3) (4) (5) (7) (8) (7) (5) (4) (3) (2)

While the response array is often a forced quasi-normal distribution, the
specific shape of the response distribution has not been found to affect factor

loadings. Forcing a normal distribution is useful a tool for encouragingipartts
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to make explicit trade-offs between statements (Cottle and McKeown 1980n Brow
1980).

Generally when the Q sort is complete, a brief follow-up interview is
conducted in order to allow the participants to elaborate on their own thinking about
the subject, and to add validity to the sort responses. The sort itself is used as a
guide for this interview (Brown, 1980).

Participant Samples

The principles behind participant sample selection for Q Methodology are
not the same as those guiding studies using more common statistical analysis suc
as R methods. McKeown and Thomas (1988) state, “Specific sampling principles
and techniques important to mainstream behavioral research are not necessarily
relevant to person sampling in Q given the contrasting research orientations and
purposes” (36). Despite these deviations in Q Methodology, the selection of the
person sample or P-set is not unimportant.

For studies employing R methodology, the purpose is generalization.
Therefore, participant samples are typically large. For Q methodolodigst the
purpose is directed at quality of information rather than quantity. The spaaific
of each study may vary, and therefore the size of the P-set may also \adiragc
to the purpose of the study. Some Q studies are intensive and interested pinmarily
‘intra-subjectivity’. Such studies analyze one subject in-depth. Other sardies

interested inter-subjectivity. These studies are extensive with thefgoal

75



uncovering a variety of different perspectives on an issue. For extensiessthdi
P-set may range from 50-100 subjects (Mckeown and Thomas 1988).

A variety of factors may influence specific subject selection. An obvious
pragmatic consideration is subject availability. In addition, theoreticakecos
may also guide participant selection. Under purposeful sampling, individuals are
selected based on their theoretical relevance specific to the stucgusBe)
Methodology is not aimed at generalizability, there is no assumption that all
relevant population characteristics are reflected in the sample, andstherelaim
that the viewpoints uncovered are representative or exhaustive of those in the
population (McKeown and Thomas, 1988). While the purpose of the current study
is not to generalize the findings, due to the focus on descriptive representation, some
demographic diversity of the respondents is important.
Statistical Analysis

There are important methodological differences between R and Q
Methodology. While R Methodology correlates and factors traits, Q Methodology
correlates and factors individuals. Aside from these fundamental differences,
however, the statistical procedures involved in Q factor analysis are no different
from those in R.

The first step in Q analysis is to create a correlation matrix betieen t
sorts. Once the sorts are correlated, factor analysis is performed. Tbsepoip
the factor analysis is to explore the nature and number of outlooks identified by the

Q Sorts. First, correlations of the Q-sorts are produced (typically usitgR) t
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indicate how closely participants ordered the statements to one another. Then, give
N respondents, an N x N correlation matrix is created. Factor analysisosypef

on the matrix which indicates the different types of sorts (families).ilieam

consist of answers that are highly correlated to each other but differenbizom t

other families. McKeown and Thomas (1988) explain, “Persons significantly
associated with a given factor, therefore, are assumed to share a common
perspective...Therefore each respondents factor ‘loading’ indicates the dégree
association between that person’s individual Q-sort and the underlying composite
attitude or perspective of the factor” (17).

Different factor techniques may be used for the factor analysis in Q
Methodology. Two options include Centroid and Principal Components analysis.
While Stephenson and early Q Method proponents prefer Centroid analysis, the
results between the techniques has not been found to differ substantively (McKeown
and Thomas, 1988).

Once the factor analysis is complete, the factors are then rotated incorder t
simplify the structure. Under optimal conditions, Q sorts will load high on one
factor and near zero on others. Like the factor analysis itself, tleeneudtiple
methods of factor rotation. They may be rotated manually according to thabreti
considerations or mathematically by methods such as Varimax. The most common
rotation method is Varimax rotation (McKeown and Thomas, 1988).

Interpreting the Factors

In Q Methodology, factor interpretation is based on factor scores. The
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factor score is essentially an average of scores given by partecgsstciated with
a given factor (Brown, 1991/1992). The factor scores are determined by creating an
“ideal type” Q Sort for each factor. The model sort is created by detegmiriiich
sorts are solely and significantly loaded on a particular factor and mengiseg t
sorts together. These values are weighted according to the magnitude @itiassoci
between the sort and the factor. These scores are then compared in order to
determine which statements are the defining items for each factor (Mokauv
Thomas, 1988).

Once the defining statements for the factors have been determined, they are
analyzed contextually in order to describe what each factor means subbtantive
The contextual analysis may have several components. For example, facgor type
may be described according to statements that respondents agreed or diségreed w
most and/or according to identifying which statements differ the most among
respondents in each factor. Similarly, factors may be described by idantifyi
commonalities or statements which respondents ranked similarly acctiss fa
(Durning and Osuna, 1994). Additionally, factors may be analyzed, described and
interpreted according to characteristics of the subjects in the factoasuc

demographic correlates (McKeown and Thomas, 1988)

® For additional summary of Q Methodology and aggilins see also Fox (1996); Selden et al.
(1999).
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APPLICATION OF Q METHODOLOGY

Establishing the Concourse: Interviews and Focus Groups

This project involved several different phases of data collection. The
purpose of the first phase of data collection was to establish the concourse. The
concourse for this project was established through interviews and focus gitups w
government employees. In order to avoid any potential validity problems, separate
respondent groups were used for the second phase of data collection, the Q sort
process. During the first phase of data collection, there were a totattyqrinie
participants. The P set was selected using a purposive sampling techrhigue. T
primary concern when establishing the P set was including proportionate numbers
of individuals from all three levels of the bureaucracy (street level, middle
management, and executive) in all four policy areas (redistributive, distabuti
regulatory and constituent). Figure 1 shows the employment make-up of the

respondent sample.

Figure 1: Phase 1 Participant Matrix
N =39
Level | Executive | Management| Street Level
Policy Area
2 1 3
Distributive
2 4 3
Redistributive
3 6 4
Regulatory
2 6 3
Constituent
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Focus groups and interviews for the first phase of data collection were
administered from October 2007-June 2008. Four focus groups were conducted
which included twenty-seven respondents. Focus group size ranged from four to ten
participants. Focus group participants were in-service MPA studentseat stat
universities in Georgia and Oklahoma. Participants were employed at Vafielss
of local, state or federal agencies. Twelve additional interviews weackicted in
order to more evenly represent levels of the bureaucracy and policy areagiew
participants were identified through a web-based search according to thieanéve
policy area within the bureaucracy. All interviewees were managemeRreoutive
level bureaucrats employed at local, state, or federal agencieslloc&a.

The sample includes eleven participants employed at local agen@agy-tw
one state level employees and seven federal employees. A variety @ndiffer
departments and agencies are represented in the sample: Public Works, Soil and
Conservation, Parks and Recreation, Department of Human Resources, Community
Development, Community Affairs, Department of Agriculture, Office of Plagni
and Budget, Public Health, Education, Police, Public Safety, Probation, Federal
Aviation Administration, Human Resource Management, Public Information,
Planning and Urban Redevelopment, General Services Administration, Veterans
Affairs, Employment Security, Army, Air force, Human Rights, and Board of
Regents.

The sample is less diverse in terms of demographic composition. Sixty

percent of the sample is male and 40% female. Respondents’ age range is 24-59
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years with a mean age of 37 years. Whites are over-represented in thes sampl
making up 83% of the total participants. The other 17% include Black, Asian, and
Native American respondents. The sample is also skewed in terms of education
level. All respondents had completed a Bachelor’s degree, and most had completed
some graduate work. Income levels range from less than $20,000 to over $100,000
with a modal income range between $40,000 and $75,000. While not all
demographic variables are representative in the sample, this is not atypiba for
type of project. The purpose of Q-sort methodology is not to produce a
generalizable sample; therefore, the representativeness of the grouthakmg
variables should not affect the overall quality of the data and analysis.
Focus Group and Interview Instrument

The questions for the interview/focus group instrument were written in order
to tap into the three major research questions of this project: defining reptese
bureaucracy, measuring representative bureaucracy, and the potentiaffgade-
representative bureaucracy. Participants were first asked a seyerseod|
guestions about their possible role as a representative within the organization: “Do
you see yourself as a representative within your organization? In other, ygords
representation or advocacy a part of your role in your agency? How cethial is
to your position?” In addition, respondents were asked about the role of others in
the organization: “Do you think that individuals above or below you have more or

less of a representative role in the organization?”
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The next set of questions focus on active representation. Respondents who
view themselves as representatives were asked to describe speciftbagsks
perform regularly in the organization that they consider acts of reprasantat
Next, a series of questions were asked in order to examine the role of descriptive
representation and potential characteristics that may influence theguodce
representation: “Do you feel that you relate more easily to clients whoyghare
background or demographic characteristics? What sort of charactenistitd you
say are most likely to influence your ability to relate to clients?” dieoto
evaluate evidence of indirect representation, respondents were asked wtiettse
in the organization helped shape their views on their role as a representative or
advocate in the organization. Finally, respondents were asked a series of questions
designed to analyze potential trade-offs or costs of representative baoyauSee
Appendix 2 for interview and focus group instrument.

The primary purpose of the focus groups and interviews was to develop the
concourse. In addition, the data provides rich qualitative insight to the current
research questions. After establishing the concourse, this data was analyzed
separately, and the results are reported in the following chapters.

The Concourse

The concoursewas developed from the responses given during the focus

groups and interview sessions. The focus groups and interviews yielded a total of

198 statements categorized by six general areas of interest:

* See Appendix 3 for the entire concourse.
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1. General representational role perception: These statements centered
on respondents’ general views toward their role and the role of others
in the organization as representatives.

2. Objects of representation: These statements centered on how the
individuals saw the object of their representation — in other words, do
they represent specific groups, the public interest or specific
legislative mandates?

3. Indirect active representation: These statements discuss the extent to
which others have shaped their views on their role as a representative
within the organization.

4. Direct active representation: These statements center on direct
actions by the bureaucrat that may be considered representation and
include alternative data sources such as those Lim introduces.

5. Descriptive representation: These statements examine the extent to
which demographic characteristics shape an individuals’ ability to
understand and meet the needs of their constituents and what
characteristics may be important.

6. Potential trade-offs: These statements center on the relationship
between accountability, efficiency, and the potential zero-sum nature
of representative bureaucracy.

From the concourse, fifty statements were selected and used as the sample.

Statements were selected from each of the six major areas of intergsarus
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unstructured technique based on their overall representation of the original

statements. See Table 3.2 for the sample statements.

TABLE 3.2
SAMPLE STATEMENTS BY CATEGORY

General Representational Role Perception
31. | see representation or advocacy as part of my role in my organization
14. Ideally, everyone in my organization should see representation as parf of
their role in the organization.
49. Those who work above me have more of representational or advocacy role,
and those below me have less.
23. Everyone in my organization is an advocate, but we do not all advocate to
the same groups.
9. | believe the front-line staff under me has a more direct role of
representation, and those above me have less of a role.
43. Individuals at lower levels of my organization do not have the same pgwer
to influence policy as those at higher levels.
36. | work in a very top-down organization where policies are set at a mugh
higher level. | do not have discretion or influence over policy.

Objects of Representation
26. My primary responsibility as a representative is toward the public ipternes
rather than specific groups or legislators.

45. My primary responsibility as a representative is to represent tegisla
mandates.

48. My primary responsibility as a representative is to advocate for specifi
groups.

35. | represent multiple interests including specific groups, the public intergs
and legislative mandates.
47. Individuals in my organization have a special ability and/or responsibiljty to
represent groups that are otherwise under-represented.

Indirect Representation
29. My peers, staff and/or supervisors have helped to shape the way | seg
myself as a representative in my organization.
6. My peers, subordinates and supervisors have encouraged and supportgd my
views as a representative but they have not really shaped these views.
38. | try to mentor my staff and/or peers and to empower them to be more
effective representatives.
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Direct Representation

40. | am able to influence policy-making and/or program development.

24. | advocate on behalf of my constituents but | do not personally have th
power to make decisions about their case.

e

39. My organization encourages public input and participation.

11. I use informal procedures for needs’ assessments.

32. Sometimes constituents misunderstand my organization and this may,
influence the quality of services they receive.

15. I have information which | can choose to give to my constituents that
help them get faster or better services from my organization.

nay

16. I make decisions such as resource allocation or information provision
consider acts of representation or advocacy.

hat |

28. We have formal outreach programs, and we target certain groups in our

outreach programs such as lower income individuals.

3. I make daily decisions on how to implement policy.

5. It is part of my job to ensure quality service provision from my staff or o
in the organization.

hers

30. We have outreach programs but we do not target specific groups.

37. Constituents will be better served if they are more educated on the se
of our organization.

vices

Descriptive Representation

2. | sometimes feel that | am able to better relate to and meet the needs of

constituents who share my background or demographic characteristics.

22. Race and gender are characteristic that may influence my abilitgttotce
understand the needs of my constituents and serve them.

10. It is important that our organization reflect the demographic make-up ¢f the

population we serve.

8. Whether a person lives in a rural or metropolitan area may influence m)
ability to understand and meet their needs.

21. Having a diverse workforce where our employees speak many differeft

languages and understand differences in beliefs, customs and ways of
interacting helps the organization to better serve our customers.

13. Language barriers are an important factor in service provision for my
agency.

42. An individual’'s ideological beliefs influence my ability to understand anjd

meet someone’s needs.

25. Characteristics such as age, education, income, and occupation may
influence my ability to understand and serve constituents.

33. A person’s values such as honesty and hard work are more important
demographic characteristics in determining whether or not | can reldterh

than

and understand their needs.
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Trade-offs
17. Individuals in the organization above and below me have similar levelg of
accountability.

18. Our organization is primarily accountable to the community we serve.
1. lam accountable to multiple groups — my supervisor, my organization,|the
community, and legislators.

19. My primary accountability is to the public at large.

46. My primary accountability is to my supervisor.

27. 1 am primarily accountable to politicians or elected officials.

12. Representation or advocacy increases efficiency because it allows y
better understand the needs of certain groups and to better serve them.
44. Representation or advocacy decreases efficiency because the erestsit
you represent, the more difficult it becomes to make decisions.
34. Representation or advocacy by individuals in the organization decreages
accountability.

4. If you see yourself as a representative within the organization, yiduawd
more accountability.

41. The services | provide to my constituents are not finite or zero-sum.
20. | do provide some services that are finite or zero-sum.

50. Organizational efficiency and accountability are related to leadership, pot
the diversity of the organization.

7. In my organization, | feel that assumptions are sometimes made about
constituents based on their background or demographic characteristics.

Units of Analysis: The Q-Sort

As previously noted, separate respondent groups were used for the first and
second phase of data collection. Possible participants for the Q sort wergeidentif
through a general internet search of government agencies. Like tiphéisg,
participant selection for the second phase of data collection was based on purposive
sampling techniques. Several factors were important in selecting the units of
analysis for the second phase of this project.
_Level: One of the primary goals of this project is to understand bureaucrats’ role

perceptions at different levels of the bureaucracy. As previously noted, most studies
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to date have focused on street level bureaucrats with less on middle management
and upper level bureaucrats. Respondents were selected in order to include
relatively equal numbers of individuals from all three levels to faciltateparison

in terms of their role perceptions.

Agency Type:Another goal of this project is to understand bureaucrats in different
types of agencies based on Lowi’s classification. Respondents westedeh

order to have relatively equal numbers of employees from each of Lowi’'syagen
types. Since this project is not interested in examining policy outputs but
bureaucratic perceptions, the specific agency was not as important as its
classification within the typology.

Sample sizeWhile Q-Methodology allows for sample sizes as small as fifty, since
one of the goals of this project is comparison across levels and agency types, the N
for this project is sixty.

Location: Since the Q sorts were administered in person, participants were selected
based on proximity to the researcher. Agencies included in the survey were within
150 mile radius from Milledgeville, GA and within a 100 mile radius of Oklahoma
City, OK. While this does not lead to a geographically representative safmple
participants, given the exploratory nature of the project, it will provide an adequate
pool of respondents.

Level of governmentThis project does not attempt to assess differences among

levels of government. Therefore, in order to increase the pool of possible

participants, the sample includes individuals from local, state, and federalesgenc
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Q-Sorts were completed from September 2008 through January 2009. There
were a total of sixty respondents from a variety of local, state, and federecies
in both GA and OK. The majority of respondents were state level employees.
Sixty-eight percent of respondents were state employees; 26% weralatabbo
were federal employees. Figure 2 illustrates the make-up of parttsiin terms of
their level of employment and policy area of the agency. There werd aftota
nineteen executive level employees; twenty-one management level eegland
twenty street-level employees. There are a total of sixteen distrilbeniee
employees; fourteen redistributive employees; sixteen regulatory weegtoand

fourteen constituent employees.

Figure 2: Phase 2 Participant Matrix
N =60
Level | Executive | Management| Street Level

Policy Area

Distributive S 6 5
Redistributive 4 5 5

Regulatory 5 S 6

Constituent 5 5 4

Within each policy category, participants were employed at a variety of
agencies. Distributive agencies include: Arts, Conservation, Forestry,

Transportation, Grants, Planning, Environment, Commerce, and Extension Services.

88



Redistributive agencies include: Veterans Affairs, Education, Rurall@ewent,

and Disability Services. Regulatory Agencies include: Juvenile JuBtitiee,
Emergency Management, Zoning, License and Inspection, Food Safety, Childcare,
Revenue, and Human Relations. Finally, Constituent Agencies include: Budgeting,
Benefits, Central Services and Procurement, Civil Rights, Public Relatiansgii
Relations, and Elections. This sample provides wide variation from previous
studies in this field.

Table 3.3 shows the demographic and organizational breakdown of the
entire sample. Fifty-five percent of respondents were male, and 45/4emaale.
Respondents’ ages range from 26 years to 69 years old with a modal age range of
41-55 years old. Whites were over-represented in the sample, making up 85% of
the respondents. The other 15% of respondents were black. The sample was also
skewed in terms of education. All respondents reported some college. Ninety
percent of respondents reported having a Bachelor's Degree or higher. Respondents
reported income ranges from $20,000-over $100,000, with a modal income bracket
of $40,000-$75,000. This sample is not demographically representative of
bureaucrats at large, and this may complicate interpretation of the datalsimew
However, the purpose of the current project is not to provide generalizable findings.
Therefore, the diversity of the group should not be detrimental to the overall

analysis and interpretation.
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TABLE 3.3
CHARACTERISTICS OF PARTICIPANTS

N =60
Policy
Redistributive 23.3%
Regulatory 26.7%
Distributive 26.7%
Constituent 23.3%
Level
Street Level 33.3%
Management 35.0%
Executive 31.7%
Level of Government
Local 26.7%
State 68.3%
Federal 5.0%
Gender
Male 55%
Female 45%
Race
Black 15%
White 85%
Age
50 — 70 years old 53%
35 - 49 years old 25%
25 — 34 years old 22%
Education
Some College 10.2%
Bachelor’'s 40.7%
Some Graduate 6.8%
Graduate Degree 42.3%
Income
$20-40,000 12.3%
$40-75,000 28.1%
$75-100,000 26.3%
over $100,000 33.3%

90




Q-Sort Analysis

Q-Sort respondents were given fifty randomly numbered cards each with a Q
sample statement printed on it. Respondents were asked to order the cards by their
level of agreement. See Appendix 4 for Q-sort Matrix and instructions. Inoagldit
follow-up interviews were conducted at the end of the sort to allow respondents to
give additional information on their evaluation of the statements. To create the
follow-up interview, a general survey instrument was developed based on
information from the data collected in the initial interviews and focus groups. Se
Appendix 5 for follow-up interview. The actual follow-up interviews were semi-
structured interviews guided by participants’ individual ordering of the sort.
Therefore, all participants were not asked every question, and some respondents
were asked additional questions. Finally, respondents were asked to fill out a
survey providing demographic information. See Appendix 6 for Demographic
survey.

The Q sort data were analyzed using PQMethod, software designed for the
purpose of analyzing g-sorts. For the factor analysis, principal componenssanaly
was selected based on its ability to maximize the proportion of variance astount
for by each factor. As previously noted, the specific method of factor analysis does
not have much effect on the structure and composition of the factors (McKeown &
Thomas, 1988). Varimax rotation was used in order to add clarity to the Q sorts.

Manual rotations based on theoretical judgments may also be used. However, given
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the exploratory nature of the project, Varimax rotations based on mathematical
principles were the most appropriate.

The results of the Q sort analysis and discussion of results are presented in
the remaining chapters. After the factors were identified and intedpet®rding
to the identifying statements included in each factor, factors were algaoen
according to the participant characteristics in each factor. Of partiotérest are
the organizational factors of the participants such as the level of employmdent a
policy area of the agency. These results are also discussed in the remaining

chapters.
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CHAPTER FOUR
ROLE PERCEPTION AND
REPRESENTATIVE BUREAUCRACY

INTRODUCTION

This chapter will provide an overview analysis of the sample statements and
g-sorts. First, descriptive statistics are presented for each of the stat@heents.
Respondents rank ordered statements from -5 to +5 according to their level of
agreement with each statement. For the purpose of this analysis, respondents are
considered to agree with all statements ranked positively and disagree with
statements ranked negatively. Respondents are considered neutral toward
statements ranked zero. The descriptive statistics indicating whahtzege of
respondents agree and disagree with individual statements are provided in Table 4.1.
These statements and descriptive statistics will be discussed in fietagr d
throughout the remaining chapters.

After the descriptive statistics are briefly discussed, the generagsrot
factor selection used for this project is explained, and the general contours of the
factors are described. For each factor, the demographic and organizational

characteristics are presented and the key features of each factecassell.
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TABLE 4.1
SAMPLE STATEMENTS BY CATEGORY

PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS WHO AGREE AND DISAGREE WITH EACH STATEM ENT

N=60
Statement | Agree | Neutral | Disagree
General Representational Role Perception
31. | see representation or advocacy as part of my role in my organization. 65% 12%3%
14. Ideally, everyone in my organization should see representation as part kfléhigitthe 85% 8% 7%
organization.
49. Those who work above me have more of representational or advocacy role, and thos40% 17% 43%
below me have less.
23. Everyone in my organization is an advocate, but we do not all advocate to thgg@apse| 23% 23% 53%
9. | believe the front-line staff under me has a more direct role of repmea, and those 12% 17% 72%
above me have less of a role.
43. Individuals at lower levels of my organization do not have the same powéutmce 40% 15% 45%
policy as those at higher levels.
36. | work in a very top-down organization where policies are set at a much highlerlldg | 20% 12% 68%
not have discretion or influence over policy.
Objects of Representation
26. My primary responsibility as a representative is toward the pabdiest, rather than 65% 13% 22%
specific groups or legislators.
45. My primary responsibility as a representative is to repreggialdve mandates. 17% 15% 68%
48. My primary responsibility as a representative is to advocatpdoifie groups. 18% 8% 73%
35. | represent multiple interests including specific groups, the publicsheerd legislative | 76% 10% 14%
mandates.
47. Individuals in my organization have a special ability and/or respotystbiliepresent 27% 18% 55%
groups that are otherwise under-represented.
Indirect Representation
29. My peers, staff and/or supervisors have helped to shape the way | sdamasel 65% 12% 23%
representative in my organization.
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6. My peers, subordinates and supervisors have encouraged and supported my &iews a
representative but they have not really shaped these views.

13%

13%

73%

38. | try to mentor my staff and/or peers and to empower them to be more effective
representatives.

77%

13%

10%

Direct Representation

40. | am able to influence policy-making and/or program development.

809

3%

179

24. | advocate on behalf of my constituents but | do not personally have the power to ma
decisions about their case.

K20 %

20%

60%

39. My organization encourages public input and participation.

67%

229

0

12%

11. | use informal procedures for needs’ assessments.

38%

18%

43%

32. Sometimes constituents misunderstand my organization and this may infhesgoality
of services they receive.

38%

18%

43%

15. | have information which | can choose to give to my constituents that may helgghem
faster or better services from my organization.

57%

23%

20%

16. | make decisions such as resource allocation or information proviatdrctmsider acts of 50%

representation or advocacy.

20%

30%

28. We have formal outreach programs, and we target certain groups in oucloptagams
such as lower income individuals.

35%

17%

48%

3. | make daily decisions on how to implement policy.

57%

17%

27%

5. It is part of my job to ensure quality service provision from my stadtteers in the
organization.

83%

7%

10%

30. We have outreach programs but we do not target specific groups.

15

7%

68

37. Constituents will be better served if they are more educated on tleesefour
organization.

72%

13%

15%

Descriptive Representation

2. | sometimes feel that | am able to better relate to and meet theoheedstituents who
share my background or demographic characteristics.

20%

20%

60%

22. Race and gender are characteristic that may influence my abibtate to understand thg
needs of my constituents and serve them.

2 17%

8%

75%
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10. It is important that our organization reflect the demographic make-up pdpéation we | 52% 20% 28%
serve.

8. Whether a person lives in a rural or metropolitan area may influence nty tabili 15% 18% 67%
understand and meet their needs.

21. Having a diverse workforce where our employees speak many dittergnages and 53% 20% 27%
understand differences in beliefs, customs and ways of interacting hetpgdinézation to

better serve our customers.

13. Language barriers are an important factor in service provision fogengya 25% 15% 60%
42. An individual’s ideological beliefs influence my ability to understardiraaet someone’s| 12% 12% 76%
needs.

25. Characteristics such as age, education, income, and occupation may inflyergkty to | 23% 7% 70%
understand and serve constituents.

33. A person’s values such as honesty and hard work are more important than pleimogrg 53% 22% 25%
characteristics in determining whether or not | can relate to them and tanddfeeir needs.

Trade-offs

17. Individuals in the organization above and below me have similar levelsoafrdability. 42% 10% 48%
18. Our organization is primarily accountable to the community we serve. 73% 8% 18%
1. I am accountable to multiple groups — my supervisor, my organization, theuodtyy and | 98% 2% 0%
legislators.

19. My primary accountability is to the public at large. 60% 10% 30%
46. My primary accountability is to my supervisor. 28% 7% 65%
27. 1 am primarily accountable to politicians or elected officials. 8% |12% 80%
12. Representation or advocacy increases efficiency because it yatlows better 62% 27% 12%
understand the needs of certain groups and to better serve them.

44. Representation or advocacy decreases efficiency because the erestsiyiou represent, 3% 18% 79%
the more difficult it becomes to make decisions.

34. Representation or advocacy by individuals in the organization decaeasestability. 2% 17% 82%
4. If you see yourself as a representative within the organization, yowawélirhore 63% 25% 12%
accountability.

41. The services | provide to my constituents are not finite or zero-sum. 17%37% 46%




20. | do provide some services that are finite or zero-sum. 12% 42% 47%

50. Organizational efficiency and accountability are related to leagensit the diversity of | 60% 23% 17%
the organization.
7. In my organization, | feel that assumptions are sometimes made aboutieatssbased on| 47% 12% 42%

their background or demographic characteristics.
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DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

A general analysis of the descriptive statistics reveals importantiafion.
There appears to be some pattern to the levels of agreement with variousrggatem
In general, there are high levels of agreement (65% or higher) amaamyestéds
that focus on representation in general but also those that highlight regtiesent
and balancing of broad and competing interests. Additionally, there are hifgh leve
of agreement with statements indicating positive effects of reprasantat
advocacy. In contrast, there are high levels of disagreement for statements tha
indicate the representation of narrow interests, specific demographacirestics,
and negative effects of advocacy or representation. These statements and
descriptive statistics will be discussed in more detail in the remainipgecba

SELECTION OF SORTS

Using Principal Components Analysis coupled with Varimax rotation, a four
factor solution was derived. As McKeown and Thomas (1988) explain, determining
how many factors to keep is not straight forward. Both statistical assvell
theoretical considerations should be taken into account when deciding on which
factors to analyze. For this project, several Principal Factors Compohsidrss
were tried. The four factor solution was selected on the basis of both stadistica
well as theoretical considerations. While there is no objective rule fandeteg
how many factors to keep and rotate, there are several guidelines thiat icathia
decision. These include: simplicity, clarity, and distinctness. In orderitdaima

simplicity, all else being equal fewer factors may be preferred ows factors to
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simplify interpretation. In addition, it is important to try to minimize the number of
participants who either do not load on any factor or who load on multiple factors.
Finally, the correlation between factors should be taken into consideration and
minimized when determining how many factors to keep (Webler, Danielson, and
Tuler, 2007).

The four factor solution explains 51% of the overall varian€égure 3
shows the correlation between factor scores. Correlations between Yaciors
from low to somewhat high. The correlation between factors 2 and 3 is the lowest
(0.1711). The correlation between factors 1 and 3 is also fairly low (0.2909).
Correlations between the other factors are higher. For example, thetamsela
between factors 1 and 2 are fairly high (0.5112). Correlations between factors 1 and
4 are the highest (0.6590). The higher correlations between factors indicate the
distinctiveness of the specific factors is less than ideal. These tonelare
created by respondents’ shared views reflected in similar statesndirtgs across
the factors. These shared views are illustrated in the multiple stasewiimhigh
overall levels of agreement and disagreement.

While some of the correlations between factors are somewhat high, models
with more or less factors maintained similar correlation levels betivez or more
factors. Under the four factor solution, fourteen sorts were excluded based on non-
loading or multiple loadings. In other words, fourteen participants either did not

load significantly on any factor or loaded significantly on multiple factand were

® The Eigenvalues for the four factors are: Factdral8659; Factor 2: 4.0264; Factor 3: 3.6230;
Factor 4: 2.9535
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subsequently excluded from the sort analysis. These respondents were not excluded
from the additional analyses such as the descriptive analysis or the follow-up
guestionnaires. While the three factor solution only excluded nine sorts, it

explained less overall variance, maintained high correlations between fautiors

excluded a theoretically interesting factor.

Figure 3: Factor Score Correlations

1 2 3 4
1 1.0000 0.5112 0.2909 0.6590

2 0.5112 1.0000 0.1711 0.4047
3 0.2909 0.1711 1.0000 0.3329

4 0.6590 0.4047 0.3329 1.0000

ANALYZING SORTS

The four factors identified illustrate different views toward represeata
bureaucracy. Important differences emerge between the factors andltt®n to
representative bureaucracy. Respondents in Factor 1 (Leaders) and Factor 2
(Traditional Bureaucrats) do not appear to associate strongly with thaltypioes
of representative bureaucracy theory. Instead, their views are morsteonsiith
traditional notions of bureaucracy. Both Factor 3 (Identity Empathizerdjaotdr
4 (Diversity Advocates) present ideas consistent with representativeibiaea
theory. However, these views vary along certain key aspects of the. theenyity
Empathizers present a view of representative bureaucracy most closelyithine

contemporary representative bureaucracy theory emphasizing the roleibt spe
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demographic characteristics. In contrast, Diversity Advocatesgpr@ perspective
more consistent with traditional notions of representative bureaucracy whereb
general demographic reflection is important but not necessarily relyisgemific
demographic characteristics.

The high levels of correlation between Factors 1 and 4 indicate that
respondents in these two factors may also share perspectives. In other words,
Leaders may also embrace elements of the traditional representativecbacgau
theory. Similarly, Factors 1 and 2 have high levels of correlation indicating shared
perspectives among Leaders and Traditional Bureaucrats. Each factoussels
in further detail below.

Factor 1: Leaders

Of the forty-six respondents included in the final analysis, fifteen load
significantly as Leaders. Table 4.2 shows the characteristics détsmcluding
demographic characteristics as well as organizational variables. W4steofrthe
percentages would be expected based on the characteristics of the ovgiall sam
there are a few unexpected patterns in the data. First, males arg shgintl
represented in the sample. While they make up only 55% of the total sample, 66.7%
of Leaders are male. There are also some differences along the drgaalza
variables. Constituent employees are slightly over-represented whiibudige
employees are under-represented. In addition, executives are over-regr@sent

this factor. Executives account for 31% of the overall sample, and 53% of Leaders
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are executives. These aspects of the data will be discussed further maireng

chapters.
TABLE 4.2
CHARACTERISTICS OF LEADERS
N =15
Policy
Redistributive 20.0%
Regulatory 26.7%
Distributive 20.0%
Constituent 33.3%
Level
Street Level 26.7%
Management 20.0%
Executive 53.3%
Level of Government
Local 40%
State 60%
Federal 0%
Gender
Male 66.7%
Female 33.3%
Race
Black 6.7%
White 93.3%
Age
50 — 70 years old 40%
35 - 49 years old 46.7%
25 — 34 years old 13.3%
Education
Some College 7.1%
Bachelor’'s 42.9%
Some Graduate 7.1%
Graduate Degree 42.9%
Income
$20-40,000 6.7%
$40-75,000 46.7%
$75-100,000 26.7%
over $100,000 20.0%
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Leaders do not appear to place much value on characteristics associated with
representative bureaucracy. Instead, they emphasize the role of leadetis@ip i
organization and highlight the importance of individual values over diversity and
demographic characteristics. Table®4&Bows all of the statements that are
distinguishing for Leaders.

Few statements relating directly to representation are dissimgg for this
group. Participants in this factor do indicate that they possess at least some
discretion (Statements: 3, 11). This group also emphasizes that leadership is more
important than diversity for achieving the organizational goals of effigiand
accountability (Statement 50). Leaders also feel their ability to uaddrand meet
the needs of their constituents is dependent upon their constituents’ values as
opposed to shared demographic characteristics (Statements 33). Most sgatement
referencing specific demographic characteristics are not signiffor this group.
However, respondents in this factor reject ideology as a variable influencing
whether or not they can relate to or serve the needs of their constituer@sébtat
42).

While this group emphasizes the role of leadership, they also deviate
somewhat from traditional theories of bureaucratic hierarchy by irggeitte notion
that their primary accountability is to their supervisor (Statement 46). nMfdye

due to the high levels of executives in this group.

® The table includes statement number, statemem¢gpriactor rankings and factor scores. The
Rank column represents the average ranking osthtement for respondents in this factor. The
Scores represent the normalized scores for thisrfao this statement. The scores indicate
statistical significance as well as the differenicestandard deviations among respondents’ rankings
from different factors.
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While not part of this respondent sample, quotes from initial interviews help

to illustrate the perspective of Leaders:

“I think it comes more from the leadership rather than diversity. I've seen

efficiency and inefficiency here and that was due to leadership...”

“You know | have a diverse background. | can relate to anybody — white, black,

Hispanic...but | do believe in a strong work ethic. People have to work hard.”
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TABLE 4.3
DISTINGUISHING STATEMENTS FOR LEADERS
(P <.05; ASTERISK (*) INDICATES SIGNIFICANCE AT P <.01)
Leaders Traditional Identity Diversity
Bureaucrats Empathizers Advocates
No. | Statement Rank| Scorg Ran Score Rapk Score Rank Sgore
50 | Organizational efficiency and accountability are related{to 5| 1.79* 1 0.70 -2 -0.7¢ -1 -0.37
leadership, not the diversity of the organization.
33 | A person’s values such as honesty and hard work are more 5| 1.66* 1 0.49 2| 0.80 2|  -0.84
important than demographic characteristics in determin|ng
whether or not | can relate to them and understand theif
needs.
3 | make daily decisions on how to implement policy. 1 0.65 1 0.23 4 141 3 1.23
11 | | use informal procedures for needs’ assessments. 1| 0.63* 0 0.01 -2 -0.64 -1 0.3
32 | Sometimes constituents misunderstand my organization 1 0.18 1 0.69 3 110 -2 -0.84
and this may influence the quality of services they receive.
30 | We have outreach programs but we do not target specific 0| 0.08* 5| 221 -3 -1.04 -1 -0.74
groups.
16 | | make decisions such as resource allocation or information 0| -0.26 0 0.15 2 082 3 1.21
provision that | consider acts of representation or advogacy.
15 | I have information which | can choose to give to my -1| -0.48* 2 0.84 1  0.18 1 048
constituents that my help them get faster or better services
from my organization.
28 | We have formal outreach programs, and we target certain -1| -0.55 0 -0.12 1 0.638 D 0.25
groups in our outreach programs such as lower income
individuals.
46 | My primary accountability is to my supervisor. -2 | -0.83* 3 1.29 -5 -1.87 50 -1.91
42 | Anindividual's ideological beliefs influence my abilitesto -3 | -0.88 -4 -1.28 -1 -0.30 -8 -1.27
understand and meet someone’s needs.




Factor 2: Traditional Bureaucrats
Ten patrticipants load significantly as Traditional Bureaucrats. Table 4.4
shows the characteristics of Traditional Bureaucrats respondents including

demographic characteristics and organizational variables.

TABLE 4.4
CHARACTERISTICS OF TRADITIONAL BUREAUCRATS
N =10
Policy
Redistributive 10.0%
Regulatory 30.0%
Distributive 40.0%
Constituent 20.0%
Level
Street Level 20.0%
Management 60.0%
Executive 20.0%
Level of Government
Local 30.0%
State 60.0%
Federal 10.0%
Gender
Male 80%
Female 20%
Race
Black 10%
White 90%
Age
50 — 70 years old 60%
35 — 49 years old 10%
25 — 34 years old 30%
Education
Some College 10%
Bachelor’s 30%
Some Graduate 0%
Graduate Degree 60%
Income
$20-40,000 10%
$40-75,000 20%
$75-100,000 30%
over $100,000 40%
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Again, there are a few very interesting statistics which deviatetfrem
overall sample make-up. First, management level employees are owsergpd
in this sample. Additionally, redistributive and constituent agency emplayees
under-represented whereas distributive agency employees are over-reptesent
Finally, males are even further over-represented in this factor compdredders.
Eighty percent of the sample is male and only 20% female. These variables wil
discussed in further detail throughout the remaining chapters.

Traditional Bureaucrats rank statements in a way that most closelgtsefl
traditional notions of bureaucracy rather than representative bureaucteey. T
major emphasis of this group is hierarchy and differentiation between levels of the
organization. Table 4.5 shows the distinguishing statements for this factor.

Traditional Bureaucrats indicate differences in both discretion and
accountability depending on the level within the organization (Statements: 43, 36,
17). They indicate those at the lower level of the organization have little or no
discretion (Statements: 43, 36). Also in line with traditional bureaucratic tbiss
group indicates their primary accountability is with their supervisor (8&ie46).
However, Traditional Bureaucrats also indicate that they are acbbteitdamultiple
other groups including the organization, the community and legislators (Statement
1). Like Leaders, this group emphasizes leadership above diversity in détgrmi
efficiency and accountability (Statement 50). However, the strengthreément
among this group is much weaker than for Leaders. The average Traditional

Bureaucrats rank this statement 1 while the average Leader rank it 5.
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Interestingly, this group suggests that everyone in the organization should
see themselves as representatives, but they also suggest that individigdlsrat
levels of the organization have a greater role in representation (Sta#d)e In
addition, for this group, the target of representation is the public interestttaher
specific groups or interests (Statements 26). Most statements desdicttydiith
the relationship between demographic characteristics and representation do not
appear as significant statements that define this group. However, they tloacgec
and gender as factors that influence their ability to relate to or serveetthe ofe
their constituents (Statement: 22).

A quote from one of the initial interviews reflects the role of the Traditional
Bureaucrat:

“No, the way our organization is set up is a top down approach...Within my

department we do not set policy or have much input in policy. We are

totally bureaucrats. We do the work that we are asked to do...”
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TABLE 4.5
DISTINGUISHING STATEMENTS FOR TRADITIONAL BUREAUCRATS
(P <.05; ASTERISK (*) INDICATES SIGNIFICANCE AT P <.01)

Leaders Traditional Identity Diversity
Bureaucrats Empathizers Advocates
No. | Statement Rank| Score| Rank| Score| Rank| Score| Rank| Score
1 | am accountable to multiple groups — my supervisor, 4 15 5] 2.17* 2 0.89 5 1.50
my organization, the community, and legislators.
49 | Those who work above me have more of -1| -.068 5| 1.81* -3 -0.92 -1 -0.73
representational or advocacy role, and those below me
have less.
43 | Individuals at lower levels of my organization do not -4 -1.20 4] 1.39* -2 | -0.85 0| -0.17
have the same power to influence policy as those at
higher levels.
46 | My primary accountability is to my supervisor. -2-0.83 3| 1.29* 5| -1.87 5] -1.91
14 | Ideally, everyone in my organization should see 3 1.42 2 0.94 -1| -0.44 4 1.39
representation as part of their role in the organizatior).
50 | Organizational efficiency and accountability are related 5 1.79 1| 0.70* -2 | -0.76 -1| -0.37
to leadership, not the diversity of the organization.
26 | My primary responsibility as a representative is toward 2 1.09 1 0.68 2| -0.73 4 1.43
the public interest, rather than specific groups or
legislators.
36 | | work in a very top-down organization where policies -3 | -0.94 1| 0.43* -5 -2.50 -3| -1.30
are set at a much higher level. | do not have discretipn
or influence over policy.
3 I make daily decisions on how to implement policy. 10.65 1 0.23 4 1.41 3 1.23
16 | | make decisions such as resource allocation or 0| -0.26 0 0.15 2 0.82 3 1.21
information provision that | consider acts of
representation or advocacy
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25 | Characteristics such as age, education, income, and -4 -1.48 0| -0.02* 3 1.01 -4 -1.54
occupation may influence my ability to understand and
serve constituents

4 If you see yourself as a representative within the 3 1.12 0| -0.13 1 0.38 2 0.93
organization, you will have more accountability

40 | am able to influence policy-making and/or progran 2 1.12 0] -0.17* 5 1.90 2 0.97
development.

39 | My organization encourages public input and 2 0.97 -1 -0.39* 4 1.28 2 0.95
participation.

17 Individuals in the organization above and below me 1 0.70 -2 | -0.97* -4 -1.65 1 0.34
have similar levels of accountability

27 | lam primarily accountable to politicians or elected -5 -1.85 -3| -1.13 -2 | -0.53 -4 | -1.56
officials

22 | Race and gender are characteristic that may influence -4 | -1.63 -3| -1.19 1 0.40 5| -1.81
my ability to relate to understand the needs of my
constituents and serve them.

30 | We have outreach programs but we do not target 0 0.08 -5 -2.21* -3| -1.00 -1| -0.74

specific groups.




Factor 3: Identity Empathizers

Eight participants load significantly as Identity Empathizers. Tltle
shows the characteristics of ldentity Empathizers respondents including

demographic characteristics and organizational variables.

TABLE 4.6
CHARACTERISTICS OF IDENTITY EMPATHIZERS
N=8
Policy
Redistributive 0%
Regulatory 37.5%
Distributive 25.0%
Constituent 37.5%
Level
Street Level 25.0%
Management 25.0%
Executive 50.0%
Level of Government
Local 37.5%
State 50.0%
Federal 12.5%
Gender
Male 75.0%
Female 25.0%
Race
Black 25%
White 75%
Other 0%
Age
50 — 70 years old 63%
35 — 49 years old 25%
25 — 34 years old 12%
Education
Some College 12.5%
Bachelor's 50%
Some Graduate 12.5%
Graduate Degree 25%
Income
$20-40,000 12.5%
$40-75,000 0%
$75-100,000 37.5%
over $100,000 50%
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Like Leaders and Traditional Bureaucrats, there are some interesting
characteristics of this group. First, there are no redistributive esgdag this
factor. This is interesting because it goes against what one would expethé
existing literature. To this point, most empirical studies have focused extjusi
on redistributive organizations. Both regulatory and constituent organizations are
slightly over-represented in the sample. Second, executive level emplogees ar
over-represented in the sample, which is also counterintuitive given the lggaratur
the field. Most of the research to this point examining active representation has
focused on street level bureaucrats rather than executives. Finally, bidakslas
are also over-represented in this sample. These variables will be disocussed
detail throughout the remaining chapters.

Identity Empathizers exemplify many of the characteristics agsdcwith
contemporary literature in the field of representative bureaucracy. Tdble 4.
illustrates the statements that are distinguishing for this factentitg Empathizers
indicate having discretion (Statement 40, 36). They also suggest that demographic
characteristics influence their ability to relate to and/or serve guwsred their
constituents (Statement 2). In addition, they designate multiple charac$ethst
may influence whether or not they can understand and serve the needs of their
constituents. These characteristics include: whether a person lives in@ rural
metropolitan area, age, education, income, and occupation, race and gender
(Statements: 8, 25, 22). Participants in this group reject the relationship tetwee

ideology and representation (42). Further, this group rejects central ideeddsd
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in traditional theories of representative bureaucracy expressing dissgrewith
statements relating their responsibility and accountability toward thecpotdrest
(Statements 19, 26). Finally, this group rejects formal accountability indjcat
their primary accountability is not to legislative mandates or electeuiadsf
(Statements 27, 45).

Interestingly, while this group suggests demographic characteristics may
influence their ability to relate to constituents, they are less consistestct
statements directly tapping into topics of representation and advocacy. For
example, this group is neutral toward Statement 31: “I see representation or
advocacy as part of my role in my organization.” Further, they reject théhiaea
everyone in the organization should see themselves as an advocate (Statement 14).
This group presents inconsistent views on the relationship between representation
and accountability. This group agrees with statements 4 “If you see yagself
representative within the organization, you will have more accountability” and al
statement 34 “Representation or advocacy by individuals in the organization
decreases accountability”. Relative to the other groups, Identity Engrathiave a
lower level of agreement with statement 4, and all of the other groups indicate
disagreement with statement 34. This inconsistency is interesting fgrais
because it seems to suggest positive effects of representation or advocatyefrom
individual but a negative view toward representation or advocacy from others in the
organization. Additionally, in contrast to the other groups, Identity Empathizers

disagree that representation increases efficiency.
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A participant in an early interview exemplifies this factor and the

relationship between representation and demographic characteristics:

“I was a probation officer for seven years, and people would be happy to have a
black probation officer. | guess they thought | would not put them back in jail.
Women related to me and mothers. | had some prayers and scriptures in my office.

This made them more at ease | guess, since | was a Christiank it thiatters.”
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TABLE 4.7

DISTINGUISHING STATEMENTS FOR IDENTITY EMPATHIZERS
(P <.05; ASTERISK (*) INDICATES SIGNIFICANCE AT P <.01)

Leaders Traditional Identity Diversity
Bureaucrats| Empathizers Advocates

No. | Statement Rank| Score| Rank| Score| Rank| Score| Rank| Score

40 | | am able to influence policy-making and/or program 2| 1.12 0| -0.17 5| 1.90* 2 0.97
development.

2 | sometimes feel that | am able to better relate to and -1 | -0.56 -2 -0.73 3| 1l.21* -3 -1.10
meet the needs of constituents who share my
background or demographic characteristics

8 Whether a person lives in a rural or metropolitan area -3 | -1.13 -3| -0.97 3| 1.02* -4 -1.67
may influence my ability to understand and meet
their needs.

25 | Characteristics such as age, education, income, and -4 | -1.48 0| -0.02 3| 1.01* -4 -1.54
occupation may influence my ability to understang
and serve constituents

1 | am accountable to multiple groups — my supervisor, 4| 1.50 5| 2.17 2| 0.89* 5 1.50
my organization, the community, and legislators

22 | Race and gender are characteristic that may influence-4 | -1.63 -3| -1.19 1| 0.40* -5 -1.81
my ability to relate to understand the needg of
my constituents and serve them

4 If you see yourself as a representative within the 3| 112 0| -0.13 1 0.38 2 0.93
organization, you will have more accountability

34 | Representation or advocacy by individuals in the -3| -1.13 -4 -1.24 1| 0.22* -3 -1.15
organization decreases accountability

31 | | see representation or advocacy as part of myrolein 2| 0.71 2| 0.80 0| 0.03* 4 1.42
my organization

19 | My primary accountability is to the public at large 10.41 2| 0.87 -1| -0.03* 1 0.74

42 | Anindividual's ideological beliefs influence my -3| -0.88 -4 -1.28 -1| -0.30* -3 -1.27
ability to understand and meet someone’s needs.




911

14

Ideally, everyone in my organization should see
representation as part of their role in the organiza

ion

1.42

0.94

-0.44*

1.38

12

Representation or advocacy increases efficiency
because it allows you to better understand the n¢
of certain groups and to better serve them

reds

0.76

0.42

-0.50*

0.66

27

I am primarily accountable to politicians or electeg
officials

)

-1.85

-1.13

-0.53

-1.56

26

My primary responsibility as a representative is
toward the public interest, rather than specific gro
or legislators.

Ips

1.09

0.68

-0.73*

1.43

In my organization, | feel that assumptions are
sometimes made about constituents based on the
background or demographic characteristics

ir

-0.20

-0.29

-0.17*

-0.34

17

Individuals in the organization above and below me

have similar levels of accountability

1

0.70

-0.97

-1.65*

0.34

45

My primary responsibility as a representative is tg
represent legislative mandates

-0.78

-0.78

-1.84*

-0.78

36

| work in a very top-down organization where

discretion or influence over policy

policies are set at a much higher level. | do not the

-3

-0.94

0.43

-2.50*

-1.30




Factor 4: Diversity Advocates

Thirteen participants load significantly as Diversity Advocates. €T4ld
shows the characteristics of Diversity Advocates respondents including

demographic characteristics as well as organizational variables.

TABLE 4.8
CHARACTERISTICS OF DIVERSITY ADVOCATES
N=13
Policy
Redistributive 30.8%
Regulatory 30.8%
Distributive 15.4%
Constituent 23.1%
Level
Street Level 53.8%
Management 38.5%
Executive 7.7%
Level of Government
Local 15.4%
State 76.9%
Federal 7.7%
Gender
Male 46.2%
Female 53.8%
Race
Black 31%
White 69%
Age
50 — 70 years old 46%
35 — 49 years old 23%
25 — 34 years old 31%
Education
Some College 15.4%
Bachelor’s 53.8%
Some Graduate 7.7%
Graduate Degree 23.1%
Income
$20-40,000 8.3%
$40-75,000 33.3%
$75-100,000 16.7%
over $100,000 41.7%
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Several statistics stand out for this group. First, distributive orgamzati
are under-represented, and redistributive organizations are over-represknted
addition, street level bureaucrats are over-represented while exeeugvwasder-
represented. Finally, females and blacks are over-represented imtpls.sdhese
variables will be discussed in more depth throughout the remaining chapters.

Diversity Advocates emphasize ideas consistent with traditional notions of
representative bureaucracy. Rather than emphasizing specific demographic
characteristics, they highlight the importance of diversity and gedenabgraphic
reflection.

Table 4.9 shows the distinguishing statements for Diversity Advocates.
Diversity Advocates most closely reflect the views of traditional reptesive
bureaucracy theory. They indicate seeing representation or advocacy ashgrt of
role (Statement 31). They also indicate that it is important that the cataniz
reflect the population that they serve (Statement 10). However, most statement
specifying particular characteristics of importance are not &gnif for this group.
This group rejects whether a person lives in a rural or metropolitan areacsgff
their ability to relate to and/or serve their needs (Statement 8). Thegjalsothe
idea that a person’s values are important to determining whether or not they can
relate to and meet the needs of their constituents (Statement 33).

A respondent from the initial interviews made a statement that reflests thi

group’s concern with diversity and representation:
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“It is important to remember the make-up of your community. We have a growing
Hispanic and Korean population. There have been specific efforts to hire someone
who can speak Korean...there are a lot of people who do not speak English who

need government services’..
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TABLE 4.9
DISTINGUISHING STATEMENTS FOR DIVERSITY ADVOCATES
(P <.05; ASTERISK (*) INDICATES SIGNIFICANCE AT P <.01)

Leaders Traditional Identity Diversity
Bureaucrats Empathizers Advocates
No. | Statement Rank ScoreRank Score Rank Scor¢ Rank  Scor
31 | | see representation or advocacy as part of my 2 0.71 2 0.80 0 0.03 4 1.427
role in my organization.
10 | Itis important that our organization reflectthe 1 0.22 -1 -0.62 -1 -0.18 3 0.98%
demographic make-up of the population we
serve
37 | Constituents will be better served if they are 3 1.22 4 1.38 4 1.46 0 0.24%
more educated on the services of our
organization
13 | Language barriers are an important factor in -2 -0.79 -2 -0.90 -1 -0.40Q 0 0.09
service provision for my agency
43 | Individuals at lower levels of my organization, -4 -1.20 4 1.39 -2 -0.85 0 -0.17
do not have the same power to influence policy
as those at higher levels.
32 | Sometimes constituents misunderstand my 1 0.18 1 0.69 3 1.10 -2 -0.84
organization and this may influence the quality
of services they receive
33 | A person’s values such as honesty and hard 5 1.66 1 0.49 2 0.80 -2 -0.84
work are more important than demographic
characteristics in determining whether or not |
can relate to them and understand their needs.
8 Whether a person lives in a rural or -3 -1.13 -3 -0.97 3 1.02 -4 -1.67
metropolitan area may influence my ability to
understand and meet their needs.




Excluded Sorts

There are a total of 14 participants excluded from the factors based on either

multiple loadings or non loadings. Table 4.10 shows the characteristics of this

group of participants.

TABLE 4.10
CHARACTERISTICS OF NON AND MULTILE-LOADING RESPONDENTS
N=14
Policy
Redistributive 42.9%
Regulatory 14.3%
Distributive 35.7%
Constituent 7.1%
Level
Street Level 35.7%
Management 35.7%
Executive 28.6%
Level of Government
Local 14.3%
State 85.7%
Federal
Gender
Male 21%
Female 79%
Race
Black 93%
White 7%
Other 0%
Age
50 — 70 years old 64%
35 — 49 years old 14%
25 — 34 years old 21%
Education
Some College 7%
Bachelor’s 29%
Some Graduate 7%
Graduate Degree 57%
Income
$20-40,000 25%
$40-75,000 25%
$75-100,000 25%
over $100,000 25%
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For this group, constituent and regulatory agencies are under-represented while
redistributive agencies are over-represented. Additionally, females abg tnvgr-

represented for this group.

DISCUSSION

The g-sort reveals four factors that represent distinct worldviews on
representative bureaucracy: Leaders, Traditional Bureaucrats, ydemiiathizers,
and Diversity Advocates. The four factors uncovered in this project add
understanding to the theory of representative bureaucracy. First, thees tppe
different degrees to which individuals emphasize the role of representatiaderte
and Traditional Bureaucrats do not present ideas that are consistent withstb&orie
representative bureaucracy. However, Traditional Bureaucrats do indidateetha
see representation as part of their role. Additionally, of the respondentsngflect
views consistent with theories of representative bureaucracy, theresafipbarat
least two different perspectives. Identity Empathizers emphasize dgphegr
characteristics and present views consistent with contemporary reptesent
bureaucracy theory while Diversity Advocates highlight general diversity and
reflect traditional theories of representative bureaucracy.

The organizational and demographic make-up of the factors reveals
interesting and potentially important information as well. There appebessome
relationship between the policy and level of the organization and the factoe Thes

variables will be examined in depth in the remaining chapters. Additionallg, ther
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appears to be some relationship between gender and race and the factor make-up.
The data suggests that future empirical research should examine tibasbkipt

between demographics and role perception more carefully.
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CHAPTER FIVE
DEFINING AND MEASURING
REPRESENTATIVE BUREAUCRACY

INTRODUCTION

Two important weaknesses remaining in the literature are how to define and
measure representative bureaucracy. This chapter will explore how butgaucra
view representation as part of their role and the organizational factorediiat
influence this role perception. One of the perennial questions in the field of
representative bureaucracy is how to best define the term. Theoreticallylogba
representation mean as it applies to bureaucracy? While scholars have long noted
this problem in the literature, they have yet to come to a consensus. Throughout the
literature, scholars continue to use multiple and contradictory definitions.olehe r
of descriptive representation adds additional confusion to this question. Does active
representation require passive representation? In other words, can a bureaucrat
pursue policy objectives on behalf of constituents with whom they do not share
demographic characteristics? In addition, when analyzing representative
bureaucracy, what characteristics are important to consider? Sphcifica
characteristics other than race and gender relevant to studies streptee
bureaucracy?

Another question that remains in this literature is how organizational
variables may influence the process of representation. Contemporary stwdies ha
limited the organizational context primarily to street level and execuwes |

bureaucrats at redistributive agencies. Little attention has been paiddtetbé r

124



management or to distributive, regulatory, and constituent agencies. loradutit
work has analyzed how representation may differ according to these otigaailza
variables. This project will explore the possibility for representation toratcll
levels and policy areas. It will also attempt to understand possible diésrérat
may emerge as a result of the organizational context.

This chapter will explore issues related to defining representative
bureaucracy as well as how the organizational context may influenceeetaton
or bureaucrats’ role perception related to representation. A variety afdata
presented for each research question. Descriptive statistics are expbbred a
presented from the sample statements. The different factors are analyzed i
relationship to the research questions. Finally, the qualitative data from focus
groups and follow-up questionnaires is analyzed to provide a more nuanced look at
the research questions.

THE ROLE OF REPRESENTATION

Each phase of data collection included measures designed to explore
respondents’ views toward representation broadly. In the initial interviews and
focus groups, respondents were first asked a series of general questions about
representational role perception. For example, respondents were askedi“Saeyo
yourself as a representative within your organization? In other words, is
representation or advocacy a part of your role in your organization? How c¢entral
this to your position?” Almost all participants said they view representat

advocacy as part of their role in the organization. The majority of respondents went
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even further explaining that representation is very central to their role. A
respondent who sees advocacy as central to their role states, “Yes, | waihlat say
is fairly central. When you speak of advocacy, we have things we are cetuire
do, and my role is to do whatever it takes to get that done, and to do that you have to
be an advocate.” However, a few respondents indicate that they do not see
representation as part of their role. For example, one respondent statesot| d
see advocacy as part of my role. As a government agency, it is more formuha drive
than that. | have a problem with going outside of policy into advocacy. Once
policies are set that should be it.” Similarly, another respondent explains, “No, |
don’t think this is my role. Basically, this is not my role at all. My job is to make
sure that the recipients are in line with federal laws. My role is not to advocate
In order to explore respondents’ general views on representation more

closely, statements were included in the sample related to whether or not
respondents in general see representation as part of their role. The following
statements were included in the sample to examine this question:

31. | see representation or advocacy as part of my role in my organization.

14. Ideally, everyone in my organization should see representation as part of
their role in the organization.

Table 5.1 shows the descriptive statistics for how the g-sort respondents rank
each of these statements. The majority of respondents agree with botlerstatem
Sixty-five percent indicate they see representation or advocacy as tieeir able,

and 85% indicate that ideally everyone in the organization should see representat
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as part of their role. The large numbers of respondents agreeing with eacle of thes

statements suggests the importance of representation to bureaucraticoepéiqre

TABLE 5.1
GENERAL REPRESENTATION
PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS AGREEING OR DISAGREEING
WITH STATEMENTS

Statement % Agreel  %Neutrpl% Disagree
31. | see representation or advocacy as 65% 12% 23%
part of my role in my organization.

14. Ideally, everyone in my 85% 8% 7%

organization should see representation
as part of their role in the
organization.

Examining the four factors individually reveals a more nuanced
understanding of participants’ views toward representation. While the magbrity
respondents agree with each statement, the two statements are not sidaifiglant
factors. No statements regarding general representation roles arguis$iing for
Leaders, but they are distinguishing for Traditional Bureaucrats, ldentity
Empathizers, and Diversity Advocates. This supports claims by contemporary
scholarship that there may be certain organizational contexts which preclaide
least minimize the occurrence of representative bureaucracy. Foplexagency
executives, because of the length of time in the organization, may havedeplace
their advocacy roles with organizational goals. However, the factors alone do not
indicate what organizational or other variables may be associated withetis vi
This aspect of representative bureaucracy will be explored later in thigchapt
where the potential role of organizational variables and representation will be

analyzed.
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In contrast, distinguishing statements involving the role of representation
emerge for Traditional Bureaucrats, Identity Empathizers and Diyéydvocates.
Table 5.2 shows the distinguishing statements and factor scores related@ab gene
representation roles. As the Table illustrates, while representatimopastant to
each of the factors, the degree to which participants see this as part adléneir
the role of others in their organization varies by factor. Traditional Bura@sucr
agree that everyone in the organization should see themselves as repvesentati
while Identity Empathizers disagree with this statement. Addition2lixersity
Advocates indicate they see representation or advocacy as their role in the
organization, while Identity Empathizers indicate neutrality toward thterment.
These patterns in the data are somewhat unexpected given the literaturehe~rom
existing literature, one or both of these statements would likely be distingufehing

Identity Empathizers.

TABLE 5.2
ROLE OF REPRESENTATION
(* INDICATES SIGNIFICANCE AT P < .05; ** INDICATES SIGNIFICANCEAT

.01)
Traditional Identity Diversity
Bureaucrats | Empathizers | Advocates
No. | Statement Rank ScoreRank | Score Rank Score
14 | Ideally, everyone in my 2 0.94*| -1 -0.44**| 4 1.39

organization should see
representation as part of
their role in the
organization.

31 | | see representation or 2 080 | O 0.03** | 4 1.42**
advocacy as part of my rol
in my organization.

4]
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The data from focus groups, interviews, and g-sorts suggest that the majority
of respondents view representation as a component of their role and the role of
others in their organization. This highlights the continued importance of
representation to bureaucratic role perception. However, representation does not
appear significant for all factors, indicating the extent to which buratsusee this
as part of their role may vary. These differences and the possible variables
influencing respondents’ views will be analyzed in depth in the remainder of this
chapter and the chapters that follow.

DESCRIPTIVE REPRESENTATION

Interviews, focus groups, and g-sorts included questions and/or statements
designed to explicitly explore participants’ views on the role of descriptive
representation. In the initial focus groups and interviews, respondents were asked
directly whether they feel that they can better relate to clientsghieir
background characteristics and what characteristics are most importast to t
relationship. About half of the respondents indicate that this does influence their
ability to relate to and serve the needs of their constituents. One respon@snt stat
“I would hate to say no. | don’t think you can say no. | think it's only natural.” In
contrast, another respondent feels that sharing demographic charasteristic
background does not influence their ability to relate to and meet the needs of their
constituents. “Looking at all of my constituents, | do not feel that there has been a
situation where it has been more or less difficult to relate. In my organization,

everyone is open to the needs of everyone....”

129



The Q-sorts included a variety of statements in order to further analyze the
role of descriptive representation. Some statements examine issues af gener
diversity and demographic reflection, and others explicitly examinefgpeci
demographic characteristics. The following statements were includedsarteen
order to analyze the general role of descriptive representation:

2. | sometimes feel that | am able to better relate to and meet the needs of
constituents who share my background or demographic characteristics.

10. It is important that our organization reflect the demographic make-up of the
population we serve.

21. Having a diverse workforce where our employees speak many different
languages and understand differences in beliefs, customs and ways ofingerac
helps the organization to better serve our customers.

Table 5.3 shows the percentage of respondents who agree and disagree with
each statement. Analyzing the descriptive statistics on these statqmimdes
interesting insights. Only a small percentage (20%) of respondents isdioaye
are better able to relate to and meet the needs of constituents who share their
background or demographic characteristics (Statement 2). The orgavaktati
characteristics of this group are interesting and informative. Haleakegpondents
are from distributive organizations, and the majority of respondents that agree with
this statement are executives. The existing literature would lead topbetation
that street level bureaucrats may be over represented in this group. The

demographic characteristics are fairly consistent with the overallgraptuc

sample. The gender make-up is almost identical to the sample with apprdximate
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58% male and 42% female. Whites are slightly over-represented in the sathple wi
92% white respondents and 8% black.

In contrast, the majority of respondents agree that diversity and general
demographic reflection are important for the organization. Fifty-two percent of
respondents agree that it is important for the organization to reflect the rdgmicg
make-up of the population they serve (statement 10), and fifty-three percent agree
that having a diverse workforce is important (statement 21). These resultstsugge
that respondents may place a greater value on the benefits of passive rafiwasent
or the symbolic effects of representative bureaucracy rather than active

representation.

TABLE 5.3
DESCRIPTIVE REPRESENTATION
PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS AGREEING OR DISAGREEING
WITH STATEMENTS

Statement % Agree % Neutral | % Disagree
2. | sometimes feel that | am able to 20% 20% 60%
better relate to and meet the needs of
constituents who share my backgroupnd
or demographic characteristics.
10. It is important that our organizatign 52% 20% 28%
reflect the demographic make-up of the
population we serve.
21. Having a diverse workforce wher¢ 53% 20% 27%
our employees speak many different
languages and understand differences
in beliefs, customs and ways of
interacting helps the organization to
better serve our customers.

Analyzing the data more closely reveals further interesting nuancleen W

comparing the specific respondents who agree with statement 2 — “I somegines fe
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that | am able to better relate to and meet the needs of constituents whoyshare m
background or demographic characteristics” to those who agree with staféine

“It is important that our organization reflect the demographic make-up of the
population we serve” only one-third of respondents who agree with statement 2 also
agree with statement 10. When comparing respondents who agree with statement 2
to those who agree with statement 21 — “Having a diverse workforce where our
employees speak many different languages and understand differebeésfs,

customs and ways of interacting helps the organization to better serve our
customers”, half of the respondents that agree with statement 2 also dfree wi
statement 21. When comparing those who agree with statement 10 to those who
agree with statement 21, about 61% of those who agree with statement 10 also agree
with statement 21. Only three respondents agree with all three stateffigoi® 4
illustrates the percentage of respondents who agree with each of the three

statements.
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FIGURE 4: Relationship Between Statements 2, 10, and 21.:
Percentage of Respondents Who Agree

Statement 2

Statement
10

Statement
21

While all three statements tap into the role of descriptive representatipn, the
also reflect different perspectives on this relationship. These various pimepec
are also reflective of differences in how the literature defines repagisent
bureaucracy. Statement 2 reflects the essence of personal empathy mgitligght
role of shared demographic characteristics between bureaucrats andieotsstit
Statements 10 and 21 on the other hand, reflect earlier notions of representative
bureaucracy highlighting the importance of general demographic reflection and

diversity. Further, even within these two statements, different perspeatizve
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highlighted. Statement 10 focuses on the organization sharing characteristees of t
population they serve, while statement 21 emphasizes the general importance of
diversity. Having different respondents agree with each of these statements a
very few agree with all statements supports the idea that multiple notions of
representative bureaucracy may be valid, and maintaining various definitions of
representative bureaucracy may be appropriate.

Table 5.4 shows the factor scores for these three statements. The factors
reveal further interesting information on the potential role of descriptive
representation. While Traditional Bureaucrats see representation ag@agme
role in their organization, representation does not appear to be linked to descriptive
representation for this group. None of the statements that refer to demographics or
diversity are distinguishing for this factor. This evidence suggests thiatactive
representation may be linked to descriptive representation, it may not require
descriptive representation. This provides further evidence that the focus on
descriptive representation may limit understanding of the nature ofespation
within the bureaucracy. This possibility merits further empirical attent

Neither Leaders nor Traditional Bureaucrats indicate a relationstp w
descriptive representation. None of these statements are distinguisteriggoof
these two factors. In contrast, both Identity Empathizers and Diversitycaths
demonstrate a relationship between descriptive representation and refixesenta
bureaucracy. Identity Empathizers indicate that they are betteoaielate to and

meet the needs of constituents who share their demographic characteristics
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(Statement 2). While this statement is not significant for Diversity Adescthese
respondents indicate that it is important for the organization to reflect theabene
demographic make-up of the population they serve (Statement 10). Interestingly,
Statement 21, which links diversity of an agency workforce with quality custome

service, is not distinguishing for any factor.

TABLE 5.4
DESCRIPTIVE REPRESENTATION AND FACTORS
(* INDICATES SIGNIFICANCE AT P < .05; ** INDICATES SIGNIFICANCE

AT P <.01)
Identity Diversity
Empathizers Advocates
No. | Statement Rank| Score Rank Score
2 | sometimes feel that | am able to better 3 1.21%* -3 -1.10

relate to and meet the needs of
constituents who share my background
or demographic characteristics
10 | Itis important that our organization -1 -0.18 3 0.98**
reflect the demographic make-up of the
population we serve

CHARACTERISTICS OF INTEREST

Given the importance of descriptive representation, the next important
guestion is what characteristics are important to study? Early liesuggests that
organizations should generally reflect the population they serve but do not specify
what characteristics are important. Later, the literature speaifay different
characteristics that may be relevant. In contrast, contemporarjuieefacuses
almost exclusively on race and gender. Through the initial interviews, fomussgr
g sorts and follow-up questionnaires, this project tries to shed light on what

characteristics may be important toward representative bureaucracy.
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In the initial interviews and focus groups, respondents who indicate
demographic characteristics may influence their ability to understantegicthe
needs of their constituents were asked to specify what characternistiogartant.
When respondents were asked to list specific characteristics that ioayaef their
ability to understand and meet the needs of their constituents, they note a wele ran
of characteristics. These characteristics include: language, edugatmmegi,
socio-economic background, whether a person lives in a rural or metropolitan area
occupation, ideology, gender, age, race, religion, whether or not you have children,
and place of birth. Additionally, a few respondents indicate that values such as hard
work and honesty are more important than demographic characteristics in
determining whether or not they are able to relate to and meet the needs of their

constituents. Below are quotes from individuals on this topic.

“From time to time, minorities may be put off by interacting with me, butussca

of my background | was able to relate to people in the project areas. | grew up i

the projects so | was able to relate to them and talk to them.”

“I have had difficulties relating to people who don’t speak English as a native

language.”

“Openness and honesty influence my ability to relate to clients. If theyoaopen

and honest with me, it definitely influences the way | handle their case.”
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This evidence demonstrates the potential value of looking beyond race and
gender as characteristics of importance. While race and gender arenee ats
variables, many other characteristics are noted as well.

In order to further examine what characteristics may be importar®, the
sample included statements on specific demographic characteristics

22. Race and gender are characteristic that may influence my abilitsteotoe
understand the needs of my constituents and serve them.

8. Whether a person lives in a rural or metropolitan area may influence my
ability to understand and meet their needs.

13. Language barriers are an important factor in service provision for my
agency.

42. An individual’'s ideological beliefs influence my ability to understand and
meet someone’s needs.

25. Characteristics such as age, education, income, and occupation may
influence my ability to understand and serve constituents.

33. A person’s values such as honesty and hard work are more important than
demographic characteristics in determining whether or not | can reléterh
and understand their needs.

Table 5.5 shows the percentage of respondents who agree and disagree with
each of these statements. The patterns provide important insight into tioesaiat
between specific characteristics and representative bureaucracynajdray of
respondents (53%) indicate that values such as honesty and hard work are more
important than demographic characteristics in determining whether or notthey c
relate to and understand the needs of individuals. Less than 25% of respondents

agree with any of the remaining statements. Interestingly, a highengsge of

participants indicate that language and characteristics such as agépagduca
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income, and occupation affect their ability to relate to individuals comparedeto rac
and gender. This further supports the notion that studies of representative
bureaucracy should explore a variety of characteristics rather than focusing

exclusively on race and gender.

TABLE 5.5
DESCRIPTIVE REPRESENTATION —
SPECIFIC CHARACTERISTICS AND
PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS AGREEING
OR DISAGREEING WITH STATEMENTS

Statement % Agree % Neutral % Disagree
22. Race and gender are characteristic 17% 8% 75%
that may influence my ability to relat
to understand the needs of my
constituents and serve them.
8. Whether a person lives in a rural or 15% 18% 67%
metropolitan area may influence my
ability to understand and meet their

D

needs.

13. Language barriers are an important25% 15% 60%
factor in service provision for my

agency.

42. An individual’'s ideological beliefs 12% 12% 76%

influence my ability to understand and
meet someone’s needs.
25. Characteristics such as age, 23% 7% 70%
education, income, and occupation
may influence my ability to
understand and serve constituents.
33. A person’s values such as honesty 53% 22% 25%
and hard work are more important
than demographic characteristics in
determining whether or not | can
relate to them and understand their
needs.

In order to minimize the overall number of sort cards and simplify the

sorting process, some cards included multiple characteristics. In the-tgllow
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interviews, respondents indicating demographic characteristics are amipodre
asked what specific characteristics are most important. Asking respoabeats
specific characteristics allows them to exclude characteristicgdually that may
have been included together in the statements. When asked to explain specific
characteristics of importance, respondents noted the following: race, language
education, occupation, rural or metropolitan area, income, and gender.

An additional important insight emerged as the responses were analyzed
according to individual agreement with specific statements. While eaemstatt
had an overall level of agreement ranging from 12%-53%, when analyzing the
statements and respondents who agreed separately, 80% of respondents agree with
at least one statement concerning the importance of descriptive regtiesent his
affirms the importance of descriptive representation. However, the nature and
degree of this relationship varies substantively across respondents. The specific
characteristics of importance vary across respondents. Additionally, some
respondents identify with multiple characteristics while others indagiteement
with only one particular characteristic.

Further analysis of the four factors reveals interesting patterns. Two
statements are distinguishing for Leaders — statements 33 and 42. |stanhgly
agree with statement 33 — emphasizing the importance of a person’s values over
demographic characteristics. Additionally, statement 42 is distinguishimigior
group (the importance of ideological beliefs), but this group does not agree with thi

statement. Two statements are also distinguishing for the TraditioredBuats —
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statements 25 and 22. For statement 25 referencing age, education, income and
occupation, Traditional Bureaucrats indicate neutrality. For statement 22,
referencing race and gender, Traditional Bureaucrats disagree shaftltrences
their ability to relate to and serve the needs of their constituents. This ig@ainsis
with the neutrality associated with the role of the Traditional Bureaucra

As previously discussed, Diversity Advocates indicate the importance of
demographic similarities between the organization and the constituen&r(&tat
10). However, most of the specific characteristics do not emerge as dstingui
statements for this factor. One distinguishing statement for this faciatesnent
8, whether a person lives in a rural or metropolitan area, and this group strongly
rejects this as a variable influencing their ability to relate to ot theeneeds of
constituents. Interestingly, statement 33 indicating the importance af@njser
values is also distinguishing for this group, but they disagree with this statelne
other words, these results are important because they underscore that some
bureaucrats continue to embrace the early definitions of representative bacgauc
whereby specific characteristics of interest may not be as impagaverall
demographic reflection of the population

The specific demographic factors are most strongly linked to Identity
Empathizers. This group indicates that whether a person lives in a rural or
metropolitan area, age, education, income, and occupation, race and gender may
influence their ability to relate to and meet the needs of their constitueetstity

Empathizers disagree with statement 42, indicating that ideology is notardgess
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relevant characteristic for this group. Again, this factor is integgbcause
statements related directly to representation or advocacy is not dishimguior

this group, despite their agreement with statements on the relevance of aj@mwogr
characteristics. The differences between ldentity Empathizers aacshy

Advocates reflect differences noted between traditional and contemporary
representative bureaucracy theory. This nuance appears to revolve around a
personal value of descriptive representation and an organizational value of diversity

Table 5.6 shows the factors and scores where these statements are distinguishing
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A4

TABLE 5.6

SPECIFIC CHARACTERISTICS AND FACTORS
(*P <.05; * P <.01)

Leaders

Traditional
Bureaucrats

Identity

Empathizers

Diversity

Advocates

No.

Statement

Rank Score

Rank  Scord

Rarn

k Sc(

Dre Rank S

core

33

A person’s values such as honesty and h
work are more important than demograph
characteristics in determining whether or
not | can relate to them and understand tf
needs.

ard5
ic

neir

1.66**

1 0.49

2

0.80

-2

-0.84*

42

An individual's ideological beliefs influeng
my abilities to understand and meet
someone’s needs.

e -3

-0.88*

-4 -1.28

-0.30*4

-1.27

25

Characteristics such as age, education,
income, and occupation may influence my
ability to understand and serve constituer

-1.48

0 -0.02**

1.01**

-1.54

22

Race and gender are characteristic that n
influence my ability to relate to understan
the needs of my constituents and serve
them.

-1.63

-3 -1.19*

0.40**

-1.81

Whether a person lives in a rural or
metropolitan area may influence my abilit
to understand and meet their needs

-1.13

-3 -0.97

1.02*4

-1.67*




ORGANIZATIONAL CONTEXT

In addition to (and partially a result of) questions about defining
representative bureaucracy, questions also remain regarding how to aggtene
representative bureaucracy. In contemporary studies, the organizationzat conte
which representative bureaucracy is studied has been limited, partictuaibssof
active representation. Most studies have focused on street level bureaucrats in
redistributive agencies. However, some evidence suggests this may bea limit
view of representative bureaucracy. This project expands understanding and
possible nuances of representative bureaucracy by analyzing alldadgi®licy
areas in order to explore to what extent and how these organizational variaples ma
influence the process of representative bureaucracy. This study suggests an
expanded lens that future empirical studies might utilize.

The potential effects of the organizational variables are analyzed from
several perspectives. First, qualitative data from focus groups, interviews, and
follow-up questionnaires is analyzed to provide information on the possible
influence of organizational factors and representative bureaucracy. tiomaditie
g sorts are analyzed from different perspectives to explore the role of atgarar
factors and representation. Since organizational data was collected on all
respondents, respondents’ statement ranking can be compared according to the
organizational variables to see if the level or policy area appearsirdiew
respondents rank statements. In addition, several statements were inclixged in t

sort specifically in order to probe respondents’ views on these organizational
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variables. Finally, the respondents in each sort are analyzed to see if the
organizational variables influence the sort with which they associate.
Organizational Variables and Role Perception

First, does the level or policy area influence whether or not someone sees
themselves as a representative? Analyzing the initial focus groups antwser
organizational factors appear to influence general representatiqrerokption and
the process of representation to some extent although the effects arevartadre
are bureaucrats from all levels and all policy areas who indicate they see
representation as part of their role. One noteworthy insight is that elltesee
level employees, regardless of policy area, report that representatemred to
their role within their organization. In fact, the executive level bureaugpgisar
the most emphatic and enthusiastic over their role as representativesvidénee
suggests that all levels of the bureaucracy should be considered valid for studies of
representative bureaucracy, and representative bureaucracy may rereatdiff
meanings at different levels of the organization that need to be explored.

In order to better understand how the level of the bureaucracy may influence
the process of representation, respondents were also asked to discuss how they see
the role of their supervisors and staff in the organization. The four respondénts tha
indicate that they do not see themselves as representatives also explain they do not
see their immediate staff or supervisors as representatives eitherindicaye that

decisions are made at a much higher level than even their immediate supewisors
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management level employee at a distributive agency explains, “Those beldo m
not [have representation as a role] at all. Those above me don’t either.”

All respondents who see representation as part of their role also express
seeing this as a key role of their staff and supervisors. When asked about the
centrality of representation to their role compared to those above or below them,
there is little consistency to the responses. Some state that it is thiosathe
levels within the organization. Several executive level bureaucrats evemedkpta
the role of their staff as representatives in the organization is similaeit own
role as a representative. Others indicate those at higher levels have moo&eais
a representative. An executive at a distributive agency notes, “The lowereyou ar
the more your recommendations get filtered.” In contrast, some feel those bel
them have a greater role as a representative in the organization. A mantigem
level employee at a redistributive agency states, “I believe the fransdaff under
me has a more direct role because they are actually in the community.vé belie
staff over me has less of a representative role”.

A few respondents explain that while everyone has a role in the process of
representation, differences may emerge depending on the level within the.agency
Individuals at different levels of the organization may advocate to differenpgr
or advocacy may be filtered through individuals in higher levels of the organization.
An executive at a redistributive agency explains, “I think there are diffesenc
who you have the ability to influence. Not every staff person goes over awhi{zre

to the legislature although some do...Everyone is an advocate...we do not all do our
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advocacy to the same groups.” Similarly, a management level employee in a
redistributive agency notes, “The further | move up the ladder and into management,
and the way we communicate within our organization, | advocate on a different
level. | do not have direct contact with the clients so | receive information oti beha
of the clients by the street level bureaucrats. Then | can advocategttealbivel.”

These statements provide valuable insight to how the organizational context
may influence representative bureaucracy. Overall, the evidence supportsahe not
that all bureaucrats regardless of the level or policy area should be considetred val
subjects in the study of representative bureaucracy. The evidence alsossuggest
there may some nuances depending on the organizational context that need to be
examined more closely.

Whether or not an individual sees representation as a part of their role in the
organization does not appear to be driven by policy area. While the level of
employment does appear to have some influence on the way bureaucrats see their
role, the exact nature of the relationship is unclear. All executive level bratsauc
stated that representation is central to their role in the organization. Tdesewi
affirms the importance in maintaining a focus on executive level bureauvdisn
asked whether or not they see representation as part of their role in the omganizati
a few management and street level bureaucrats explain that policglesatna much
higher level within the organization. On the one hand, the respondents’ link
between representation or advocacy and discretion supports the literature’s

suggestion that scholars should focus on bureaucrats with some level of discretion.
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However, it appears that discretion exists in different levels for diffegamcees.
Some street level bureaucrats indicate having discretion while others diois\;
also true of some management level employees. These variations need to be
considered more closely. One possibility may be an interaction between pebacy ar
and level which needs to be more systematically evaluated.

Finally, some street level bureaucrats indicate that while they do not have
personal discretion, they do advocate on behalf of their constituents to those with
discretion — thus maintaining a vital role in the representational proceskschna
that would not present a clear data trail to follow without qualitative asaly=ir
example, a street level bureaucrat at a redistributive agency, state have direct
contact, but | do not have the ability to make decisions. | do advocate for [my
constituents. | have to talk to my supervisor to make decisions.” This evidence
suggests that alternative data sources should be more extensively used id the fie
order to better understand the exercise of representation within bureaucratic
agencies. Possible data sources will be examined in the next chapter.

Analyzing the descriptive statistics for specific sort statensmdsheir
relationship to organizational factors is also informative. Tables 5.7 and 5.8 show
the relationship between organizational factors and individuals’ responses to
statements 31 and 14 targeting general representation role perception. jdritg ma
of respondents at all levels and policy areas agree with each statememtveHo
there does appear to be a possible relationship albeit weak between the

organizational variables.
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For statement 31, “I see representation or advocacy as part of my role in my
organization”, policy appears to be somewhat related to respondents’ answers.
Consistent with contemporary studies, individuals at redistributive ageneeshea
highest percentage of respondents who agree with this statement. This lends some
support to the scholarly attention to redistributive agencies; however, as previously
noted, more than fifty percent of respondents at all policy areas agree with this
statement. The effects appear weaker with statement 14: “Ideallypeeen my
organization should see representation as part of their role in the organization.” A
large majority of respondents across all policy areas agree with tleis\etet

Analyzing the effects of the level of organization to these statements shows a
weaker pattern. For statement 31, a higher percentage of street level taiseauc
agree with this statement, but the differences between the levels awenaNery
small. The same is true for statement 14.

As the tables show, organizational variables do appear related to role
perception to some extent. However, the relationship appears to be weak and does
not support the contention that some individuals should be excluded a priori based
on the level or policy area in which they work. In contrast, the evidence suggests
that all bureaucrats regardless of policy area or level of the bureaucrasgenay
themselves as representatives and should be considered valid subjects of study in the

field of representative bureaucracy.
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ORGANIZATION”

ORGANIZATIONAL FACTORS AND ROLE PERCEPTION OF OTHERS
STATEMENT 14: “IDEALLY, EVERYONE IN MY ORGANIZATION
SHOULD SEE REPRESENTATION AS PART OF THEIR ROLE IN THH

TABLE 5.7
ORGANIZATIONAL FACTORS AND ROLE PERCEPTION
STATEMENT 31: “| SEE REPRESENTATION OR ADVOCACY AS PAR|T
OF MY ROLE IN MY ORGANIZATION”
Policy Area/Level | Agree Neutral Disagree N
Redistributive 79% 14% 7% 14
Regulatory 56% 19% 25% 16|
Distributive 68% 13% 19% 16
Constituent 57% 0% 43% 14
Street level 70% 5% 25% 20
Management 57% 14% 29% 2]
Executive 68% 16% 16% 19
TABLE 5.8

Policy Area/Level | Agree Neutral Disagree N
Redistributive 86% 7% 7% 14
Regulatory 87% 13% 0% 16
Distributive 88% 6% 6% 16
Constituent 79% 7% 14% 14
Street level 95% 0% 5% 20
Management 76% 14% 10% 21
Executive 84% 11% 5% 19

The following statements were included in the sample to further explore the

role of organizational variables and representation. These are:

49. Those who work above me have more of representational or advocacy role,

and those below me have less.

23. Everyone in my organization is an advocate, but we do not all advocate to
the same groups.

9. | believe the front-line staff under me has a more direct role of
representation, and those above me have less of a role.
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Analyzing the descriptive statistics on these statements providesiimgre
information on the potential role of organizational variables and representation.
Table 5.9 shows the percentage of respondents that agree and disagree with each
statement. One of the interesting results is statement 9 — “I believenhdirie
staff under me has a more direct role of representation, and those above me have
less of a role”. The large majority of respondents disagree that frontdih@as a
more direct role of representation and those at higher levels of the organization have
less of a role. This calls into question the existing assumption that lower level
bureaucrats have a greater role due to discretion or a lack of organizational

socialization.

TABLE 5.9
ORGANIZATIONAL FACTORS AND PERCEPTION OF LEVELS
PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS AGREEING
AND DISAGREEING WITH STATEMENTS
Statement % Agree % Neutral | % Disagre
49. Those who work above me have magre 40% 17% 43%
of representational or advocacy role, and
those below me have less.
23. Everyone in my organization is an 24% 23% 53%
advocate, but we do not all advocate to|the
same groups.
9. | believe the front-line staff under me| 11% 17% 2%
has a more direct role of representation
and those above me have less of a role

A} %4

For most of the factors, no statements regarding organizational vaaables
distinguishing. Statement 49 - “Those who work above me have more of
representational or advocacy role, and those below me have less.” is a distigguishi

statement for Traditional Bureaucrats, and respondents in this factor gtagneg
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with this statement. This is consistent with Traditional Bureaucrat'siegde
emphasize the role of hierarchy, and it also suggests that in some situations and
organizations, the level of employment may matter. However, the direction of that
relationship may not be consistent with the assumptions of contemporary
representative bureaucracy theory suggesting lower level employgesgrikzater
role in active representation. Instead, respondents in this factor suggessthat it i
actually upper level bureaucrats who have a larger role in representation.
Organizational Variables and Descriptive Representation

One of the justifications in contemporary representative bureaucracy
literature for highlighting street level bureaucrats over upper level busgaugthe
theory that upper level bureaucrats may have been socialized out of their
understanding toward their social group and instead taken on the values of the
organization. In order to explore this assumption, the respondents’ rankings of
statements about descriptive representation are analyzed according to the
organizational variables. The results further call some contemporary agswmpt
into question, and suggest further empirical research is needed in this field.

Interestingly, only 10% of street level bureaucrats agree withdtensent
“I sometimes feel that | am able to better relate to and meet the needsiiients
who share my background or demographic characteristics”, while 14% of
management agree with this statement. By contrast, 36% of executives iélgree w
this statement. This evidence suggests a further look at how organizational

variables influence one’s values may be necessary. The level of organization did
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not appear to have the same effect on respondents’ ranking of the other statements

of descriptive representation. A higher percentage of respondents at each level

agree with these two statements. Interestingly, a higher percentagaajement
employees agree with both statements compared to street and executive leve
employees. Table 5.10 shows the percentage of respondents who agree and disagree

with each statement.

TABLE 5.10
ORGANIZATIONAL FACTORS AND VALUES
Statement 2 | sometimes feel that | am able to better relate to and meet the
needs of constituents who share my background or demographic
characteristics.

Level Agree Neutral Disagree N

Street Level 10% 20% 70% 20
Management 11% 29% 57% 21
Executive 37% 11% 52% 19

Statement 1( It is important that our organization reflect the demographig
make-up of the population we serve.

Street Level 45% 15% 40% 20
Management 57% 14% 29% 21
Executive 53% 32% 16% 19

Statement 2:: Having a diverse workforce where our employees speak many
different languages and understand differences in beliefs, customs andfWay
interacting helps the organization to better serve our customers.

Street Level 55% 15% 30% 20
Management 62% 19% 19% 21
Executive 42% 26% 32% 19

Organizational Variables and Factors

In order to further analyze the relationship between organizational variable
and representation, | report the make-up of respondents in each factor acaording t
the level and policy area in which they work. See Table 5.11 for this summary.

Due to the inductive nature of this project, no projections can be made from these
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numbers as to the actual percentages of individuals in the general population with
these particular worldviews. The purpose for presenting these data is to sggest t
possibility of relationships worthy of further study between agency typsompeel

level and perspectives on representation.

Arraying the organizational variables in each factor reveals somestitey
information. Perhaps the most interesting finding is that no respondents from
redistributive agencies load significantly as Identity EmpathizBgscontrast,
constituent and regulatory agencies have the highest percentage of individoials w
load as Identity Empathizers. This is counter to the expectations from thtihée
and this supports the claim that attention should be directed outside of strictly
redistributive agencies. Individuals from regulatory agencies aredsiaids
evenly throughout the factors. While these are noteworthy aspects of the data, one
of the potential problems complicating the interpretation of these percentdiges is

high percentage of redistributive and distributive participants who do not load on

any factor.
TABLE 5.11
POLICY AREA AND FACTOR LOCATION
Leaders Traditional | Identity Diversity Excluded | N
Bureaucrats | Empathizers| Advocates
Redistributive| 21.4% | 7.1% 0% 28.6% 42.9% 1
Regulatory 25% 18.8% 18.8% 25% 12.5% 16
Distributive 18.8% | 25% 12.5% 12.5% 31.3% 1
Constituent 35.7% | 14.3% 21.4% 21.4% 7.1% 14

Examining the factors relative to the organizational level also reveaés som
interesting patterns. These patterns could be partially anticipated based on t

existing literature; however, there are some nuances that deviate from the
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expectations of the existing theory in this field. As might be expected, nelirly ha
of the street level employees load significantly on one of the factorsatssowith
representative bureaucracy (ldentity Empathizers or Diversity Adg)cate
However, a much higher percentage of street level bureaucrats assotiate wit
Diversity Advocates and as opposed to Identity Empathizers. Additionally,la muc
higher percentage of executive employees associate with Identitytiineps than
street level bureaucrats. This further affirms the need to expand the scogeinyf i

to include executives in studies of active representation. It also reitdrates
possibility of differences in role perception related to representationdacgdo
organizational variables. Management employees have roughly equal pessentag
of individuals associating with Traditional Bureaucrats and Diversity Aatesc
Roughly equal percentages from each level are excluded based on non-loading or
multiple loadings. Table 5.12 illustrates the relationship between level of the

organization and respondent’s factor locations.

TABLE 5.12
LEVEL OF ORGANIZATION AND FACTOR LOCATION
Leaders| Traditional | Identity Diversity Excluded
Bureaucrats | Empathizers| Advocates
Street level 20% 10% 10% 35% 25% 40
Management 14.3% 28.6% 9.5% 23.8% 23.8% 21
Executive 42.1% 10.5% 21.1% 5.3% 21.1% 19
DISCUSSION

This chapter considers the ongoing problems of defining and measuring

representative bureaucracy. Analyzing focus groups, interviews, g-saraddt

follow-up questionnaires, this chapter provides insight to defining representative
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bureaucracy and the role of descriptive representation. The majority of resgondent
indicate that they see representation as part of their role in their orgamizéhe
results also suggest that there may in fact be different views of representstin
the bureaucracy. There is evidence to support both traditional and contemporary
forms of representative bureaucracy. Finally, the data supports the argurhent tha
descriptive representation may not be necessary for representative kaosgaard
factors other than race and gender may be important characteristiogyto st

This chapter also explored the possible relationship between organizational
variables and representative bureaucracy. The evidence also suggests that the
current restriction of empirical studies focusing on street level buegaand
redistributive agencies may need to be reconsidered. These data suggist that a
bureaucrats at all levels and policy areas may be valid candidates &sergptive
bureaucracy. However, policy and level may shape certain aspects of retiesent

bureaucracy.

155



CHAPTER SIX
DIRECT AND INDIRECT REPRESENTATION

INTRODUCTION

One of the important interpretations from the data presented so far in this
project is that current studies may be overly restrictive in considering what
organizational contexts are appropriate for studying representative namauc
The data so far suggests that all policy areas and levels may be valigssietti
representative bureaucracy. However, the organizational context may iefthenc
process of representation. This presents not only a theoretical movement from
earlier work but also an empirical puzzle. What is the best way to measure the
effects of representative bureaucracy? Regardless of the setting,{oitttj
scholars have relied almost exclusively on quantitative agency outputs to eneasur
active representation.

One of the most common settings for studying active representation is
education. To measure active representation, education studies utilizeyaofariet
guantitative output measures. For example, Meier (1993) uses three different
guantitative outputs to assess the role of active representation in schools. These
measures are: educational grouping, discipline, and academic performance.
Educational grouping is a process of classifying students according tovpdrce
academic ability. The study also uses records of disciplinary acttbocampetency
exam results as dependent variables in this study. While education studes are t
most common setting in this field, quantitative output measures are also used to

measure active representation in other types of organizations. For exarigie, M
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and Nicholson-Crotty (2006) use reports and arrest rates for sexual agsaslas
their dependent variable. Similarly, Selden (1997) uses the number of rural housing
loans awarded as the dependent variable.

While studies using quantitative agency outputs have been informative to the
field so far, they may only offer a partial view of representative bureguciidese
measures may overlook instances when active representation occurs but is not
linked directly to agency outputs. For example, representation may occur at the
policy development stage rather than the implementation phase, and traditional
output measures would not capture such an instance of representation. This chapter
will explore what types of data may be useful for measuring active ezpation.
Identifying possible data sources may allow scholars to move beyond tlee earli
theoretical restrictions focusing on redistributive and street level buataudn
addition, this chapter will explore how the organizational context may influence the
types of data sources that should be used. For example, data sources that may be
useful for street level bureaucrats may not be as relevant for executiveyeesplo
and similarly, the same data sources may not be relevant at redistributiveesigenc
as distributive agencies.

Data from interviews, focus groups, g sorts and follow-up questionnaires
will be analyzed to provide insight into the possible data sources that may be useful
for measuring representative bureaucracy. While this is an intenpeetaitdy, this

chapter adds valuable insight into future research possibilities. Stulging t
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gualitative aspects of active representation provides insight into quantitative
measures that may be used in future empirical studies.

e The patterns in the data provide the following insights into the types of data
that may be useful for measuring active representation: Bureaucrats ma
consider many traditional behaviors such as implementation, resource
allocation, and policy advocacy as acts of representation.

e Bureaucrats may also engage in additional behaviors they consider acts of
representation such as public forums and information provision.

e There is also evidence that supports the possibility that co-production and
demand inducement may occur in organizations.

e The evidence also suggests indirect representation may occur by which
individuals influence the socialization of others in the organization.

e These results are important because these activities may not be captured by
traditional agency outputs and merit further empirical study.

¢ Organizational factors also appear to influence the types of data théema
relevant, and these factors need to be taken into consideration when
developing alternative data sources.

While this chapter provides useful insight to the study of active
representation, there are some limitations to the instruments and thieatiaa$t
be acknowledged. First, the small number of respondents restricts gerdializ

Additionally, some of the statements in the q sort are ineffective at linking
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bureaucratic behavior to the concept of representation. The real value ofdhis da
lies in its ability to illuminate future research possibilities.
MEASURING ACTIVE REPRESENTATION:
ALTERNATIVE DATA SOURCES

Most empirical studies in the field of representative bureaucracy useyage
outputs in order to measure active representation. Over-reliance on agency output
may limit understanding of active representation because they primmegdgure the
occurrence of bureaucratic partiality, and it also restricts studies émcestwhere
guantitative policy outputs are available and can be linked to a specific individual in
the organization. Lim (2006) suggests there may be other methods by which
passive representation leads to substantive positive effects. Expanding on Lim’s
theory of the direct and indirect sources of representation, this project expkeres
possibility of alternative data sources in order to clarify what types ohaaydbe
appropriate for measuring representative bureaucracy.

For each phase of data collection, questions and statements were included in
order to probe the types of activities that respondents view as representatioa and t
activities they perform in their organization that may be considered egpagisn.
Knowing what types of activities respondents view as acts of represantetio
provide insight into possible data sources for measuring representative bureaucracy
The responses were then analyzed in relationship to the organizational vaoiables t

explore whether various organizational contexts may require different datasourc
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During the initial focus groups and interviews, participants who indicate
seeing representation as part of their role in the organization were asksdrtbede
specific tasks they perform in the organization that they consider acts of
representation. When asked to describe these tasks, respondents provided a variety
of answers. Most responses reflect typical bureaucratic behaviors igcludin
implementation decisions, resource allocation, and providing policy input for
legislation. Below are a few quotes from respondents illustrative of the bfp

tasks respondents see as representation:

“Very specifically, | make decisions on a day to day basis about whether or
not to pursue certain matters about enforcement of codes or standards. |
make recommendations to write legislation. | give opinions and more or
less make decisions about zoning and planning policy. When you do this,
you have to know what the community sees and how it is going to affect
different people in the community. You do care quite a bit about who is

going to be affected and how they will be affected.”

“I would say working to change the laws. Last year we were succéssful

bring about a change in the law for [our constituents].”
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“I will meet with board members in regard to items on the agenda
that we believe the board should approve...I will contact them
advocating a specific position...So | am involved in policy advocacy

at different levels.”

“Something | do regularly is in the process of decision-making — deciding
where to allocate resources...It is our job to see the full picture and to make
sure we are always mindful of the citizen. So before we make a decision to
transfer x amount from here to here, we ask who does this affect — who gains

and who loses and is that the right exchange for us?”

In addition to resource allocation, policy development and implementation
decisions, a few respondents also described less traditional tasks theyrconside
representation. For example, several respondents said that they hold open forums
whereby interested parties can voice their concerns in the policy development
process. One respondent explained,

“This is an open forum where all groups are equally represented...it is an

open forum where issues are brought to the table, and problems have been

resolved on that basis...decisions are made policy-wise based on this
forum...they can also influence decisions at higher levels based on this

information.”

Another respondent explained their organization holds community education

sessions which help better ensure quality representation of their constitue
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interests. Other respondents suggest they represent their constituents through
information provision. These are noteworthy activities as they illustrate th
importance of reciprocal communication that is linked to responsiveness which

some scholars argue is the essence of representation (Pitkin, 1967). While scholars
have examined this reciprocal communication as it applies to general shaforie
representation and Congress, this aspect of representation has not been explored as
it relates to bureaucracy.

Several other questions designed to provide insight into possible acts of
representation were also included in the initial focus groups and intervieve® The
guestions were based on Lim’s (2006) discussion of the potential substantive effects
of passive representation. According to Lim, substantive representation cogy oc
through both demand inducement and co-production whereby the bureaucrat
improves the quality of services provided by changing the behavior of the client.
With demand inducement, the bureaucrats stimulate additional demand from the
possible constituents, and with co-production they change the behavior of the client
in such a way that the client receives better services. In order to expkee the
possible sources of substantive effects, respondents were asked several questions
about their use of outreach programs to stimulate demand and how the level of
constituents’ understanding may influence the quality of services received.

First, respondents were asked about outreach programs through their agency.
“Is it ever a part of your job to stimulate demand from potential clients®, o

you have formal outreach programs? How do you go about determining who to
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contact for such programs?” Most respondents reported that their clien&lyypic
come to them for services, rather than the organization soliciting constitueents vi
outreach programs. However, of those that did report outreach servicesigargeti
specific groups, they explained using a variety of different mechanismdeantor
define target groups including information from outside lobbying groups, internal
studies, targeting special needs groups such as lower income groups, and
information provided through other government agencies. This data supports the
notion that demand inducement may occur in organizations and may be a possible
data source for future studies of representative bureaucracy.

Respondents were also asked questions designed to explore the possibility of
co-production. First, respondents were asked whether they feel needs carrbe bette
met if constituents have improved levels of understanding of the organization.
Respondents from a variety of agencies and positions state that constituents’
perceptions of the organization influence the level of services received. Klultipl
respondents explain that misunderstanding of the budgetary process or the
organization’s standard operating procedures are a source of complaint from
individuals. Others explain a more general misunderstanding of their @gjenci

mission affects constituents’ services. For example, one respondent states

“My agency has a very bad reputation, and sometimes | feel that hinders [my

constituents] ability to work with us. 1 also think that the families and

community at large do not understand what we do.”
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One respondent actually explains that how the bureaucrat handles the situation can
greatly influence the constituents’ response. The respondent states,
“When it is a situation where they are told, this is what you need to do, the
approach generates the attitude on the part of the client. They may have

reservations, but the approach influences the outcome of that.”

This evidence lends some support to Lim’s argument that co-production may be an
important aspect of the relationship between constituents and bureaucrats.

Finally, respondents were asked if they have information that they can
choose to give to constituents that may help them receive better or fagmrsse
All respondents indicated sharing all information with their clients.

The evidence gathered in the focus groups and interviews suggests that
simply measuring an organization’s policy outputs may overlook some instances of
active representation. While resource allocation may be captured by agency
outputs, there are additional activities that may occur in organizations thakoma
be reflected by these measures. Measuring agency outputs such as resource
allocation may only capture active representation as it occurs at the jpoahicy
implementation. However, individuals indicate influencing policy at variousstage
in the process including overall policy development. This policy development may
in fact be considered active representation if developed in a way that escteas
guality of representation, and this policy advocacy may be overlooked by the
prevailing indicators of agency outputs. Also, the less conventional acts of

representation mentioned such as open forums and public education sessions would
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not be captured by these traditional indicators. While these types of astiidy

be more difficult to capture empirically, they merit further attention. Kinaim’s
concepts of demand inducement and co-production need additional exploration.

Statements and questions derived from the initial interviews and focus
groups were included in the g sample and follow-up interviews to further explore
possible alternative data sources. The following statements are inclutied in t
sample:
40. | am able to influence policy-making and/or program development.

24. | advocate on behalf of my constituents but | do not personally have the
power to make decisions about their case.

39. My organization encourages public input and participation.
11. I use informal procedures for needs’ assessments.

32. Sometimes constituents misunderstand my organization and this may
influence the quality of services they receive.

15. | have information which | can choose to give to my constituents that may
help them get faster or better services from my organization.

16. I make decisions such as resource allocation or information provision that |
consider acts of representation or advocacy.

28. We have formal outreach programs, and we target certain groups in our
outreach programs such as lower income individuals.

3. I make daily decisions on how to implement policy.

5. It is part of my job to ensure quality service provision from my staff or others
in the organization.

30. We have outreach programs but we do not target specific groups.

37. Constituents will be better served if they are more educated on the services
of our organization.
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Table 6.1 shows the percentage of individuals agreeing and disagreeing with

each statement.

TABLE 6.1
ALTERNATIVE DATA SOURCES
PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS AGREEING
OR DISAGREEING WITH STATEMENTS

Statement % Agree % Neutra] % Disagree
40. | am able to influence policy- 80% 3% 17%
making and/or program development.

24. | advocate on behalf of my 20% 20% 60%

constituents but | do not personally
have the power to make decisions abput
their case.

39. My organization encourages public 67% 21% 12%
input and participation.

11. I use informal procedures for needs’ 37% 26% 37%
assessments.

32. Sometimes constituents 38% 18% 43%

misunderstand my organization and this
may influence the quality of services
they receive.

15. | have information which | can 57% 23% 20%
choose to give to my constituents that
may help them get faster or better
services from my organization.

16. | make decisions such as resource 50% 20% 30%
allocation or information provision that
| consider acts of representation or
advocacy.

28. We have formal outreach programs, 35% 17% 48%
and we target certain groups in our
outreach programs such as lower
income individuals.

3. I make daily decisions on how to 57% 17% 27%
implement policy.
5. It is part of my job to ensure quality 83% 7% 10%

service provision from my staff or
others in the organization.

30. We have outreach programs but we  15% 17% 68%
do not target specific groups.
37. Constituents will be better served |if 2% 13% 15%

they are more educated on the services
of our organization.
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While the level of agreement with each statement does not suggest that these
respondents engage in these activities as means of representation, they do suggest
that these activities are relatively common bureaucratic behaviors, andahe da
collected in earlier interviews and focus groups suggests they may also ketdinke
representation.

Analyzing this data suggests the following may be important sources of data
for measuring active representation: resource allocation, policy and/eaprog
development, policy implementation, public input, and information provision.
Roughly half of the respondents suggest they make decisions concerning resource
allocation which according to participants in the initial interviews and foaugogr
may be considered an act of representation. Additionally, 57% suggest they make
policy implementation decisions in their organization. In addition, some
respondents also reveal a few non-traditional activities as possibly intportan
measures of active representation. In the sorts, a large majority (80%) of
respondents agree that they have the ability to influence policy and/or program
development. This suggests it may be an important avenue to explore as a possible
alternative data source. This type of activity would not be captured by tratitiona
output measures. In addition, the majority of respondents agree that their
organization encourages public input, and it is part of their role to ensure quality
service provision. The majority of respondents (57%) also indicate they have
information they can choose to provide constituents which can influence the quality

of services provided. Finally, 72% suggest that constituents will be betted gerve
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they are more educated on the services provided by the organization. The data on
information provision and quality of constituent services lend further support to
potential for Lim’s concept of co-production to occur within organizations and

points to the need to expand the variables used to measure the substantive effects of
representative bureaucracy.

All of these variables merit further empirical attention. Additional survey
and interview data may be useful for providing insight on how specifically to
operationalize and measure these variables. The remaining statements do not
provide much clarity as roughly equal percentages of respondents agree, disagree,
and/or are neutral toward the remaining statements. For example, roughly equa
percentages of participants agree, disagree, and were neutral towarel dhe us
informal needs’ assessment.

In order to further explore the types of valid data sources to measure active
representation, respondents were asked several questions during the follow-up
interviews. The data from the follow-up interviews provides further support for the
earlier conclusions that alternative data sources may be necessary o dutig
capture active representation.

During the g-sort follow-up interviews, respondents who agreed with
statement 31, “I see representation or advocacy as part of my role in my
organization” were also asked to describe tasks they perform in their organization
that they consider acts of representation. Again, there was a wide range of

responses. Many respondents indicate lobbying or advocating to electedscdcia
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their primary representation task. Of these, some respondents explain theytobby f
policy legislation while others indicated lobbying is directed at gainisgurees for
their agency or constituents. Other respondents suggest that they represent the
public by going out to educate citizens on various functions of the organization or
providing public service information. For example, one respondent explained going
to the public to provide general information on appropriate emergency response
procedures. Another explained going to the public to inform them of various
changes in local ordinances. Additionally, some respondents explain they
administer surveys to various stakeholders in order to get their input on services.
This input is then used to make decisions about policy and resource allocation.
Other tasks include assessing the needs of communities and general lpadeshi

To further analyze Lim’s concept of co-production, respondents who agreed
with statement 15: “I have information which | can choose to give to my
constituents that may help them get faster or better services from nmyzatgan.”
were asked to expand on this statement. Respondents were asked to indicate what
types of information they possess and what conditions would determine whether or
not they share this information with constituents. One respondent indicated that
some constituents have long standing relationships with the organization which may
lead to better quality service provision.

Responses from the focus groups, g sorts and follow up questionnaires about
individuals’ specific tasks that they consider representation are infoenoat

several levels. First, the data evidences the validity of exploltienpative data
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sources. Overall, the data suggest that there is potential for representatouart
that may not be captured by traditional agency outputs. Acts of representakion suc
as policy advocacy cannot be easily measured by quantitative agency output. In
order to fully understand this process, other sources of data should be analyzed.
Additionally, some respondents note very interesting acts of representatiozassuc
the open forums which merit further attention. Finally, there is some support for
Lim’s notions of co-production and demand inducement that require further
empirical investigation in order to understand the extent to which these may occur
and the factors that may influence their occurrence. Additional survey and
interview data may be useful for understanding the potential for active
representation to occur that would not be captured by traditional output measures.
DATA SOURCES: ASSESSING THE CONTEXT

The four factors were also analyzed in relationship to the various possible
acts of representation. Table 6.2 shows the statements and associations with each
factor. Analyzing the four factors reveals interesting information addternative

data sources.
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TABLE 6.2
FACTORS AND DATA SOURCES

(* INDICATES SIGNIFICANCE AT P <.05; ** INDICATES SIGNIFICANCEAT .01)

Traditional
Bureaucrats

Leaders

Identity Empathizers

Diversity
Advocates

No.

Statement

Rank

Score Rank

Score

Rank Scol

Rank Sc

40

| am able to influence policy-makin
and/or program development.

1.12 0 -0.17**

5 1.90**

0.97

39

My organization encourages publig
input and participation.

0.97 -1 -0.39**

4 1.28

0.95

11

| use informal procedures for need
assessments.

1 0.63** 0 0.01

-2 -0.64

-1 -0.32

TLT

32

Sometimes constituents
misunderstand my organization an
this may influence the quality of
services they receive.

1 0.18* 1 0.69

3 1.10

-2 -0.84*1

15

I have information which | can
choose to give to my constituents
that may help them get faster or
better services from my organizatio

-1 -0.48** 2

0.84

1 0.18

1 0.48

16

| make decisions such as resource
allocation or information provision
that | consider acts of representatig
or advocacy.

0 -0.26* 0 0.15*

2 0.82

3 1.21

28

We have formal outreach program
and we target certain groups in our]
outreach programs such as lower
income individuals.

-1 -0.55* 0

U7

-0.12

1 0.63

0 0.25

| make daily decisions on how to

implement policy.

1 0.65* 1 0.23*

4 141

3 1.23




LT

30 | We have outreach programs but we 0.08* -5 -2.21* -3 -1.00 -1 -0.74
do not target specific groups.
37 | Constituents will be better served if 1.22 4 1.38 4 1.46 0 0.24*

they are more educated on the
services of our organization.




While statements directly dealing with representational role peocegpte
not distinguishing for Leaders, several statements indicating spedgithat may
be considered representation are distinguishing and positive for this factor
(Statements: 11, 32, 3). In addition to traditional behaviors such as policy
implementation, individuals who share the worldview defined by this factor also use
informal needs assessments and indicate constituents may receive battes ge
they are more educated on the activities of the organization. However, parsicipant
in this factor indicate they do not have information which they can choose to give to
constituents, and they do not have outreach programs that target specific groups
(Statements: 28, 15). Leaders appear to be detached from a relationshigtof dire
representation with their constituents but may have the ability to represant the
through indirect means.

Statement 2, indicating discretion in policy implementation, is the only
distinguishing and positive statement from this group for Traditional Bureaucrat
This is consistent with the overall trend of this group toward traditional bureiaucrat
roles. Respondents in this factor indicate neutrality toward policy development
(statement 40) and resource allocation (statement 16). Further, they dibagree
their organization encourages public input (statement 39) and strongly disagree wit
whether organization has outreach programs (statement 30).

Interestingly, fewer statements of these alternative sourcepmasentation
are distinguishing for Identity Empathizers and Diversity Advocatedatters

most strongly associated with theories of representative bureaucraeynly
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distinguishing factor for Identity Empathizers is policy developmeatgstent 40)
with which these respondents strongly agree. For Diversity Advocates, the
statements indicating what Lim calls co-production are distinguisbtateMments

32 and 37). However, they disagree with statement 32 and are neutral toward
statement 37. It appears that Identity Empathizers and Diversity Adganay

have more opportunities to directly interact with the client, and they may lack the
opportunities to indirectly represent their constituents through these alternat
activities.

The factors appear to have some relationship to the types of activities in
which participants engage indicating that some measures may only be appiapriat
certain contexts. The following section will examine possible variations ia thes
activities across organizational variables.

Organizational Variables and Types of Representation

This project also explores whether or not organizational variables influence
the types of activities bureaucrats perform that they may consideree{atssn.
Different phases of data collection provide insight to this question. As noted,earlie
respondents in the initial focus groups and interviews were asked to describe the
types of activities that they consider representation. These responsdhaver
analyzed in order to determine whether or not they vary according to organizational
factors such as level and policy area of the organization.

In the data collected from the interviews and focus groups, the type of

activity does not appear to be influenced by policy type, but the level does appear to
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have some impact. Street level bureaucrats across policy types describe
implementation decisions as their primary acts of representation. Howdéeer, a

also stated they advocate through higher channels — through management or even
outside groups such as through the court system — on behalf of the clients whom
they represent. Those at the management level describe a variety aficaskag
implementation, overseeing implementation decisions by staff, and policy input.
Executives also list a variety of tasks that they consider acts of reates@nt

These include: resource allocation decisions; information provision; policy
advocacy or input to elected bodies; ensuring enforcement; program development;
and policy innovation. The most common response from executives to this question
was policy advocacy. One executive described in elaborate detail how thely agenc
had been successful at bringing about changes in the laws governing their
constituents.

The descriptive statistics comparing individual's statement rankonidpe t
organizational context reveals important information. When respondents’ rankings
of sample statements describing specific tasks of representaticongrared
according to the organizational variables, there appears to be sonuaséligti
between the both level and policy area. Table 6.3 shows the level of employment

and the percentage of respondents that agree with each of these statements.
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TABLE 6.3
TYPE OF ACTIVITIES AND LEVEL OF THE ORGANIZATION
PERCENT OF INDIVIUDALS WHO AGREE WITH EACH STATEMENT

Statement Street Level| Management| Executive
N= 20 N=21 N=19
40. | am able to influence policy- | 50% 95% 95%

making and/or program
development.

24. | advocate on behalf of my 30% 14% 16%
constituents but | do not personally
have the power to make decisions
about their case.

39. My organization encourages | 45% 71% 84%
public input and participation.

11. I use informal procedures for | 55% 19% 37%
needs’ assessments.

32. Sometimes constituents 45% 43% 26%

misunderstand my organization and
this may influence the quality of
services they receive.

15. I have information which | can | 60% 48% 63%
choose to give to my constituents
that may help them get faster or
better services from my organizatic

16. | make decisions such as 25% 52% 74%
resource allocation or information
provision that | consider acts of
representation or advocacy.

28. We have formal outreach 45% 33% 26%
programs, and we target certain

groups in our outreach programs
such as lower income individuals.

3. | make daily decisions on how tg 20% 67% 84%
implement policy.
5. Itis part of my job to ensure 60% 95% 95%

quality service provision from my
staff or others in the organization.

30. We have outreach programs but20% 24% 0%
we do not target specific groups.
37. Constituents will be better served@0% 76% 68%

if they are more educated on the
services of our organization.
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Many of the patterns in the data might be expected from earlier litecature
bureaucratic roles and levels of the organization. Management and executive level
employees appear to have more power in certain realms than do street level
employees, and this is reflected in the statement rankings. For exampldy a muc
higher percentage of management and executive level bureaucrats eapi@gs h
power in policy making, implementation discretion, overseeing service gyovisi
and resource allocation (Statements: 40, 16, 3, 5), and a higher level of street level
bureaucrats indicate that they advocate on behalf of their constituents but do not
have power to make decisions about their case (statement 24). Additionally, a
higher percentage of street level bureaucrats indicate using informal needs
assessment (Statement 11). One particularly interesting finding thatotva
necessarily expected from the previous literature is that a much lowenfage of
street level bureaucrats indicate that their organization encourages public input
(Statement 39).

The data comparing levels of the organization and representative behaviors
suggests that level does influence the types of activities that bureauayats m
perform and consider representation. Therefore, rather than excluding certa
groups a priori, it may be more appropriate to use alternative data sourcetfor eac
level of the organization. For example, traditional output measures may capture
policy implementation while policy advocacy data may only be appropriate for

executive and some management employees.
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Table 6.4 shows the policy area and the percentage of respondents that agree
with each statement. The policy area also appears to have a relationship with

organizational tasks.

TABLE 6.4
TYPE OF ACTIVITIES AND POLICY AREA

PERCENT OF INDIVIUDALS WHO AGREE WITH EACH STATEMENT
Statement Redistributive| Regulatory Distributive Constitugnt
40. | am able to 86% 81% 81% 71%
influence policy-
making and/or
program
development.
24. | advocate on 21% 6% 38% 14%
behalf of my
constituents but | do
not personally have
the power to make
decisions about their
case.
39. My organization | 79% 69% 56% 64%
encourages public
input and
participation.
11. I use informal 36% 50% 44% 14%
procedures for needs
assessments.
32. Sometimes 7% 25% 63% 57%
constituents
misunderstand my
organization and this
may influence the
quality of services
they receive.
15. | have 64% 56% 69% 36%
information which |
can choose to give tg
my constituents that
may help them get
faster or better
services from my
organization.
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16. | make decisions| 64% 56% 50% 29%
such as resource
allocation or
information provision
that | consider acts of
representation or
advocacy.

28. We have formal | 43% 25% 50% 21%
outreach programs,
and we target certain
groups in our
outreach programs
such as lower incomé
individuals.
3. I make daily 64% 56% 63% 43%
decisions on how to
implement policy.

5. Itis part of my job | 79% 88% 94% 71%
to ensure quality
service provision
from my staff or
others in the
organization.

30. We have outreach21% 13% 13% 14%
programs but we do
not target specific
groups.

37. Constituents will | 43% 56% 94% 93%
be better served if
they are more
educated on the
services of our
organization.

4

Two organizations that stand out in the analysis are distributive and
constituent organizations. From the statement rankings, individuals in these two
organizations indicate having less personal discretion. For each of the statements
focusing on the power of the individual respondent within their organization,
individuals at distributive and constituent organizations indicate having less power

(Statements: 40, 24, 11, 15, 16, 3, 5). Compared to the other organizations, a higher
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percentage of respondents from distributive agencies indicate they advocate on
behalf of their constituents but may not have the power to make decisions
(Statement 24). This indicates overall respondents from these organizations may
have less discretion which may impede active representation. Similaripaced

to all of the other policy areas, noticeably fewer respondents from constituent
organizations indicate they are able to influence policy or program devehbpm
(Statement 40). A lower percentage of respondents from constituent organizations
also indicate they use informal needs assessments (Statement 11) or have
information which they may choose to give constituents that may influenceeservic
provision (Statement: 15). This group also has fewer respondents who agree that
they make decisions such as resource allocation or regularly make dedisions a
policy implementation (Statements 16, 3). Finally, a lower percentage of
respondents from constituent organizations indicate ensuring quality service
provision is part of their role (Statement: 5).

For statements that tap into the relationship between the client and the
organization (Statements 32 and 37), constituent and distributive agencies also stand
out. A much higher percentage of respondents from constituent and distributive
organizations indicate that sometimes constituents misunderstand the organizati
and this may influence the quality of services they receive (Statement 32).
Similarly, a much higher percentage of individuals from distributive and costit
organizations indicate their constituents will be better served if more edumat

the services of the organization (Statement 37). These statements mag ihdica
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Lim’s concept of co-production may be more likely to occur in these types of
organizations than the typical measures of active representation.

The remaining statements explore the relationship between the orgamizati
and advocacy behavior (Statements 39, 28, 30). There does not appear to be a
relationship between the policy type and respondents rankings of these stateme
A higher percentage of respondents from redistributive agencies and a lower
percentage from distributive agencies agree that their organization egepura
public input (Statement 39). However, a higher percentage of respondents from
distributive agencies agree they have formal outreach programs thactatgm
groups whereas constituent organizations have the lowest percentage of respondent
who agree with this statement (Statement 28). The highest percentage of
respondents who agree their organization has outreach programs but do not target
specific groups is from redistributive agencies (Statement 30). Respoimd#mniss
group may be interpreting “outreach programs” as an act of the agencgllyene
reaching out to the public. This would be consistent with the high level of
agreement from this group on Statement 39. However, the differences across all
agencies types are small.

As a final analysis of the possible relationship between organizational
variables and tasks of representation, data from the follow-up interviews were
analyzed in relationship to the organizational variables. The data from the follow-
up interviews echo the earlier results and suggests that organizationaliesadia

play a role in determining what types of activities respondents perform anderons
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representation. It also highlights the need for additional data sources and the
organizational context may influence the types of data that will be most usef
different organizational contexts.

Reflecting the earlier data, the level of the organization appears taedlue
the types of activities in which respondents engage that they view as acts of
representation. At each level, respondents indicate a range of activitnes fro
information provision to policy advocacy. However, as would be expected, fewer
street level bureaucrats indicate policy advocacy and focus primarily omatfon
provision.

Policy area also appears related to the responses individuals provide.
Interestingly, for the follow-up interviews, regulatory organizations stanthdhe
analysis. While redistributive, constituent and distributive respondents indicate
range of activities from policy development to information provision, regulatory
respondents focus primarily on information provision and interacting with the public
rather than policy development or input. This does not necessarily suggest that
respondents in these organizations do not have the power to influence policy or
engage in policymaking behaviors, but it may be less central to their role.

Both the level of the organization and policy area appear to influence the
types of activities that individuals engage in that may be considered acts of
representation. This indicates that different measures may be neceswasr ito
evaluate representative bureaucracy in different contexts. For examplgj\exec

and management level bureaucrats are more likely to engage in policy devdlopme
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whereas street level employees may use informal needs assesshuglitionally,
constituent and distributive employees indicate having little discretion; however
they also indicate that co-production may be a variable of interest at these
organizations. These types of alternative data sources should be investigated

further.

INDIRECT REPRESENTATION

Lim (2006) also suggests that indirect representation may occur by which
bureaucrats influence the beliefs and/or behaviors of others in the organization. |
order to explore the potential for indirect representation, respondents in the initial
focus groups and interviews were asked whether others in the organization helped to
shape their view as a representative. Some explained that their views on
representation came from their own values or work ethic, and that others were not
influential in shaping their views. For example, one respondent stated, I
formulated my own outlook toward being a bureaucrat. None of my supervisors
shaped that. | have a public responsibility. It did not come from the culture of my
superiors or my organization.”

In contrast, many explained that others in the organization — both supervisors
and staff — helped to shape how they see their role. The following are examples of

responses:
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“When | came here, | had a lot to learn. | was more influenced by the people
who worked for me. They are specialists in the area. | have learned so
much about how to serve [my constituents]. | also learned from advocacy

groups.”

“My [supervisor] has done a lot of lobbying, and he has made me realize you

can have a large influence on the outcome if you just get out there.”

These results support Lim’s suggestion that representation may occur
indirectly by influencing the overall culture of the organization or through
mentoring others within the organization. Again, these are forms of representation
that merit further attention and cannot be measured through agency outputs.

Several statements were included in the q sort to further examine the
possibility of indirect representation. The following statements weheded:

29. My peers, staff and/or supervisors have helped to shape the way | see myself
as a representative in my organization.

6. My peers, subordinates and supervisors have encouraged and supported my
views as a representative but they have not really shaped these views.

38. | try to mentor my staff and/or peers and to empower them to be more
effective representatives.
Table 6.5 shows the percentage of respondents that agree or disagree with
each of these statements. Supporting Lim’s argument, the majoritypohoeEnts
(65%) indicate that others in the organization have shaped the way they see

themselves as a representative. Adding further support to this argument, 77% of
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respondents indicate that they try to mentor others in the organization to be more
effective representatives in the organization. Only 13% of respondents shgtjest t
others have supported their views but not necessarily shaped their views. The low
level of agreement with statement 6, indicating that others in the organization have
not really shaped their views as a representative, adds further support to the notion
that indirect representation may occur. This data suggests indirect negtiese

merits further attention in the literature. While the majority of respondegmnéz

with the statements supporting indirect representation, these were not dibtimguis

statements for any of the four factors.

TABLE 6.5
INDIRECT REPRESENTATION
PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS AGREEING
OR DISAGREEING WITH STATEMENTS
Statement % Agreel % Neutral % Disagfee
29. My peers, staff and/or supervisors have  65% 12% 23%
helped to shape the way | see myself as a
representative in my organization
6. My peers, subordinates and supervisors  13% 13% 74%
have encouraged and supported my viewq as
a representative but they have not really
shaped these views.
38. | try to mentor my staff and/or peers and 77% 13% 10%
to empower them to be more effective
representatives.

These statements were also analyzed in order to determine whether or not
organizational factors are related to indirect representation. Table 6.6 tsigows
percentage of respondents who agree with each statement and the policy area. In
general, all types of organizations appear to be potential settings fecindir
representation. While constituent organizations have fewer respondentsmgdicati

that others in the organization have had a role in shaping how they see themselves
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as a representative, a higher percentage of respondents from constituent
organizations indicate that they help to mentor others in the organization.
Interestingly, while a higher percentage of respondents from redistributive
organizations indicate that others helped to shape their views as a representat
lower percentage indicate that they try to mentor others to be effective

representatives.

TABLE 6.6
INDIRECT REPRESENTATION AND POLICY AREA

PERCENT OF INDIVIUDALS WHO AGREE WITH EACH STATEMENT
Statement Redistributive  Regulatofy Distributiye  Constityent
29. My peers, staff 71% 63% 69% 57%
and/or supervisors have
helped to shape the way
| see myself as a
representative in my
organization.
6. My peers, 29% 19% 0% 7%
subordinates and
supervisors have
encouraged and
supported my views as a
representative but they
have not really shaped
these views.
38. I try to mentor my 57% 75% 88% 88%
staff and/or peers and t(
empower them to be
more effective
representatives.

A4

Table 6.7 shows the percentage of respondents who agree with each
statement and their level of employment. There is minimal differenoeeértthe

levels and the percentage of individuals who indicate others in the organization have
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shaped their views. However, as may be expected, higher percentages of
management and executive employees indicate that they try to mentor otiers i

organization to be effective representatives.

TABLE 6.7
INDIRECT REPRESENTATION AND LEVEL
PERCENT OF INDIVIUDALS WHO AGREE WITH EACH STATEMENT

Statement Street Levgl Management Executive

N= 20 N=21 N=19
29. My peers, staff and/or 65% 67% 63%
supervisors have helped to shap¢
the way | see myself as a
representative in my organization.
6. My peers, subordinates and | 20% 10% 11%
supervisors have encouraged and
supported my views as a
representative but they have not
really shaped these views.
38. I try to mentor my staff and/of 55% 81% 95%
peers and to empower them to be
more effective representatives.

DISCUSSION

This chapter analyzes and provides insights into questions over various ways
to measure representative bureaucracy. It examines the possibiligroatilte
data sources and the potential impact of organizational variables on these data
sources. First, there is support for the use of alternative data sources. o8ores s
that may be relevant include: resource allocation, policy implementationy polic
advocacy, public input, and information provision. These mechanisms may not be
adequately captured by current indicators. In addition, the data provides some
support for Lim’s additional direct and indirect representation mechanisms.

Demand inducement, co-production, and representation occurring through shaping
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other’s views need further empirical examination. Organizational varialses
appear to have a relationship to the activities in which individuals engage in the
organization. In selecting the appropriate measures, both the level and the policy
area of the organization may shape what type of data sources may be agpi@priat

measuring representation.
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Chapter Seven
Effects of Representative Bureaucracy

INTRODUCTION

An additional question in representative bureaucracy that merits further
attention is: what are the overall effects of representation? Mulfiystions
remain in the literature on this topic. First, what is the object of reprasentat
bureaucracy? In other words, who or what does representative bureaucracy
represent? Various scholars provide a range of answers to this question. Some
scholars suggest that representative bureaucracy should represent the puoedt int
while others maintain that representative bureaucracy should represent specif
subgroups of the population. Another possible object of representative bureaucracy
is the legislature and legislative mandates. This chapter explores how bafiseauc
view the objects of representation.

Designating the recipients of representative bureaucracy is panttycul
important when considering the overall effects of representative bureauCaey.
guestion that has received little attention in the literature is whetheraitecamy
negative effects of representative bureaucracy. If we enhance regtieseior one
group, are there any unintended and negative consequences toward other groups?
Considering the various recipients of representative bureaucracy supgestaay
be several sources of unintended and potentially negative consequences. For
example, improving representation for one group may occur at the expense of

another group. Another potentially negative effect would be if increasing the
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quality of representation for a specific group had negative effects on bguader
such as efficiency and/or accountability. This chapter will explore thes#|gs
consequences.

Through the focus groups, interviews, g-sorts and follow-up questionnaires,
this chapter will analyze these two important research questions. Firdatsheill
be examined in order to provide insight to the potential recipients of representative
bureaucracy. Next the possibility of negative effects of representativaibraepn
will be examined.

The data suggests that respondents have different perspectives on the objects
of representation as well as its effects. The following are notewortightasi
provided by the data in this chapter:

e Respondents reveal varying views on the appropriate recipients of
representation; the public interest and representation of multiple inteeests a
highlighted in the data.

e Respondents hold varying views on the responsibility of bureaucrats to
represent under-represented groups; thus this question merits further
empirical attention.

¢ Organizational variables and the four factors identified in this project appear
to be linked to how respondents view the appropriate targets of

representation.
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¢ While the data is inconclusive on the potential trade-offs that may occur as a
result of active representation, in general respondents suggest that
representation or advocacy increases efficiency and accountability.

The remainder of this chapter will analyze these results in furthel. detai

WHO DOES REPRESENTATIVE BUREAUCRACY REPRESENT?

When conceptualizing representative bureaucracy, scholars designate
various objects of this representation. While much of the contemporary literature
focuses on representation of specific social groups through descriptive
representation, early literature discussed representation of the pubbstimere
broadly. Who are the targets of representative bureaucracy? In order te éxiglor
important question, respondents in the initial interviews and focus group who
indicate they see themselves as representatives were asked diratttyr whom
they represent. To this question, respondents gave a wide range of answers. Some
individuals claim to represent specific groups, others the public interest, some
legislative mandates, and a few said they represent all three. Belstataments
from individuals about what or whom they represent.

“My organization represents specific groups. We do care about legislati

mandates, but | see my main representation toward the group.”

Redistributive Management

“The end game is serving the public.” Constituent Executive
“People are secondary. | primarily represent legislative mandates.”

Distributive Management
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“I think | represent all of those. There is no way to represent any one of
those. Certainly the people we serve drive things. I'm also a state
employee. I'm expected to do my job in a way that reflects the values of
the state. We also adhere to mandates. If it is law, it's law.”

Redistributive Executive

The focus group and interview data suggests that different bureaucrats may
view the recipients of their representation differently. Like the edHenretical
discussion, the data suggests that it may be appropriate to maintain several
perspectives on representative bureaucracy rather than restricétgliggo one
particular object of representation. However, these various perspectives need to be
recognized and theoretically clarified as distinct concepts of repatisent
bureaucracy.

Within contemporary studies of representative bureaucracy, one of the major
foci has been analyzing the role of bureaucrats toward under-represented groups.
To provide further insight to the potential targets of representative bureaucracy
respondents in the interviews and focus groups were asked the following question:
“Do you feel that you or other bureaucrats in general have a special ability or
responsibility to represent groups in society that have been traditionallss unde
represented (by public agencies or the legislative process)”?

Respondents gave a wide range of answers to this question. Some

participants indicate strong support for this role while others oppose it. The
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following are examples of responses from participants who agree they have a
responsibility toward under-represented groups.
“Definitely, I think that is why you have agencies...We are working for
people who are disenfranchised or marginalized in the larger pictures and

they need advocacy on their behalf’”. Redistributive Executive

“Yes...[some groups] don’t have an organized lobby or there are lobbies but
they are very splintered in terms of where they want to go with policies...in
some cases those individuals may not have a voice period — no group
representing them or those representing them do not have full exposure to
those who provide services. As a [government] agency, we have access to
other groups and the rest of the picture they don’t see...people choose this
line of work because they want to do good and change something...”

Distributive Executive

“I believe that is what my job is all about. We represent those that are

dealing with those that are dealing with issues, living in poverty, and need

access to resources.” Redistributive Management

“They definitely have the ability to do so. Ideally, bureaucracies should look

out for under accounted groups.” Redistributive Street Level
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“We have a role in representing people and in identifying various
populations and to represent them. To ensure there is a level playing ground

for everyone.” Regulatory Executive

“Sure, minorities and females...Certainly [some] departments struggle to

hire women and minorities. The organization, because of that, is not

necessarily reflective of the community in the make-up of it. The services

are probably influenced by that to some degree — to what degree | don’t

know. People are more comfortable dealing with people of their own race

and gender.” Regulatory Management

However, some respondents strongly disagree that this is part of their role.
The following are examples of answers from respondents indicating this isrhot pa
of their role.

“I do not want my employees going above and beyond to try to make social

policy.” Regulatory Management

“We deliver services to everyone, and the quality of services does not differ

accordingly.” Regulatory Management

“I would say that is a political question than a bureaucratic question.

The primary role is to serve the purpose to which you were assigned.”

Constituent Management
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“I don’t think that is the role of bureaucrats...that would be a source of some

tension for them to do that.” Distributive Management

“There is really something dangerous about the concept of bureaucrats
having a special responsibility to do this. Now an employee has this
responsibility on their shoulders for representing a mass group, but they are
the only person who is part or that group or who may or may not look like
that group. This is a tremendous responsibility on this person and then there
is a chance that these interests would not be met, because it's not that
person’s job and that person should not have to speak for that group. The
trend is to find someone who looks like that group and then take that opinion
as some representation as the whole group. It's really scary.”

-Regulatory Management

In the initial interviews and focus groups, there appears to be a possible

relationship between the organizational context and how one sees their role toward

under-represented groups. Both the policy area and the level of the organization

appear to be linked to how respondents view their role toward under-represented

groups. While respondents from all three levels do agree that bureaucrats have an

ability and responsibility toward under-represented groups, managementsappear

have the strongest voice against this position.
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The policy area also appears to have some effect. All respondents from
redistributive agencies agree they have a responsibility toward undesajec
groups. In fact, the respondents from redistributive agencies appear the most
emphatic and enthusiastic over this responsibility. However, there are also
employees at regulatory, distributive and constituent agencies indicasing piart
of their role as well.

The evidence from the initial focus groups and interviews is important on
several levels. First, the analysis further supports the earlier propdkbidit
discussions of representative bureaucracy should consider moving away from
strictly considering descriptive representation. The evidence provided herstsugge
individuals may see themselves as representatives for a group, and thelayreay
key role in advocating for that group and advancing their interests regardless of
whether or not they belong to the group.

This evidence also indicates that organizational variables may play some
role in determining how one views the recipients of representation. Individuals at
redistributive agencies appear to view their role as a representativelosaly in
line with contemporary studies of representative bureaucracy whereby the@focus
their representation is toward specific groups and under-represented groups.
However, it is also an important finding that individuals at other organizations also
see arole in representing these groups as well. This lends further support to the
argument that studies of representative bureaucracy should be expanded to include

all policy types. Finally, the evidence suggests that bureaucrats maydiéfeyent
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objects of representation which may call for various theoretical distiscand
measurements in order to capture the effects.

In order to examine the potential targets of representative bureaucraecy mor
carefully, the following statements were included in the g-sample:

26. My primary responsibility as a representative is toward the public ipteres
rather than specific groups or legislators.

45. My primary responsibility as a representative is to represent tegisla
mandates.

48. My primary responsibility as a representative is to advocate for specifi
groups.

35. | represent multiple interests including specific groups, the public interes
and legislative mandates.

47. Individuals in my organization have a special ability and/or responsibility to
represent groups that are otherwise under-represented.

Analyzing the descriptive statistics on these statements revealgamntpor
insight to understanding the targets of representative bureaucracy. Talllewsl s
the percentage of respondents that agree and disagree with each statenent. Of t
individuals that agree with statement 31, “| see representation or advocacyds pa
my role in my organization”, the majority of respondents indicate their primary
responsibility is toward the public interest rather than legislative mandate
advocating for specific groups. Only a small percentage of respondents @fgree w
statements 45 and 48. However, a majority of respondents also agree with
statement 35 indicating they represent multiple interests which includéispec
groups. Only 25% of respondents indicate that they have a special ability or

responsibility to represent under-represented groups. This data is cungite
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the conclusions drawn from the initial focus group and interview data. There appear
to be multiple possible targets of representative bureaucracy. It also provides
additional insight due to the larger percentages of individuals indicating that their
primary responsibility is to represent the public interest. This aspect of
representative bureaucracy has not received much attention in contemporas; studi
Most of the empirical studies to this point focus exclusively on specific groups and

primarily under-represented groups.

TABLE 7.1
TARGETS OF REPRESENTATION
PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS AGREEING
OR DISAGREEING WITH STATEMENTS
N=39

Statement % Agree % Neutra] % Disagfiee
26. My primary responsibility as a 72% 10% 18%
representative is toward the public interes
rather than specific groups or legislators.
45. My primary responsibility as a 10% 15% 75%
representative is to represent legislative
mandates.
48. My primary responsibility as a 21% 10% 69%
representative is to advocate for specific
groups.
35. | represent multiple interests including 72% 13% 15%
specific groups, the public interest and
legislative mandates.
47. Individuals in my organization have a 26% 18% 56%
special ability and/or responsibility to
represent groups that are otherwise unde
represented.

—

=
1

Worldviews and Objects of Representation
Analyzing the relationship of these statements to the factor residasev
interesting information. Table 7.2 shows the factors and scores on these statements

Statement 26 is distinguishing for Traditional Bureaucrats and Identity thirgs.
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Consistent with the other characteristics defining Traditional Buretsusmd
Identity Empathizers, Traditional Bureaucrats agree that their priragppnsibility
as a representative is to the public interest while Identity Empathizaigrele with
this statement. Also in line with the views presented earlier, statement 45 is
distinguishing for Identity Empathizers. Respondents in this factor distgiee
their primary responsibility is to represent legislative mandates. Nohes# t

statements are distinguishing for Leaders or Diversity Advocates.

TABLE 7.2
FACTORS AND TARGETS OF REPRESENTATION
(* INDICATES SIGNIFICANCE AT P < .05;
** INDICATES SIGNIFICANCE AT .01)

Traditional Identity

Bureaucrats Empathizers
No. | Statement Rank Score Rank Score
26 | My primary responsibility as a 1 0.68* | -2 -0.73**

representative is toward the public
interest, rather than specific groups
or legislators.
45 | My primary responsibilityasa | -2 -0.78 -4 -1.84**
representative is to represent
legislative mandates.

Organizational Variables and Objects of Representation

An additional question of interest that emerges from this data is whether
organizational factors are related to how bureaucrats see the objects of their
representation. Table 7.3 shows the percentage of respondents who agree and
disagree with each statement and the policy area of their agency. Whiléathe da

does not lend itself to generalization due to a small number of respondents in each
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category, the patterns revealed in the data suggest interesting insightéo f

studies.
TABLE 7.3
POLICY AREA AND
TARGETS OF REPRESENTATION
Policy Area | Agree | Neutral | Disagree | N

Statement 26:My primary responsibility as a representative is toward the public
interest, rather than specific groups or legislators.

Redistributive 82% 9% 9% 11
Regulatory 78% 11% 11% 9
Distributive 73% 9% 18% 11
Constituent 50% 12% 38% 8
Statement 45:My primary responsibility as a representative is to represgrdiative
mandates.

Redistributive 0% 9% 91% 11
Regulatory 22% 11% 67% 9
Distributive 0% 36% 64% 11
Constituent 25% 0% 75% 8

Statement 48:My primary responsibility as a representative is to advocate for

specific groups

Redistributive 36% 0% 64% 11
Regulatory 22% 11% 67% 9
Distributive 9% 18% 73% 11
Constituent 12% 13% 75% 8

Statement 35:1 represent multiple interests including specific groups, the public
interest and legislative mandates.

Redistributive 73% 18% 9% 11
Regulatory 56% 11% 33% 9
Distributive 73% 9% 18% 11
Constituent 87% 13% 0% 8
Statement 47:Individuals in my organization have a special ability and/or
responsibility to represent groups that are otherwise under-represented.
Redistributive 36% 18% 46% 14
Regulatory 11% 22% 67% 16
Distributive 36% 18% 46% 16
Constituent 13% 12% 75% 14

For respondents who agree with statement 31 (indicating they see

representation or advocacy as part of their role), their rankings of staseomethe

objects of representation were compared to the level and policy area in wlyich the
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work. Both level and policy area appear to influence whether or not respondents
agree or disagree with these statements.

Each policy area appears to have some distinctive characteristtesl riel
how respondents view their responsibility as representatives. A high majority
respondents in redistributive, regulatory, and distributive agencies indicate their
responsibility is to represent the public interest while just half of respondents f
constituent agencies agree with this statement. In addition, no respondents from
redistributive or distributive agencies indicate that their responsibilibmiard
legislative mandates while over 20% of respondents from regulatory andueantst
agencies agree that this is their primary responsibility.

As might be expected, compared to the other three categories, a higher
percentage of respondents from redistributive agencies indicate theiryprima
responsibility is toward specific groups. However, even within redistributive
agencies, less than half of the respondents agree with this statement. Thg major
of respondents from all policy types indicate they represent multiple irsterest
Interestingly, an equal proportion of respondents from redistributive and distributive
agencies indicate they have a special ability and/or responsibility toeaptesler-
represented groups. Both redistributive and distributive respondents have higher
percentages that agree with this statement than do regulatory and constituent
organizations. However, less than half of the respondents from both redistributive

and distributive agencies agree with this statement.
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This data lend support to the idea that contemporary active representation is
probably more likely to occur in redistributive agencies as more respondents from
redistributive agencies indicate their primary responsibility is towaediBc
groups and they have a special responsibility to represent under-represented groups
However, other agencies also appear as potentially valid objects of study. as we

The level of the organization appears to play a weaker role in this
relationship, but the patterns in the data are interesting nonetheless. Table 7.4
shows the percentage of respondents who agree and disagree with each statement
and their level of employment. Interestingly, management level burésastaad
out on a number of statements relative to their street level and executive
counterparts. Compared to the street level and executive level bureaucigligra hi
percentage of management employees indicate that their primary resggnsibil
toward the public interest. Additionally, while only a small percentage ot stnele
executive bureaucrats indicate that their primary responsibility iptegent
legislative mandates, no management level respondents agree withténesta
While the differences are small, a higher percentage of management level
respondents also indicate that their responsibility is to represent sgeaiffts.

Finally, executive level respondents have the highest percentage of respariaents
indicate they have a special ability or responsibility to represent unatesented
groups.

This evidence provides additional support for the possibility that current

restrictions focusing on specific levels of the bureaucracy may be shlotei
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particularly the exclusion of management level bureaucrats. In contrasiatiis
suggests that all levels of the bureaucracy may be considered importdanties s
of representative bureaucracy. Executive level bureaucrats may be peryain

in these studies.

TABLE 7.4
LEVEL OF THE ORGANIZATION AND
TARGETS OF REPRESENTATION
Policy Area/Level | Agree | Neutral | Disagree | N
Statement 26:My primary responsibility as a representative is toward the pliblic
interest, rather than specific groups or legislators.

Street Level 72% 7% 21% 14
Management 84% 8% 8% 12
Executive 62% 15% 23% 13

Statement 45:My primary responsibility as a representative is to represent
legislative mandates.

Street Level 14% 14% 71% 14
Management 0% 17% 83% 12
Executive 15% 15% 70% 13

Statement 48:My primary responsibility as a representative is to advocate for
specific groups.

Street Level 21% 7% 71% 14
Management 25% 17% 58% 12
Executive 15% 7% 77% 13

Statement 35:1 represent multiple interests including specific groups, the ptiblic
interest and legislative mandates.

Street Level 72% 7% 21% 14
Management 75% 17% 8% 12
Executive 70% 15% 15% 13

Statement 47:Individuals in my organization have a special ability and/or
responsibility to represent groups that are otherwise under-represented.

Street Level 21% 7% 71% 14
Management 17% 33% 50% 12
Executive 39% 15% 46% 13

Beyond whether or not bureaucrats should have a responsibility toward

under-represented groups, who are these groups? The literature to this point has
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focused almost exclusively on racial and gender minorities. In the g-sortdgtiow
interviews, participants were asked to describe how they see the role of the
organization toward under-represented groups. In these follow-up questions,
respondents indicate a variety of under-represented groups they feel their
organization has a responsibility and/or ability to represent. These groupeincl
minorities, rural populations, low-income, non-English speaking constituents,
disabled populations, the incarcerated, substance abusers, small business owners,
senior citizens, females, and children. This evidence lends further support to the
possibility of extending studies of representative bureaucracy beyond race and
gender.
TRADE-OFFS

Finite Resources

Given the multiple objects of representation, one remaining interesting
guestion is whether or not trade-offs may occur as a result of representative
bureaucracy. One of the potential trade-offs that has gained the attention of some
scholars in the field of representative bureaucracy is the possibiliytheasing
the quality of representation for one specific group may occur at the expense of
another group. Few studies have examined this empirically in the literamagre
those that have produced contradictory and ultimately inconclusive resultsetOne s
of scholars argue that representative bureaucracy can be a win-wirsifoatll
groups, while others maintain increasing representation for one group maybccur

the expense of another. To this point, quantitative policy outputs have been the
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exclusive measure for determining the possible consequences. Additionally,
scholars have yet to look at how the organizational context may influence the
potential trade-offs. In other words, some organizations may provide goods or
services that are more likely to end in a trade-off. For example, some agencies
provide tangible goods that may have a zero-sum effect while others may provide
services that are less likely to produce winners and losers.

In order to better understand the potential trade-offs that may occur in
representative bureaucracy, respondents in the initial interviews and focus groups
were asked to describe whether or not they felt that the resources they provide are
finite or zero-sum. In other words, if resources are allocated to one condtiexent
are no longer available for another. About half of the respondents said yes their
services are finite, while the other half said no. The following are exawiples

respondents’ answers to this question:

“We only have a certain level of funding. You can only do what your

resources allow you to do, and we have a set amount of how many we can

serve.” Constituent Street Level

“Yes, itis zero-sum. Once we give out grants, they are gone. We can only f

und a certain number per year.” Distributive Management
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“They are not zero-sum. We have services that if it meets the needs of one it
does not exclude others. We had a discussion earlier today about expanding
one program and another person said that would in turn expand their own
services.”

Constituent Executive

“I would like to think if we give them to one group, everyone in the end is
going to benefit. Even if it is done for the good of one group, | would like to
think that before we do something new that it's always developed with a
mind set of how it affects the entire county. We have a responsibility to

do something fair and comprehensive that benefits everyone in the end.”

Regulatory Executive

“As a service agency, we offer technical assistance. People callkand as
questions...and | can answer that whether | have one dollar or one million
dollars, but we only have so much money that we can use to go out and

actually help make changes. Distributive Executive

There does not appear to be a clear relationship between level of

employment or policy area and whether or not respondents view their services as

finite. The exception to this was distributive agencies and street level batsaucr

More respondents from the street level and/or distributive agencies exqaiasg f

that the resources are zero-sum while executives and management leeogeespl
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at redistributive, constituent and regulatory agencies explain they araitebfi
zero sum. Future research should direct attention to street level bureaucrats and
distributive agencies for the possibility of such trade-offs to occur.

In order to better understand the possibility of a trade-off due to finite
resources, the following statements were included in the sample:

41. The services | provide to my constituents are not finite or zero-sum.
20. | do provide some services that are finite or zero-sum.

Examining the descriptive statistics on these statements is not very
informative as a high percentage of individuals indicate neutrality toward these
statements, and a roughly equal percentage of respondents agree with each
statement. Furthermore, statement 41 is designated as a consensus statbment i
sorts. Table 7.5 shows the percentage of respondents who agree and disagree with
each statement. Neither statement is distinguishing for any of tleesfact
Analyzing these statements and the factors did not provide further clatigy to t

research questions.

TABLE 7.5
FINITE RESOURCES
PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS AGREEING
OR DISAGREEING WITH STATEMENTS

N=60
Statement % Agree % Neutral % Disagree
The services | provide to my 47% 37% 17%
constituents are not finite or zero-sum.
| do provide some services that are 47% 42% 12%
finite or zero-sum.
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The questions and statements on whether or not services are finite or zero-
sum are ultimately ineffective at providing any insight into the researdtigog
for which they were designed. Future research needs to reconsider an appropriate
way to measure this type of trade-off.

The data was further analyzed to see if any clarity may be provided through
analyzing the organizational variables and statement rankings. There does not
appear to be a clear link between policy or level and how respondents rank these
statements. Given the high percentage of respondents indicating neutrality and low
percentages of respondents that agree with each statement and the afonechenti
weaknesses with the measures, this is not surprising. Table 7.6 and 7.7 shows the

breakdown of responses based on level and policy area.

TABLE 7.6

POLICY AREA AND FINITE RESOURCES
Policy Area | Agree | Neutral | Disagree | N
Statement 41:The services | provide to my constituents are not finite or zero-syim.
Redistributive 7% 36% 57% 14
Regulatory 19% 44% 36% 16
Distributive 6% 56% 38% 16
Constituent 14% 29% 57% 14
Statement 20:I do provide some services that are finite or zero-sum.
Redistributive 14% 14% 71% 14
Regulatory 19% 56% 25% 16
Distributive 12% 44% 44% 16
Constituent 21% 29% 50% 14
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TABLE 7.7

LEVEL OF THE ORGANIZATION ANDRESOURCES
Level | Agree | Neutral | Disagree| N
Statement 41:The services | provide to my constituents are not finite or zero-gum.
Street Level 5% 40% 55% 20
Management 19% 53% 29% 21
Executive 11% 32% 58% 19
Statement 20:1 do provide some services that are finite or zero-sum.
Street Level 20% 25% 55% 20
Management 5% 43% 52% 21
Executive 26% 42% 32% 19

Representation, Accountability and Efficiency

Another potential area where trade-offs may occur is between repregentat
bureaucracy and organizational efficiency and/or accountability. Questeras w
included in focus groups, interviews, g-sorts, and follow-up questionnaires in order
to explore these possible trade-offs.

In the initial focus groups and interviews, respondents were asked a set of
guestions designed to provide further insight into the relationship between
representative bureaucracy and other organizational goals such as acdtuatabil
efficiency. Respondents were asked directly, “Do you think there iateoredhip
between bureaucrats’ advocacy behavior and organizational efficiemzy?” a
“Similarly, do you think there is a relationship between advocacy and
accountability?”

There does not appear to be a clear consensus on this question. Some
respondents suggest a positive relationship between the two whereby increasing
advocacy behavior increases organizational efficiency and accountability.

However, others suggest the opposite effect. A few respondents indicate that
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accountability and efficiency are driven more by quality of leadership than
bureaucratic representation.

The following are examples of statements given by respondents who think
representation or advocacy increases efficiency:

“The more of an advocate you are for your clients, the more efficbent y

are.” Regulatory Management

“Advocacy increases organizational efficiency because it increasedent

Redistributive Management

“I think it makes it more efficient. You have more ideas. More people can
find ways to make it more efficient. When you have varying views, it makes

for a more efficient government.” Regulatory Management

“Absolutely. You have to have people who understand. So the diversity
helps in your advocacy and efficiency. You are not reading a book about it,
you understand it. You can get with the [constituents] and move it along

faster in terms of their interests.” Redistributive Executive

In contrast, others argue that it decreases efficiency:
“If you increase bureaucratic representation — if you are sensitive to the
needs of more and more folks — | do think — | know it decreases efficiency.”

Constituent Executive
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“There are departments that advocate on behalf of groups that may be

contrary to the interests of the broader public.” Distributive Executive

Finally, some argue the key is leadership and not diversity. One respontest sta

“I think it comes from the leadership rather than diversity. I've seen
efficiency and inefficiency here and that was due to the leadership.”

Distributive Management

Similarly, some respondents indicate representation increases accayntabil
while others argue it decreases it. The following are examples of respgndent

answers who believe representation increases accountability.

“I think it increases your accountability because it increases poisesof
urgency. If you understand it, you feel that it is urgent and you need to do

something.” Redistributive Executive

“I think the more committed a person is to representation — how seriously
they take it, the more seriously they take accountability.” Constituent

Executive

The following are examples of responses from individuals who indicate

representation decreases accountability:
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“Bureaucratic representation can very much drive things in a way that is no
accountable to the appointing superior. It may be distorted too in terms of

advocates’ concerns.” Constituent Executive

“Absolutely, I've seen that. The county has functions for particular groups
for which in my opinion there is no accountability or measure of
performance. They can send bus loads of people down to beg for money,
but there is no measure of how that money is spent and whether it is

effective.” Distributive Executive

“Yes, everyone here should be treated the same, but they are not always. It
IS not always a particular group that gets preferential treatment, busit doe
happen.” Regulatory Executive
In order to study this issue further, the following statements were incinde

the sample:

12. Representation or advocacy increases efficiency because it atlows y
better understand the needs of certain groups and to better serve them.

44. Representation or advocacy decreases efficiency because the erestsnt
you represent, the more difficult it becomes to make decisions.

34. Representation or advocacy by individuals in the organization decreases
accountability.

4. If you see yourself as a representative within the organization, yiduawa
more accountability.

50. Organizational efficiency and accountability are related to leadershignenot
diversity of the organization.
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Examining the descriptive statistics reveals striking evidence. The
overwhelming majority of respondents indicate that increasing repreeardat
advocacy increases both efficiency and accountability. However, thaetsnajor
respondents also agree that efficiency and accountability are relatedexshep
rather than diversity or representation. Table 7.8 shows the percentage of

respondents that agree and disagree with each statement.

TABLE 7.8
REPRESENTATION AND EFFICIENCY AND ACCOUNTABILITY
PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS AGREEING
OR DISAGREEING WITH STATEMENTS

N=60
Statement % Agree % Neutral % Disagr¢e
Representation or advocacy 62% 27% 11%

increases efficiency because it
allows you to better understand the
needs of certain groups and to better
serve them.

Representation or advocacy 3% 18% 78%
decreases efficiency because the
more interests you represent, the
more difficult it becomes to make
decisions.

Representation or advocacy by 11% 17% 82%
individuals in the organization
decreases accountability.

If you see yourself as a 63% 25% 12%
representative within the
organization, you will have more
accountability.

Organizational efficiency and 60% 23% 17%
accountability are related to
leadership, not the diversity of the
organization.
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Analyzing these statements and their relationship to the factors does not
provide much additional clarity or insight. Table 7.9 shows the factors and their

scores on these statements.

TABLE 7.9
FACTORS AND ACCOUNTABILITY/EFFICIENCY
(* INDICATES SIGNIFICANCE AT P < .05; ** INDICATES SIGNIFICANCEAT

.01)
Leaders Traditional Identity
Bureaucrats Empathizers
No. | Statement Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score

12 Representation or | 2 0.76 1 0.42 -1 -0.50**
advocacy increases
efficiency because it
allows you to better
understand the need
of certain groups and
to better serve them
34 Representation or | -3 -1.13 -4 -1.24 1 0.22**
advocacy by
individuals in the
organization
decreases
accountability.

4 If you see yourselfas 3 1.12 0 -0.13* 1 0.38*
a representative
within the
organization, you will
have more
accountability.

50 Organizational 5 1.79%* | 1 0.70** | -2 -0.76
efficiency and
accountability are
related to leadership,
not the diversity of
the organization.

1°2}

For both Leaders and Traditional Bureaucrats, statement 50 is distinguishing.

Respondents in both of these factors highlight leadership over representation in its
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importance to efficiency and accountability. This is consistent with the oupgr
general trend toward hierarchy and traditional notions of bureaucracy.tydenti
Empathizers present conflicting views on the relationship between representati
and accountability. Both statements 4 and 34 are distinguishing for this group, and
they agree with both statements. Interestingly, respondents in this group do not
agree that representation or advocacy increases efficiency. None dfttiesgents

are distinguishing for Diversity Advocates. Additionally, statement 44 is a
consensus statement.

The possibility that organizational factors are related to whether or not
respondents perceive trade-offs was also analyzed. There does not appeay to be an
relationship between the policy area of the organization and how one views these
potential trade-offs. The majority of respondents regardless of policy type agr
with the statements indicating that representation or advocacy increasmeyjf
and accountability, and the majority across policy types disagree with stdagem
indicating decreased efficiency and accountability. In addition, regaaflesdicy
type, the majority of respondents agree that accountability and efficeacglated
to leadership rather than representation or advocacy. Table 7.10 shows the
percentage of respondents that agree and disagree with each statement and the

policy area of their agency.
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TABLE 7.10
POLICY AREA AND
EFFICIENCY/ACCOUNTABILITY

Policy Area | Agree | Neutral | Disagree | N

Statemen 12: Representation or advocacy increases efficiency because

allows you to better understand the needs of certain groups and to better]rserve

them.

Redistributive 57% 36% 7% 14
Regulatory 63% 31% 6% 16
Distributive 62% 25% 13% 16

Constituent 64% 14% 21% 14

Statement 4« Rep
more interests you

resentation or advocacy decreases efficiency becauge the
represent, the more difficult it becomes to makeotiscisj

Redistributive 0% 14% 86% 14
Regulatory 6% 19% 79% 16
Distributive 0% 29% 71% 16

Constituent 4% 18% 78% 14

Statement 3« Representation or advocacy by individuals in the organizatjon
decreases accountability.

Redistributive 0% 0% 100% 14
Regulatory 0% 12% 88% 16
Distributive 0% 25% 75% 16
Constituent 7% 29% 64% 14

Statement < If you
you will have more

see yourself as a representative within the organizatign,
accountability.

Redistributive 64% 29% 7% 14
Regulatory 63% 25% 13% 16|
Distributive 50% 31% 19% 16
Constituent 79% 14% 7% 14

leadership, not the

Statement 5. Organizational efficiency and accountability are related to
diversity of the organization.

Redistributive 57% 21% 21% 14
Regulatory 69% 12% 19% 16|
Distributive 50% 31% 19% 16
Constituent 64% 29% 7% 14

Level appears to have a slightly stronger relationship to how respondents

view these statements. However, the relationship still appears very waak. T

statements where level does appear to have an effect reveal intgratigngs in
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the data. A higher percentage of management employees indicate that seeing
yourself as a representative will increase accountability comparéeéd ar
executive level bureaucrats. The most interesting finding is that a lowentsge
of executive employees agree that organizational efficiency and accdityntabi
related to leadership rather than diversity. Table 7.11 shows the percent of

respondents that agree and disagree with each statement.

TABLE 7.11
LEVEL OF THE ORGANIZATION AND
EFFICIENCY/ACCOUNTABILITY
Level | Agree | Neutral | Disagree | N
Statement 12:Representation or advocacy increases efficiency because it athovis
better understand the needs of certain groups and to better serve them.

Street Level 65% 25% 10% 20
Management 57% 29% 14% 21
Executive 63% 26% 11% 19

Statement 44:Representation or advocacy decreases efficiency because the more
interests you represent, the more difficult it becomes to make decisions

Street Level 5% 30% 65% 20
Management 5% 14% 81% 21
Executive 0% 11% 89% 19

Statement 34:Representation or advocacy by individuals in the organization decrefses
accountability.

Street Level 0% 20% 80% 20
Management 0% 14% 86% 21
Executive 5% 16% 79% 19

Statement 4:1f you see yourself as a representative within the organization, ybu wi
have more accountability.

Street Level 50% 30% 20% 20
Management 86% 0% 14% 21
Executive 53% 47% 0% 19

Statement 50:0rganizational efficiency and accountability are related to lebigensot
the diversity of the organization.

Street Level 65% 25% 10% 20
Management 71% 19% 10% 21
Executive 42% 26% 32% 19
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DISCUSSION

This chapter explores several under-studied questions in the field of
representative bureaucracy. First, who or what does representative taggaucr
represent? Second, are there any potentially negative effects okrgpties
bureaucracy? Both of these questions are analyzed using data from focus groups,
interviews, q sorts, and follow-up questionnaires. In addition, each question is
analyzed in relation to the possible influence of organizational variables. The
results are interesting and informative. Yet they also reveal some amport
weaknesses in the instruments.

When analyzing what or whom bureaucrats represent, the data indicate that
bureaucrats may see this role differently. Some respondents indicate that their
responsibility is primarily toward the public interest, while others suggest
primary responsibility is to represent specific interests or législanandates. The
majority of respondents indicate their responsibility is with the public irnteBxsth
policy and level of the organization appear to be possibly linked to respondents’
rankings on these statements. Higher percentages of respondents from constituent
and regulatory agencies suggest that their responsibility is to replegislative
mandates compared to the other organizations. Additionally, a higher percentage of
respondents from redistributive agencies suggest that their responsibdity is t
represent specific groups. While this data upholds the notion that redistributive

agencies are the most likely candidates for active representatjpondesits from
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other agencies also indicate this is their responsibility which sugghstscontexts
may be valid for studies of representative bureaucracy.

Analyzing the data on potentially negative effects produced less @mntsist
results. The data analyzing the potentially zero-sum effect of reprégent
bureaucracy are inconclusive. The survey instrument is not capable of providing
clear answers to this question. When analyzing the potential relationshigbetwe
organizational goals such as accountability and efficiency, the data does rateindic
any sort of trade-off. In fact, the majority of respondents agree thasespaton
or advocacy increase both organizational efficiency and accountability. The poli

area and level do not appear to be linked strongly to this view.
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CHAPTER EIGHT
SOLVING THE PUZZLE OF REPRESENTATIVE
BUREAUCRACY

The concept of representative bureaucracy is central to reconcilingwiee po
of modern bureaucracies and democratic theory. While this body of literature has
provided great insight up to this point, the current theoretical and empirical
limitations in the field threaten the utility of this concept in achievisgdal of
reconciliation. This project provides insight to the existing limitations iffi¢ted as
well as directions for overcoming them. This chapter will summarize andrexpla
the importance of the project’s key findings, limitations of the current studly a
future research possibilities in this field.

IMPLICATIONS OF FINDINGS

One of the central weaknesses in the field of representative bureaucracy is
the lack of a consistent and comprehensive definition. What does representation
mean as it applies to bureaucracy? Since Kingsley introduced the termayschol
have used a variety of definitions. While early scholars used a very broad concept
of representation, contemporary scholars use a narrow definition regtric@lmost
exclusively to descriptive representation of race and gender. In ¢plaggsiative
literature has taken a much broader approach to the issue of representation. For
example, Pitkin (1967) defines representation as “acting in the interekts of
represented in a manner responsive to them” (209). From Pitkin’s definition, we
can discern three important components of representation: responsivenesss,interest

and actors. Figure 5 illustrates the different component of representation.
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Figure 5: Components of Representation

Responsiveness

Representation

Variations may exist within each of these three major components of
representation. Responsiveness may indicate symbolic representation suth as tha
embodied by theories of descriptive representation where the very medenc
group leads to positive benefits for the group. Alternatively, responsiveness may
indicate advocacy where an individual or organization advocates for an interest but

lacks the ability or power to make a policy or implementation decision on behalf of
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that interest. Finally, responsiveness may indicate a specific action takehalf

of an individual or group such as that described in contemporary theories of active
representation. The interests represented may range from particukstste

specific groups to broad representation of the public interest. Between tbese tw
there is also a mixed or intermediate level interest representation paracelar
interests are represented but not specified or where there is a combination of
specific and public interest representation. Finally, the actor or source of
representation may be an individual bureaucrat or the organization.

Leaders, Traditional Bureaucrats, Identity Empathizers, and Diversity
Advocates demonstrate variation along these three key dimensions of
representation. Each of the worldviews reflects a different combinatiescbfof
these components of representation. Thus we can conceive of at least fourtdiffere
types of representation that may occur in the bureaucracy. Figure &depse
variations along three intersecting continua and where each worldviealtalts

each variable.
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Figure 6: Representative Worldviews

Interests
Particular > Public
@ >
= 5
g S
Leader s | »
% Identity 2 | g
H @]
S|z Empathizer S
=!8
%] ",
e _% Traditional 0O
S < Bureaucrat g
(O] >
04 ) . N
© Diversity =Y
S Advocate =
&
>
N v

Leaders, Traditional Bureaucrats, Identity Empathizers, and Diversity
Advocates demonstrate variation along these three key dimensions of
representation. Each of the worldviews reflects a different combinaticachbfcs
these components of representation. Thus we can conceive of at least foemtdiffer
types of representation that may occur in the bureaucracy.

Leaders reflect a model of representation that focuses on the individual as
the actor, mixed interests (falling between a specified particuknessts and broad
public interest), and an active form of responsiveness. Traditional Bureaoarats
the other hand, embrace a view of representation where the organization terthe ac
and responsiveness occurs through advocacy on behalf of the public interest. For

Identity Empathizers, the individual is the actor who is responsive to partiealariz
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interests through active representation. Finally, Diversity Advocatestrafmodel
of representation where the public interest is the target of responsivenhss by t
organization through symbolic activity.

Table 8.1 illustrates these differences.

Table 8.1
Variations Across Dimensions of Representation
Dimensions Leaders Traditional Identity Diversity
Bureaucrats | Empathizers | Advocates
Actors Individual Organization Individual Organizatior
Interests Mixed Public Particularized  Mixed
ResponsivenessActive Advocacy Active Symbolic

The different models of representation are important to the field of
representative bureaucracy because they reveal several nuances thaehave
ignored in the literature to this point. This model suggests that there may be
important variations in the actors, interests, and types of responsiveness that need t
be considered in representative bureaucracy studies. To this point, the actor has
been primarily confined to the individual, but this model suggests the importance of
organizational level representation as well. Additionally, the focus to this point has
been on particular interests, primarily under-represented groups, but Leaders,
Traditional Bureaucrats, and Diversity Advocates highlight the possibflity
broader interest representation. This study also supports Lim’s notion that the
substantive effects of representation need to be expanded beyond the traditional
category of active representation.

In addition to theoretical insights, this project also suggests that the

empirical framework also needs to be expanded. One of the central areas that thi
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project sought to provide insight was the role of descriptive representatione Whil
the idea of descriptive representation remains important as evidenced lity Ident
Empathizers and Diversity Advocates, the viewpoint of Leaders and Traditional
Bureaucrats suggest it may not be necessary for representation to occur.

This project also explores the organizational settings appropriate forsstudie
of representative bureaucracy. The focus on street level bureaucrdistabrdive
agencies appears to be overly restrictive and may miss important oppesttoriti
expanding our understanding of representation in the bureaucracy. Continued
circumscription in this field of study threatens the ability for this theorgaolr its
goal of reconciling bureaucratic power and legitimacy. The theory of repa&se
bureaucracy posits that despite their lack of electoral accountabilityamisms,
bureaucracies are actors in the policy process whose legitimacy castdiaesd
through their representative nature. Moving forward, the question the field must
address is, if legitimacy is conferred by representation, but only cenais (& the
organization and certain types of agencies are potential sources of regi@sent
how do we legitimize the power of the other levels and types of organizations? The
findings of this project suggest that the field of representative bureguaac
undersold its ability to legitimize the power of the bureaucracy. Bureaacratss
levels and policy areas indicate they see themselves as representatishewdd be
considered valid subjects of study.

One of the potential obstacles for the field moving beyond its focus on street

level bureaucrats and redistributive agencies is a potential datatilomit To this
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point scholars have focused almost exclusively on quantitative policy outputs.
Operationalizing and measuring active representation exclusively in this wa
restricts studies to levels and policy areas where this type of dats. exhis
project suggests that there are multiple data sources that may be usedto order
study active representation. For example, respondents indicate that policgadvoc
IS an activity they engage in that they consider an act of representatiaddition,
the study provides evidence supporting Lim’s argument that the concept of active
representation should be expanded to include indirect representation where
individuals influence how others see their role in the organization or where they
influence the behavior in clients in a way that produces positive outcomes.

A final issue that is under-studied in the field of representative bureaucracy
is the potential trade-offs that may occur as a result of active reptesentBhis
project explores the potential for trade-offs in several contexts includingéet
groups as well as trade-offs between other organizational values sutihiasogf
and accountability. The most important finding from this project for this question is
the overwhelming extent to which respondents suggest that representatioresicreas
both accountability and efficiency. This further supports the idea that the fgeld ha
undersold its potential to legitimize the power of bureaucracy.

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH

There are several limitations to the current study that should be improved in

future studies. One source of potential weaknesses in this project is the respondent

sample. First, the respondent sample is not demographically representative of
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bureaucrats in general. This weakness is particularly important given émeiglot
relationship between demographic characteristics such as race and gender and
bureaucratic worldviews. Future studies should make an effort to furtherifgivers
the respondent sample.

A second weakness in this project’s respondent sample is the use of multiple
levels of government. This project does not make a distinction between local, state,
and federal agencies. Due to participant availability, the majority of respisride
this sample are state level employees. However, there could be important
differences between local, state, and federal employees that &ednashis
study. Future studies should examine the potential differences in each level of
government.

There are also several limitations due to the g-sort instrument. First, the
instrument was relatively ineffective at analyzing any trade-offsa@uaerb-sum
effects between groups. This was probably a result of the statement wording
Additionally, the descriptive statistics from the sample statements, while
informative to a certain degree must be qualified. The number of respondents,
particularly when divided by level or policy area, is relatively small.aAssult,
small variations may be inflated in the percentage differences. Addiyionall
because the respondents were forced into a normal distribution whereby all
respondents were required to designate a set number of statements as +5sto -5, thi
may have distorted respondents overall feelings toward the statements. For

example, respondents were not allowed to disagree with all statements vameaeas
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traditional likert scale, this would be possible. More traditional survey slata i
necessary to confirm and generalize the findings of this project.

Due to the inductive nature of this project, it is not possible to project the
prevalence of the different views of representation, and future researdd sh
examine the models further. Additionally, some important patterns emerged in the
data suggesting that certain variables may be related to respondents’ tmading
particular factor. Future research should examine underlying chéstcseand
how they may relate to factor location. For example, the over-representation of
females in the excluded sorts suggests the possibility of gender differaribe
worldviews. Is gender related to how bureaucrats view representation? Future
empirical research should examine this question.

Future research should devote more attention to management and executive
level employees and distributive, regulatory, and constituent organizationgiein or
to do this, alternative data sources will be necessary. One interestaghese
possibility is studying executive level bureaucrats using policy advasaayway to
measure representation. In interviews, several executives indicatgdqtie
legislature to advocate for policy as an act of representation. This is anantport
avenue of research that should be pursued.

Finally, the relationships between representation, accountability, and
efficiency merit further attention in the literature. Future resedrchld devote

more theoretical as well as empirical attention to these issues.
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CONCLUSION

The findings of this project highlight the theoretical and empirical potentia
in the field of representative bureaucracy. The theory of representatesbracy
developed as a way to reconcile bureaucratic legitimacy and democratig. the
However, the limited nature of contemporary studies restricts its abildy so.

This study highlights ways that the field of representative bureaucradecan
expanded in order to achieve this goal and legitimize bureaucracies mordriully.
order to accomplish this goal, the field needs to revisit some important thabreti
issues. This study probed the question of how to best define representation as it
applies to bureaucracy. However, a much more in depth theoretical analysis is
needed in the field. This study also points out many different empirical i$sues t
merit attention in this field.

Given the existing power of contemporary bureaucracies and the potential
for them to gain even more power, the importance of legitimizing bureaucracies
goes far beyond an academic endeavor. It is ultimately a question ogeathy
of contemporary democracy and governance. Conversations over the potential
illegitimacy of bureaucracy are not confined to academic discussion but have
become a central component of popular discourse in American culture. This study
suggests that the field of representative bureaucracy has been shortanghted
subsequently undersold its ability to reconcile this tension. Thus it is fundamenta
not only for scholars but for policymakers and ultimately good government that we

probe further into the remaining questions in this field.
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Appendix 2: Focus Group/Initial Interview Questionnaire

Questions about Role perceptions in general:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

What do you see as your primary role in your agency? How would you
describe the primary role of your supervisor and/or subordinates?

Is client advocacy a part of your role? How central is this?

Do you think that individuals above or below you have more or less of a
representative role in the organization?

Do you think that bureaucrats in general have a representative role in policy-
making? Do you see yourself or others in your organization as
representatives? Of what or whom? Do you see your role as a representative
as one that is similar or different from legislators or the President?

How would you define public interest?

Would you say your primary responsibility as a representative is toward the
public interest, specific groups, or legislators?

In your view, are there groups in society (such as racial or gender groups)
that have been traditionally under-represented by your organization or other
public agencies? If so, do you think this places a special responsibility on

bureaucrats to include these groups in the policy process?
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Questions Measuring Active Representation

1) If you view yourself as a representative, what specific tasks do yourperfo
in your organization that you consider representation or advocacy?

2) What are the primary tools you use to assess clients and their need for
services? Do you use any informal methods to assess clients?

3) Do you possess information that can potentially help clients maneuver
through the process of receiving services more easily, by this | mean
information that you are not required to share with clients as part of the
application process? What types of factors may influence your decision to
share or not share this information?

4) Do you ever feel that your clients would be better served if their posture or
behavior toward the organization were altered?

5) Do you feel that it is part of your job to stimulate demand from potential
clients? If so, do you have formal outreach programs? Describe how these
programs work, specifically in terms of determining who to contact for such
programs? Do you use any informal mechanisms?

6) Do you feel that you relate more easily to clients who share your background
or demographic characteristics? What sort of characteristics wouldyou sa
are most likely to influence your ability to relate to clients? Do you el t

this in any way influences the way in which you handle individuals’ cases?
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7) Have you ever noticed behavior by others in your organization that you felt
were discriminatory, either toward co-workers or clients? If so, hdwali
handle the situation?

8) Do you feel that others in your organization (peers, subordinates or
supervisors) have helped to shape your views on your role as a
representative? In what way?

Questions measuring Potential Trade-Offs

1) Do you think there is a relationship between bureaucrats’ advocacy behavior
and organizational efficiency?

2) Similarly, do you think there is a relationship between advocacy and
accountability?

3) Do you perceive the benefits provided to clients by your organization as

finite or zero-sum?
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Agency and Level of Participants’ Employment:

HOONO O AWNE

Demographic make-up of the group

1) Gender

2) Year of Birth

3) Race

4) Religion

5) Marital Status

6) Party Affiliation

7) Native Language

8) What is your highest level of education?

9) What is your country, city and state of birth?
10)Do you have any physical or mental disabilities?
11)Have you ever served in the armed forces?
12)Which of the following best describes your current household income level?

0-20,000 20-40,000 40-75,000 75-100,000 above 100,000
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Appendix 3: Concourse
Total — 198 statements
Representational Role Perception- general

| see myself as a representative within my organization.

| do not see myself as a representative within my organization.

Representation is more central to the jobs of my supervisors.

My subordinates see their role as a representative differently.

Ideally, everyone in my organization should see their role as a representativ

in the same way.

| think that bureaucrats in general have a representative role in the policy

process.

7. | advocate on behalf of my constituents but | do not personally have the
power to make decisions about their case.

8. As you move up the ladder within my organization, representational roles
change. Those at higher levels do not have direct access to clients, but they
do have more power to make decisions.

9. Bureaucrats should play a role in representation because they see tke client
needs first hand.

10.Bureaucrats assist policymakers in making good decisions by providing
information on the needs of constituents.

11.Everyone in the organization has some role of representation.

12.The level of government- local, state, or federal — influences a bureaucrat’s
role as a representative.

13.Those who work above me have more of a representation role and those
below me have less.

14.Those at the lower level have a greater understanding of the implications of
policy decisions.

15. At the local level, bureaucrats have more policy influence than at the istate o
national level.

16. The amount of power a person has in policymaking is more related to how
well they are connected to those in power rather than the structure or level in
which they are employed.

17.Sometimes bureaucrats act as trustees by making policies that the
constituents may not want, but that the bureaucrat thinks is the best decision.

18.Individuals at the higher levels may not always be able to use their policy
power because they may fear losing their jobs. Bureaucrats at loeisr lev
do not have these same constraints so while they are less connected, they
may exercise more power.

19. The amount of policy power an individual has may depend on the project

itself.

arwnE
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20.Bureaucrats have power in policymaking and implementation.

21.Bureaucrats have most power in implementation. They would have to go
out of their way to influence policy.

22.1 do not think of bureaucrats as representatives.

23.Bureaucrats at higher levels get paid more and may be more motivated and
passionate whereas those at lower levels see it as a job.

24.The higher you go in the organization, the more representative you are.

25.1 do not see myself or others in my organization as a representative.

26.Bureaucrats are able to shape policies when new programs are developed.

27.Upper level management has knowledge and also friendships that give them
power over the policy and how to implement it.

28. A bureaucrats’ policy power is influenced by the director’s vision.

29.The people below me do not have as much of a role in representation.

30.Everyone is an advocate, but we do not all do our advocacy to the same
groups.

31.1 believe the front-line staff under me has a more direct role of
representation because they are actually working the cases and are in the
community.

32.1 believe staff that is over me has less of a representative role.

33.1 do believe representation is my role. My role is to do my job. That is the
role of bureaucrats.

34.No one in my organization is a representative.

35.My job is strictly defined by the law.

Representing Who?

36. My primary responsibility as a representative is toward the publicgd,lar
rather than specific groups or legislators.

37.My primary responsibility is to represent legislative mandates.

38.Those in positions above and/or below me represent different constituents
than | do.

39.Those in positions above me have more people to represent.

40.1 represent multiple interests within my organization.

41.My organization represents a specific group rather than legislative mandate
or the public interest at large.

42.My organization represents the general community that it serves.

43.My role is also to represent my organization and the needs of the
organization.

44. My primary responsibility is to legislative mandates.

45. My primary responsibility is to taxpayers.

46.The primary goal is to do whatever | need to do to make legislative mandates
work.

47.Bureaucrats are primarily responsible for representing their constitoency
community they serve.
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48.Bureaucrats are primarily responsible for representing the organization in
which they work.

49.1 don't think bureaucrats represent the public generally. | think they
represent themselves or the small group of people that they touch everyday.

50.Bureaucrats that are higher up may be more representative of their
constituents or may go toward the legislature to try to get policy clange

51.Ideally I don’t think bureaucrats represent a constituency as much as a
program or public interest.

52. My organization represents a specific group of constituents.

53.1 think the more local the agency the smaller the group they could be
representing. A federal agency pretty much covers everyone v. an agency
covering an underserved group in a rural area.

54.The scope is based on jurisdiction and the purpose of the agency. Take the
SSA, there are certain constituents that they serve more so than others. In
many agencies, there are specific populations that you serve direcsly.
jurisdictional and the mission of the agency.

55.1 see myself as a representative of the department and our activities and how
they impact the public.

56.1 represent the people who work below me.

57.Our primary responsibility is to the residents of the state.

58. Our responsibility goes beyond residents of the state and extends to anyone
who visits the state.

59. Our organization represents a very specific group of constituents.

60. Those below me have more specific groups that they represent whereas
those above me have broader groups.

61.1 represent many different groups — constituents, legislative mandades, a
the public interest.

62. My first priority is to the clients our agency serves.

63. My first priority is toward the population we serve, and next important
would be the general public.

Other People Shaping Role Perception

64. My peers, subordinates and supervisors have helped to shape the way | see
myself as a representative in my organization.

65. Management influences how individuals see their role as representdtives.
individuals do not feel that they are making a difference or that
representation is valued in the organization, it makes it more difficult to see
this as your role.

66. My peers, subordinates and supervisors have encouraged and supported my
views as a representative but they have not really shaped these views.

67.1 try to encourage advocacy from others in my organization.

68.Individuals at lower levels of the organization do not have the same power to
influence policy as those at higher levels.
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69.1 formulated my own outlook toward being a bureaucrat. None of my
supervisors shaped that. | have a public responsibility. It did not come from
the culture of my superiors or my organization. If anything it has been at a
peer level.

70. My supervisors have helped to shape how | see myself as a representative at
our agency. | think | originally saw myself as an advocate of my
organization and over time, this became a broader role of advocacy.

71.My own personality and work ethic have shaped my views on my role as a
representative more so than my co-workers or supervisors.

72.My peers are a sounding board for me and through that they influence how I
see myself as a representative.

73.1try to mentor my staff and/or peers and to empower them to be more
effective representatives.

74.0thers in my organization have helped me to learn to be more objective in
representing what is in the best interest of those we serve.

Accountability

1. Individuals above and below my position have similar levels/types of
accountability as me.

2. Individuals above and below my position have different levels/types of
accountability.

3. How someone sees their accountability within the organization is driven

more by their personal values and ethics rather than their official position

within the organization.

Our organization is primarily accountable to the community we serve.

| am accountable to everyone — my boss, organization, community, and

legislators.

6. Individuals who work in different levels of the organization have different
degrees of accountability.

7. The higher up you go within the organization, the less you are accountable to
the people and the more you are accountable to policy makers.

8. Accountability varies depending on whether the organization is local, state
or federal. Individuals who work for local agencies are accessible to the
public, no matter how high up they are. This is less true to for federal
agencies.

9. Bureaucrats are primarily accountable to the people they serve.

10.Bureaucrats are primarily accountable for carrying out legislative nemda

11.Individuals at higher levels of the organization have higher levels of
accountability.

12.Lower level bureaucrats are more insulated and do not have the same level
of accountability as those higher up.

13.Bureaucrats are not as responsive as legislators because they do not have
electoral accountability.

ok
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14.Bureaucrats are accountable to the people.

15.They should be accountable to upper level management and citizens.

16. They should be accountable through the chain of command- citizens elect
lawmakers who make policies and they should follow them and be
accountable through them.

17.Most bureaucrats are accountable to those directly above them.

18.The level of government influences the scope of accountability — for
example, the department of homeland security is a federal agency that is
accountable to everyone. State and local agencies may not necessarily be
accountable to everyone.

19.everyone is accountable to the taxpayer

20.The level of responsibility of the bureaucrat is going to determine
accountability. The people who are above you are making more decisions.
They are accountable to the taxpayer or people and the organization.

21.Bureaucrats are accountable to politicians or elected officials.

22.Bureaucrats have a special ability to represent under-represented groups
because they have positions of power that most people in the public minority
do not.

23.1 am most immediately accountable to the legislature but ultimately the
taxpayer.

24.The individuals above me would say they are most accountable to the public.

25.The individuals above me would not say they are accountable to the
legislature.

26.1 am only accountable to the executive.

27.1 am accountable to my supervisors and other community partners.

28.1 am accountable to my boss, the legislature and the general public.

Active representation

1. My organization has open forums where the public and interested parties can
have their voices heard on issues that concern them.

2. My organization encourages public input and participation.

3. | use both informal and formal procedures for needs’ assessments.

4. Sometimes constituents misunderstand the role of my organization and this
may influence their quality of services received.

5. We do not have formal outreach programs whereby we try to stimulate
demand for services.

6. My organization does not have formal outreach services. Our clients find us.

7. We target certain groups in our outreach programs such as lower income
individuals.

8. l'work in a very top-down organization with policies set at a much higher
level. 1do not have discretion.

9. My role is one of advising on policy rather than making decisions.

10.1 make daily decisions on how to implement policy.
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11.1 am called on by the legislative body to give my opinion. | give the opinion
that | think is best without necessarily gauging public opinion. It is not
democratic representation, but it is representation.

12.1 do not have any power in policymaking. | am more like a worker bee.

13. My supervisor does not have policy power. It is much higher up in my
organization.

14.1 make decisions on a daily basis that | consider acts of representation.

15.Bureaucrats have a special ability to represent groups in society tlkat hav
been under-represented.

16.1deally, bureaucracies should look out for under-represented groups.

17.As part of my role within my organization, | advocate on behalf of my
constituents.

18.1 am asked for input on new legislation.

19.1think given the level I am in, 1 would look at it much closer to the program
standpoint, whereas those above me would look at it from the agency
standpoint.

20.1 act as a representative by providing information to those who need it.

21.1 make decisions on a daily basis that we do not have policy or precedents to
cover.

22.Almost everything | do during a given day is some sort of representation.

23.We represent all citizens by taking them into account in our decision-making
process and how our decisions will affect them.

24.1 work to change laws.

25.My agency has a very bad reputation and sometimes | feel that hinders a
family’s ability to work with us. | also think that the families and the
community at large do not understand what we can do.

26.0ur agency has created specific programs which foster representation of
disadvantaged groups.

27.We have outreach programs but we do not target specific groups.

Diversity

1. 1do not feel that groups in society have been traditionally under-represented
by my organization.

2. | sometimes feel that | am able to better relate to constituents whansjhare
background or demographic characteristics.

3. 1 do not feel that a persons’ background or demographic characteristics
influences my ability to relate to them.

4. In my organization, | feel that assumptions are sometimes made about
constituents based on their background or demographic characteristics.

5. Economic status is a characteristic that may influence my ability te tela

someone.

Race is a characteristic that may influence my ability to rétesemeone.

Gender is a characteristic that may influence my ability to relaemeasne.

N
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8. Education is a characteristic that may influence my ability to redate
someone.

9. Age is a characteristic that may influence my ability to relate teeam

10. Different characteristics such as education, ethnicity, housing values, income
levels, and gender may influence constituent demands.

11.1t is important that our organization be representative of the population we
serve in terms of variables such as education, ethnicity, housing values,
income levels, and gender may influence constituent demands.

12. Constituents will be better served if they are more educated on the services
of our organization.

13. Diversity within the organization allows us to better represent and serve our
constituents.

14.Diversity increases organizational efficiency.

15.1t is not the bureaucrats’ job to represent those that have been under-
represented. This would be a source of tension with their job.

16.Having a diverse workforce where our employees speak many different
languages and understand differences in beliefs, customs and ways of
interacting helps the organization to better serve our customers.

17.0Our staff should mirror the make-up of our community.

18. Staff diversity allows constituents to relate better to the staff.

19. Hispanics and Mentally disabled peoples are groups which deserve special
attention from bureaucrats.

20.Language barriers are an important factor in service provision for my
agency.

21.Where a person lives may influence my ability to relate to them in a way that
allows me to determine level of need and provide services to some extent.

22.Sometimes we make decisions about needs based on perceptions of
individuals or areas rather than using formal evaluations.

23.1 relate better to constituents (or feel that they relate better tbewalse
we share the same religion.

24.1 relate better to constituents (or feel that they relate better tbesalse of
where | was raised.

25. Bureaucrats do not have a responsibility to represent those that have been
traditionally under-represented. The primary role is to serve the purpose to
which you have been assigned. To serve whatever organization and clients
they are assigned. Now if the clients are those that have been
underrepresented, even going above and beyond what is expected of you is
to be admirable but | do not think there is a specified role for that other than
what is in the job description.

26.1 do not want my employees going above and beyond to try to make social
policy. | want them to give everyone good customer service.

27.There is really something dangerous about the concept of bureaucrats having
a special responsibility to do this. Now an employee has this responsibility
on their shoulders for representing a mass group but they are the only person
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who is part of that group or who may or may not look like that group. This
is a tremendous responsibility on this person and then there is a chance that
these interests would not be met, because it's not that person’s job and that
person should not have to speak for that group. The trend is to find someone
who looks like that group and then take their opinion as some representation
as the whole group. It’s really scary.

28. At some point in time, every organization has discriminated or under-
represented certain groups in society.

29.1 think if my organization were more diverse it would change the outcome or
decisions they make.

30.Income is a factor that influences my ability to relate to individuals.

31.Education level is a factor that influences my ability to relate to individuals.

32.A person’s involvement or level of commitment to my organization’s cause
influences my ability to relate to them.

33.Representation increases efficiency because it allows you to better
understand the needs of certain groups and to better serve them.

34.Our organization does not have a special ability or responsibility to represent
groups that have traditionally been under-represented.

35.1t is easier for me to relate to people who grew up in a community similar to
the one in which | grew up.

36.In my line of work, | have found that it is often minorities, rather than
majorities that have the real voice. | feel that it is my responsibility to
represent the majority in this case.

37.Values such as trust and honesty are more important than demographic
characteristics such as race and gender in determining whether or not | can
relate easily to someone.

38.Bureaucrats have a special ability to represent those who are under-
represented such as foster children or those with mental disabilities.
Lobbying groups are often less effective at advocating on behalf of these
groups because their views are more splintered than the bureaucracy.

39.As a state agency, we have a special ability to represent those under-
represented because we have higher levels of access to policymakers.

40. An individual’s ideological beliefs influences my ability to relate to them.

41.1 think the reason you have government agencies is to represent those
without a voice in the political system otherwise.

42.1 believe in the cause that | work for, and a person’s characteristics do not
influence my ability to relate to them or provide services to them.

43.0penness and honesty influence by ability to relate to clients. If theptare n
open and honest with me it definitely influences the way | handle their case.
Demographic characteristics do not influence my ability to provide services
or relate to clients.

44.Bureaucrats have a responsibility to identify needs and level the playing
field for the disadvantaged in our society.

252



45.Bureaucrats have a special ability to help the disadvantaged because they see
things from a perspective that ordinary citizens do not.

46.1 have a diverse background, and | can relate to anyone.

47.A person’s work ethic may influence my ability to relate to them.

48.Whether a person is from a rural or metropolitan area may influence my
ability to relate to them.

Trade-offs

1. Representation within the bureaucracy increases organizational efficienc
through increasing morale.

2. If you see yourself as a representative within the organization, you will have
more accountability.

3. The services | provide to my constituents are not finite or zero-sum.

4. |do provide some services that are finite or zero-sum.

5. Representation or diversity within the bureaucracy decreases organizational
efficiency.

6. Diversity leads to higher quality outcomes.

7. The services | provide through my organization are strictly zero-sum.

8. Organizational efficiency and accountability are related to leadership,enot th

diversity of the organization.

9. If you are not representative, you don’t serve the needs of your clients. But
if you are too representative, it will not be efficient.

10.1t applies on an organizational level, not on an individual level. Individuals
are not accountable to the people. The individual's job may not be to take
those things into account. But the success or failure of the organization is
based on how well it implemented its mission which is determined at the
election.

11.With certain agencies, if you are too caught up in a constituency struggle,
then it can be inefficient.

12.Efficiency is more related to the individuals’ work styles in the organization
rather than the level of representation.

13.1 think the more committed a person is to representation — how seriously
they take it, the more serious they take accountability.

14.They are not zero-sum. We have services that if it meets the needs of one it
does not exclude others.

15.We provide information services that are not zero-sum, but we also provide
other services or products that are more finite.

16.1f you are sensitive to the needs of more and more folks it decreases
efficiency — how efficiently we can come to a decision. But | don't view
that as a bad thing because | don't view efficiency as the sole or primary
value that we should be looking for. Effectiveness is just as important.

17.The management style influences the relationship between accountability
and representation. If the executive is hands on, they are only related at the
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margins. However, if they leave broad discretion to many people,
bureaucratic representation can very much drive things in a way that is not
accountable to the appointing superior. It may be distorted too, in terms of
advocates’ concerns.

18.Having diversity helps in your advocacy efforts and subsequently your
organizational efficiency. You are not reading a book about it, the people in
the organization understand it.

19.1 think that diversity and representation within the organization increases
your accountability because it increases your sense of urgency. If you
understand it, you feel that it is urgent and you need to do something.

20.This line of work is more efficient when there is a “buy-in” by the staff tha
what they are doing (how they are advocating for the clients) makes a
difference and is important.

21.Diversity does not influence organizational efficiency.
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Appendix 4: Q-Sort Response Matrix

Respondent #

-4 -3 2 | -1] 0 1 2 3 4 5

There are 50 cards numbered 1 to 50. As you read the cards, sort the
cards into three piles. Place those you agree with in one pile. Place
those you disagree with in a second pile. Put the cards you feel neutral
about or have no opinion of in a third pile.

. From the disagree pile, choose the TWO with which you most disagree.

Write the number of the statements with which you most disagree in the
pile labeled -5.

. From the disagree pile, choose the THREE with which you most

disagree. Write the number of the statements with which you most
disagree in the pile labeled -4.

. From the disagree pile, choose the FOUR with which you most disagree.

Write the number of the statements with which you most disagree in the
pile labeled -3.

255



. From the disagree pile, choose the FIVE with which you most disagree.
Write the number of the statements with which you most disagree in the
pile labeled -2.

. From the disagree pile, choose the SEVEN with which you most
disagree. Write the number of the statements with which you most
disagree in the pile labeled -1.

. If at any time you do not have enough cards in the disagree pile, choose
the cards you most disagree with from the neutral pile to complete the
step. Place any remaining cards in the neutral pile.

. At this time, do not fill in the O column. Go to the agree pile and select
the TWO with which you most agree and write the numbers in the
column labeled +5.

. Go to the agree pile and select the THREE statements with which you
most agree and write the numbers in the column labeled +4.

10.Go to the agree pile and select the FOUR statements with which you

most agree and write the numbers in the column labeled +3.

11.Go to the agree pile and select the FIVE statements with which you most

agree and write the numbers in the column labeled +2.

12.Go to the agree pile and select the SEVEN statements with which you

most agree and write the numbers in the column labeled +1.

13.Now write down the numbers of the remaining cards in the O column.

When you are finished you should have no cards left over and no blank
spaces on your answering sheet.
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1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

Appendix 5: Follow-Up Instrument

Could you explain how you see the role of your organization toward under-
represented groups?

What types of groups (if any) does your organization target in its outreach
programs?

Could you describe what if any tasks you perform in your organization most
often that you consider acts of representation?

Earlier you responded to a set of questions regarding various characteristics
which you indicated may or may not influence your ability to relate to
constituents. Can you tell me which specific characteristic, if any, would be
important?

You indicated that you think that assumptions are sometimes made in your
organization based on demographic characteristics. What characteristics
were you thinking of?

You suggested that you sometimes have information which you can choose
to share or not share with your clients that may affect their quality of
services. Could you elaborate on this?

Could you elaborate on how you see the relationship between accountability
and representation? Efficiency and representation?
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Appendix 6: Follow Up Demographics

Employment:

a. Agency

b. Position

c. level of government
Gender
Year of Birth
Race
Religion
Marital Status
Party Affiliation
Native Language
What is your highest level of education?
What is your country, city and state of birth?
Do you have any physical or mental disabilities?

Have you ever served in the armed forces?

Which of the following best describes your current household income level?
0-20,000 20-40,000 40-75,000 75-100,000 above 100,000
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