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DLEMMAS OF THE INDIVIDUAY,
N PusLic SERVICES

-_—

This book is in part a search for the Place of the
individual in thoge public services T calt street-
level bureaucracjes, These are the schools, police
and welfare departments, Jower courts, legal ser-
vices offices, and other agencies whose workers

[argue that the decisions of street-level bureau-
trats, the rontines they establish, and the devices
liey i b uncertainties and work

STREET-LEVEL BUREAUCRACY

Dilemmas of the Individual in Public Services

understood as made in legislatures or top-floor
suites of high-ranking administrators, because in
important ways it is actually made in the crowded
offices and daily encounters of street-level workers,
I point out that policy conflict is not only expressed
as the contention of in,

located in the struggles b

and citizens who chall

processing.

One aspect of the way workers, clents, and citj-
Zens-at-large experience street-level bureancracies
is the conflicts that they encounter in wanting their
organizational life to be more consistent with their
own preferences and commtitments. For example,
people often enter public employment, particularly
street-level bureaucracies, with at least some cony-
mitinent to service, Teachers, social workers, public
interest lawyers, and police officers in part seek out
these occapations because of their potential as




504 - GOVERNMENT AND NONPROFIT A
the very nature of this work

socially useful roles. Yet
even close to the ideal

prevents them from coming
ge classes Or huge case-

conception of their jobs. Lar,
loads and inadequate resources combine with the
uncertainties of method and the unpredictability of

clients to defeat their aspirations 4s service workers.
Ideally, and by training, street-level bureaucrats
respond to the individual needs or characteristics
of the people they serve of confront. In practice,
they must deal with clients on a mass basis, since
work requirements prohibit individualized service.
Teachers should respond to the needs of the individ-
aal child; in practice, they must develop techniques
to respond to children as a class. Police officers
should respond to the implications of the presenting
case: in reality, they must develop technigues (O rec-
ognize and respond to types of confrontations, and
to process categories of cases accordingly. At best,

street-level bureauct
nass processing that more or
deal with the public fairly, app
cessfully. At wors
typing, and routinizing—
or agency purposes.
Some street-leve
out relatively early in their car
on, to be sure, often grow in
techniques, but not witho
habits and attitudes to refle
themselves, their clients, ai
policy. Ultimately, these adjustments
tance of the view th
can be provided under prevai
Compromises in work hal
rationalized as reflecting wor
their appreciation of practic
or their more realistic assessmy
problem. But these ration
the prevailing
service burean
absolute sense. The teac
abandons his or her aspir
read may succumb to a private ass¢
tus quo in educa
nothing about the p
learn, o the capacity 0
potential remains intact. 1t 1
ing, the organ

ling circurnstances.

GENCIES

ats invent benign modes of
less perinit them (o
ropriately, and suc-
t, they give in to favoritism, sterco-
all of which serve private

| bureaucrats drop out Or burn
eers. Those who stay
the jobs and perfect
ut adjusting their work
ot lower expectations for
d the potential of public
permit accep-
at clients receive the best that

bits and attitudes are
kers' greater maturity,
al and politic:al realities,
ent of the nature of the
alizations only summarize
structural constraints on human
cracies. They are not “true” in an
her who psychologically
ations to help children t©
ssment of the sta-
ion. But this compromise says
otential of individual children to
f the teacher to instruct. This
s the system of school-
ization of the schooling bureaucracy,

that teaches that children are dull or ynmotivated,
bandon their public

and that teachers must 2
commitments to educate.

In the same way, the judicial system “teaches”
that police officers must be impersonal and highly
o hints of disobedience among youth, and
(o make informed determina-
tions or consign defendants 1o institutions that will
help the offender or deter future offenses. Althou gh
the potential for thoughsful and useful determina-
tions and interventions is not contradicted in any
individual instance, the system teaches the intract-
ability of the juvenile crime problem.

Should teachers, police officers, or welfare work-

ers look for other work rather than perpetuate unfair,

ineffective, or destructive public practices? This
who have even less

wonld leave clients to others
deals. [t would mean

concern and interest in service i
giving up the natrow areas in which workers have
tried to make a difference or in which some progress

is foreseen.

Should they stay on, CO
and sometimes brutalizing public agencies? If cur-
rent pattesns repeat themselves this would mean
fighting the losing battle against cynicism and the:
realities of the work situation, and watching 3
vice ideals are transformed into struggles foi

reactive t
that judges are unable

niributing to discredited

ser
personal benefits.
Should they struggle from within to change th

conditions under which citizens are processed
their agencies? This path seems the hardest fo m:
(ain and is subject to the danger that illusions of
ference will be taken for the reality of signific
reform. '
The structure of street-level bureancracy ¢
fronts clients with dilemmas bearing on a
Consurmers of public services, once they “h
decided on or been consigned to a place of
dence, with rare exceptions canno ub
to which they will be subject. They
and police forces O

services
accept the schools, courts,
communities. If they are poor they must also
the community’s arrangements for health carg
fare, public housing, and other benefit prog
approaching these instinations they must strike
ance between asserting their rights as citi
accepting the obligations public agencies
place upon them as clients. As citizens t

seek their full entit]
ement; as bure i j
see aucratic su
i H{anr:el' themsebfes obliged to temper bfggs
Foman salrét recognition of perceived resource Iim;f
Althoughnit lthe agencies’ organizational needs
Aiough, d:is_ apparent that exceptions are often‘
o roms [?iz 1?honal resources often found, clients
_ e the potential ’
rseerting e o costs of unsuccessfully
... i
e r]essgglﬁd I wait my turn and submit to the
okoiind e agency, despite reservations? I risk
peine un € to gain attention to my particular need
ind <o c;r;sﬁ ;l;o;ﬂtli I speak out forcefully an;
s? 1 risk the ant i
dem rights agonism
ogﬁz Fy dlsrup.tmg office procedures. of the
attemptins te)ql;en.ence similar uncertainties in
et actioi QTO tamn proper services through collec-
e SCh. he Pparent who organizes others to
protest ool actions, or the welfare recipient who
challe tl%;}es we]-fa.rf.: -policy, even if he or she pes
cenves ¢ possibilities of collective responses rp 1:-
rece E::én“gv 12; repuftatlon as an unreliable troublel’nfiei
om favorable
toward ¥ treatment should not be
A final i
e omal usg,t ?f djlierlmna‘s confronts citizens who
bl s usly, if implicitly, asked to evaluate
. 1imi£ Statze;.lénldeefi, recent legislative initiatives
ocal spending hav
‘ ! e largel
aggi;lstqod as alttacks on governmental per%fogngzen
th tmeffectlveness of social services .
e hat 'gre the_pohcy alternatives? When all the
cen trimmed from agency budget and all

- the “waste” elimj

o furth;fe eliminated, the basic choices remain;

. intf:mcﬁ(maul‘;omate, systematize, and regulate the;
§ between government employees and

itizen i : ift wi

o fai s::l;g:i g help; to c.lntt with the current turmoil
o o namtéceg services gnd more standardiza-
ot o So cost effectiveness and budgetary
- i,meract_ioe:sul;i (;;re‘store the importance of
0111333 éntervention or inv;iizisng;l?t reuire discre-

o 0 . ’
oo I\lvtggg?ncan hu1_nan intervention be elimi-
e fact b g g, nursing, policing, and judging?
25 and e We must h_aye people making deci-
o, Vo o ;(r:f other citizens in the public ser-
cciions ah ;;)re]pared as a society to abandon
0 machpns p c;lp e and discretionary interven-
e and programmed formats. Yet how
cate greater attention to the intervening
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and di i

and < ;ggretftonary roles of street-level bureaucrats in

- dg the enormous and often well-deserved
pular discontent with the effectivenes i

of their work? andaualiey

fo..]

STREET-LEVEL BUREAUCRATS

Public service workers currently occ i
Fnoaillt;olf; II; rJzncllr::riczsm society. Alth(})]ugh l:ffgyaa?iiﬁgi}
of most gpubﬁc Elerlvoi‘;;lafgikemployees, Moasrions

public s ers actually consti

iaﬁeier;;ﬁg; tclehvered” by govemmeng M(;Iit(iszre
e talen | c;gether the individual decisions 0%
Wi workers ccomne, or add up to, agency policy.
Whethe i elf;;lment pohf:y is to deliver “goods”ﬁ.
e s el ae“c’r.pgbllc housing—or to confer
oy —sud 5 'crmunal” or “mentally ill”—the
pooriona g actions of public employees are the
ponefits @ E'Lccsamctlons of government programs or

Most citizens escounter. Sovemmmen G s
. : government (if
;;??g; 1;t;1t ZH) not through leiters to céngr?s?—{
fhrouch m et:n ance at school board meetings but
proueh thei theac:he-rs and their children’s teachers
L gh the policeman on the corner or in th
i ar. Eac}ll encounter of this kind re N
ns;‘.;.ml;:]ej of policy delivery. presents an

o .

Citizenslcinsi;\scceoxgrc;;kf; t\lx]fhp interact directly with
in th eir jobs
Z?:tﬁ}:g discretion in the exejcuti(;nagcfi tf]vilﬁc'} £§:§
e Servi.ztgeet—levgl bureaucrats in this study
number of streeﬁ:\]fz}eiutrl;;cerntpl?y , ngniﬁcam’
pun rats in proporti
Typic\;flozl:rizﬁe ar? called street-level bzljregucr;;lietso
opcal stre Omeve:l bureaucrats are teachers, policé
o e er law enforcement personnel, social
ot he;uh ‘i si(pubhc lawyers and other court offi-
et ,W N orkers, and many other public employ-
0 grant access to government programs alfd

provide services withi
in them, P
provid . People who work i
thzse _]ObS- tend to have much in common becg: lﬂ
¥ experience analytically similar work conditiollllie

[...]Asproviders of public benefits and keepers

of i
public order, street-level bureaucrats are the focus
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They are constantly tom by

the demands of service recipients to Lm%ré);zﬁl;egf
tiveness and responsiveness and by the o ency
it3 s to improve the efficacy and € y
of sov grougnt services. Since the salaries of stree
?jvge?lﬁlrrne?ucrats comprise a significant proportion

i an
of nondefense governmental expenditures, any

doubts about the size of goverm e content of

franslate into concerns for the scop
these public services.

of political controversy.

[...]

ConrLicT OVER
INTERACTIONS WITH CrTIZENS

A second reason street-level bur.ea&llcr?rt; r;:gﬁ
to be the focus of public contIoversy is eand edi
of their interactions with citizens ol by
?\g act on peoples’ lives. The policy de_lvizn o
strget-level bureaucrats is most thefls i :Illls el
and personal. They usgally make ec1nOt o
spot {akthough sometimes theyd tryntim]ly o)
their determinations are focused €
indgﬁguc?ic{rs-i(;r;s] of street-level bureaucrats tendigo
be redistributive as well as allocative. Btge(teizﬁ o
ing eligibility for benefits they enhaélcznd s
some citizens to governmental goods e hose
the expense Of general ta_xpayerg an e
claims are denied. By Increasing ori e
benefits availability to low-income recp
lations fhey implicitly regglate the
tribution that will be pal
sectors. _
SEC'I[E another sense, il?. Flehv
bureaucrats make decisions "
their life chances. To c_lemggate o]r' L some
a welfare recipient, a Juvejmle (_ie inquent,
achiever affects the reladionships
person and also affef:ts
Thus begins (or continues
infer accounts for so many Seil-!
The child judged to be a 13111\!5:111
¢ such a self-image a
Sg;hi:;uents,” increasing the chan

) the social process that w

eni in the first place.

teacher to be richly endow;
more than peers of eqpal 1mt
thonght to be superior.

degree of redis- , ]
d for by wore affluent ,qq up to agency behavior. ...

i i -level
ering policy street
about people that affect

{ SOMeone as :
T nigh Unlike
of others to that
the person’s self-evaluation.

alf-fulfilling prophecies.
le delinquent devel-
d is grouped with other
ces that he or she

i incipi-
i or thought to have been 1ncip!
i Ao e Children thought by their

d in learning ability learn
elligence who were not
Welfare recipients find
to those with equal

ousing inferior 0S¢
i ; t recipients.’”

disposable incomes who are]no

... N

cal

Finally, street-level bureaucrats play a crtlon_
role in regulating the degree of contemporary

ial con-
flict by virtue of their Tole as agents of social

i i interact
trol. Citizens who recelve public benefits int

. . ors of
with public agents who reguire certain behaviors

i i of
themn. They must anticipate the requirements

i ' gir
these public agents and claimants must tailor th

actions and develop “guitable” attitudes both toward
the services they receive ai
bureaucrats the‘i‘.ﬂSelVGS. e
epforce expectations of prop[elrmher e .

i fficacy t

ooling, self, and € : . e
?ffcﬂicemgn convey expectations about public ba:Cta— |
ior and authority. Social workers convey exp _

tions about public benefits and the status of-

reciplents.

d toward the street-level
Teachers convey and

02}

TR
PoLicy MAKERS

v in
Sireet-level bureaucrats make policy ¥

. . - o
related respects. They exercise wide discreti

: intera
.. 17zens with whom they Ho
decisions about ¢iilz their individual actio

Then, when taken in concert,

DISCRETION

street-level burcaucrats have cons bl qu'ali
in determining the nature, amgugt, t;I;ir e
ions provided by
penefits and sanctions p 2
Policemen decide who to arrest ::mdal\ifrhos:ive
to overlook. Judges decide whtilsh eir:e o
d who shall rec
ended sentence an : . :

Bunishment. Teachers de.mde who will gethe_
and who will remain in schpol, all:llab]e
subtle determinations of who is teac

=)

_close supervision.

sion. They may be so voluminous and contradictory
‘that they can only be enforced or invoked selec-
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the most highly refined example of street-fevel
bureaucratic discretion comes from the field of
corrections. Prison guards conventionally file injuri-
ous reports on inmates whom they judge to be guilty
of “silent insolence.” Clearly what does or does

not constitute a dirty look is a matter of some
subjectivity.*

many jurisdictions, they are required to be on-duty
and ready to intervene even during their off-duty
hours.) Similarly, federal cvil-rights compliance
officers have so many mandated responsibilities in
comparison to their resources that they have been
free to determine their own priorities.” It would

secm that the proliferation of rules and responsibili-
This is not to say that street-level workers are  ties is only problematically related to the degree of
unrestrained by rules, regulations, and directives discretion street-level bureaucrats enjoy.®

from above, or by the norms and practices of their [...]

occupational group, On the contrary, the major
dimensions of public policy-—levels of benefits, cat-
egories of eligibility, nature of rules, regulations and
services—are shaped by policy elites and political
and administrative officials. Administrators and
occupational and community norms also structure
policy choices of street-level bureaucrats. These
influences establish the major dimensions of street-
level policy and account for the degree of standard-
ization that exists in public programs from place to
place as well as in local programs.

To the extent that street-level bureaucrats are pro-
fessionals, the assertion that they exercise consider-
able discretion is fairly obvious. Professionals are
expected to exercise discretionary Jjudgment in their
field. They are regularly deferred to in their special-
ized areas of work and are relatively free from
supervision by superiors or scrutiny by clients. Yet
even public employees who do not have claims to
professional status exercise considerable discretion.
Clerks in welfare and public housing agencies, for
example, may exercise discretion in determining
client access to benefits, even though their discretion
is formally circumscribed by rules and relatively

Since many of the problems discussed here
would theoretically disappear if workers’ discre-
tion were eliminated, one may wonder why discre-
tion remains characteristic of their jobs. The
answer is that certain characteristics of the jobs of
street-level bureaucrats make it difficult, if not
impossible, to severely reduce discretion. They
involve complex tasks for which elaboration of
rules, guidelines, or instructions cannot circum-
scribe the alternatives. This may be the case for one
of at least two reasons.

First, street-level bureaucrats often work in situa-
tions too complicated to reduce to programmatic .
formats. Policemen cannot carry around instructions [
on how to intervene with citizens, particularly in
potentially hostile encounters. Indeed, they would i
probably not go out on the street if such instructions ik
were promulgated, or they would refuse to intervene :
in potentially dangerous situations. Similarly, con-
temporary views of education mitigate against

detailed instructions to teachers on how and what to
teach, since the philosophy prevails that to a point
every child requires a response appropriate to the
specific learning context.

Second, street-level bureaucrats work in situa-
tions that often require responses to the human
dimensions of situations. They have discretion
because the accepted definitions of their tasks call
for sensitive observation and judgment, which are
ot reducible to programmed formats. It may be that
uniform sentencing would reduce inequities in the

criminal justice system. But we also want the law to
be responsive to the unique circumstances of indj-
vidual transgressions. We want teachers to perceive
the unique potential of children. In short, to a degree
the society seeks not only impartiality from its
public agencies but also compassion for special
circumstances and flexibility in dealing with them.

Rules may actually be an impediment to supervi-

vely. In most public welfare depariments, regula-
ons are encyclopedic, yet at the same time, they are
onstantly being changed. With such rules adher-
fce 1o anything but the most basic and fundamen-
Lprecepts of eligibility cannot be expected. Police
ehavior js so highly specified by statutes and regu-
tions that policemen are expected to invoke the
W selectively. They could not possibly make
fesis for all the infractions they observe during
eir working day. (Like doctors and clergymen in
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between the unatfractive alternatives of sending a
person to jail or releasing the putative offender with-
out penalty. Indirect evidence that these programs
fill critical institutional needs is suggested by the
Boston pretrial diversion programs. These programs
were utilized beyond their capacity by judges, some-
times without regard for the extremely important
initial interview or the relatively stringent eligibility
requirements the programs sought to impose in
order to maximize effectiveness. Dependent upon
judges for referrals and, indeed, for their programs’
existence, administrators found it difficult to refuse
judges who referred too many clients, or inappropti-
ate clients, to them.”

The Veterans Administration hospital system isa
fascinating bureaucracy because it employs doctors,
the preeminent professionals, in highly rule-bound
organizations. The country’s system of socialized
medicine for the indigent veteran has developed an
extremely complex series of rules because of simul-.
taneous congressional concern Lo provide veterang
with hospital services, maintain strict cost account-;
ing, and (particularly in the past) not compete with
private medical practice. In large part because the
VA system was to provide hospital care, leaving to
private physicians the business of office consults
tions, the VA hospitals were prohibited from treatin,
patients on an outpatient basis. :

However, there was an allowable exception to th
rule limiting services o hospitalized veterans
Under the “Pre-Bedcare” category (PBC) veter
who required health services prior to their anti
pated admission (for example, blood tests priot
surgery) could be treated. Despite various requi
ments intended to limit PBC treatment to th
whose admission was clearly expected, ac
admission to the hospitals from PBC lists wa '
tionally very low. It seems that doctors, chi
under the restriction that they could not treat pif
according to their best estimate of need, wer
ing patients as outpatients under the fiction thd
were expected to be admitted. [ ... J [{lt see
doctors were able to utilize existing bureal

structures to impose their views of proper red
on the organization, despite organizational ¢l
circurnscribe their discretion. :
Street-level bureaucrats will also use exist
ulations and administrative provision to

A third reason discretion is not likely to be
eliminated bears more on the fanction of lower-level
workers who interact with citizens than with the
nature of the tasks. Street-level discretion promotes
workers’ self-regard and encourages clients to
believe that workers hold the key to their well-being.
For both workers and clients, maintenance of dis-
cretion contributes to the legitimacy of the welfare-
service state, although street-level bureaucrats by no
means establish the boundaries of state intervention.

[...] To the extent that tasks remain complex
and human intervention is considered necessary for
effective service, discretion will remain characteristic
of many public service jobs.

[...]

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN STREET-LEVEL

BUREAUCRATS AND MANAGERS
S
The maintenance and enhancement of discretion
is so imporiant that some detailed illustrations may
be useful.

Lower-court judges have recently encouraged the
development of a great many alternatives to incar-
ceration, in essence turning the courts into social
work referral services. In Massachusetts and else-
where lower-court judges can refer presumptive
offenders to many social programs, the successful
completion of which will result in obviating their
sentences. These include programs 0 provide first
offenders with counseling, job training, and place-
ment assistance, and alcoholics, reckless drivers,
and drug offenders with appropriate counseling. In
addition, judges have the services of psychiatrists,
social workers, probation officers, and others who
might be able to provide treatment as an alternative
to imprisonment. These developments have been
conceived by humanitarian reformers who believe,
along with many judges, that prisons create more
criminals than they deter by exposing people to
experienced crooks, and by pragmatists, who recog-

nize that the courts have. become revolving doors of
repeat appearances without deterrent effect.

It is conspicuous o court observers that these
programs take a heavy burden off the judge. The
judge is now able to make what appears to be a con-
structive decision rather than simply to choose

- flexibility in exiremely
. wanted to. They volunteer

TOS <
p ()QPECUVB tel]aﬂt‘i COI’lCGI‘IllI]g hOW’ r-O ha‘ve theH

pr101l‘1ty‘categ0ries, while routinely
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refi : . .
- ggmjs which limit their discretion. in Decemb
of H,Oun.response to pressure from the Departm er
Houss smjf andlUrban Development, the E'»c:»steont
selectioi chquty (BHA} adopted new tenantn
ject ract l*gt}ldellnes designed to insure housing pro_ OF A
12l integration. The - - CCESS AND
known as the “1-2-3 mule” g?zlyti!lzed what was Theoretically th DEMAND
di ion i . y 1minate cally there i .
tﬁ:fretloﬂ n assignments the 1-2-3 rulepesc?\?%nel free public goz) ds ;Ii no limit to the demand for
only IE;EOL? E(;tlve enants would be Offereg pI;cz[: goods must and wiil diirslglfjayth?t provide public
€ housing projects with § 10 ration the
. the thr ; m.
vac ee h e
appiré(;)t/io?t\lk?s. I¢ijbtheSe offers were refuse,cj‘flghtel:lset The rationing of the[level of servi
» ou e retu . clients vices starts w
waiting list. med to the bottom of the or an z fggze?[ ﬂ?edeVeS to the worker or agegg;
The BHA inteorati nter 18 commanded. Like fy
housing authorit gration . ers confronted with production quota ctory work-
. y.employees objected to assigni bureaucrats attempt t . Las, street-level
g;ople fo projects in which they did not SSIZNING  jrate work task p ; s organize their work to facil-
€y were particularly con ot wantto live. e f [ASKS ot liberate as much tim
ally favored Clienteleythe gﬁ;:eid for their tradition- those(’l; ethe.lr OWN purposes,
populated the “better’” BIHA ;ry’_POOT Xhltes who Controi ()r:lcas arlfeg i which workers have little
. ) ojects, er wor :
;i?ﬁ?)frliiythe reform did not work were thal?ggﬁsitse cannot control worlzwﬁ(lj\(;fr ;Xﬂmple, police often
personnel were so | . £ assign : ecause most pol
th LLE immdated with gNMments are in re e . polce
al proper administrative controls were not fvev;{k calls. Dispatchers ho\;éjvt;se fo citizen initiated
i- ,

ble, and in the 1

’ s ‘ o 1 als. : he » Mmake every eff;

e, aud i o of processing applications permit officers to finish one call befo };) inning
§ 0 favor some prospective tenants’ ot s pac

another. Officers of
over others were ahle . i epring |
t - . t _ ' ge of th -
took advantage of provi;)ioill(; i‘g' Housing officials cl:l{; II)JBI/HIEJIOSIEOIHDE RS e completi;p;?ca
oo . : T exceptions t Uy b "
Tule, interpreting reasonable provision;) ;}(;i faperwork. In this \};ay ;f)]if:mmltie‘d <
liberal ways when they i gty

Spite Subs
t] e Olk oW de b Ialltlal rre u]a]]t m
ed Hl][()IHlatIOII to .taVOI ed

bl e

RaTioning SERVICES: Livrration

plan did not work, Many

a5 much i € 48 possi-
his is evident even in

‘ f...]
ran[g?ﬁzzg tﬁﬁfor{s to i@ﬂuence the flow of work]
e o e mﬂ‘d ad.v1sory of the post office pro-
i wl}Jle m;s with mformation concerning the
omes mn elays are likely to be longest, to the
e i?sures_ taken by a New York City welfare
e osed its doors at noon rather than admit
er number of Medicaid applicants thail

could be processed i
Cighthour s ed by available personnel in an
{007

annlionr:
pplications treated as emergencies or other high

processing the

ailin i

ey % Ctg feport vacancies to the central office whep
- unittlsrr;d, not 'mforming prospective tenants
ed ere available, or showing tenants thel
. ahhoué;cc‘;t:;age only unattractive or unsaf)e{

> ers | j

s in the project were available, TaE Cog S
TS OF SERVICE

-
iy {3 ;3. a ({CCOnfronted with more clients than can read-
Lo (Oon;?odated street-level bureancrats often
e r skim off the top) those who seem most
succeed in terms of bureaucratic success
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. . s
steria. This will happen despite formal refcop;.]rszr;:f;rcle’
i: gro{fide clients with eqliglvc?g:sei;ned seryice,
in the face of pohicies Ces! B
?:lfi(inizsgith relatively poor prob:;b;léﬁesm c;fy S;lend >
cunselors, for eX , :
'{Empbz(f)n elztwcho have the greatest chance tloe i}aﬁg
Jobslg 1‘[[1)61’1{ anyway, 0 the neglect of p};:ol;l)nd .
empmc))[re difficult to place. The Upward {10(;1 ina pre-
arem dedicated to enriching the educa
anl,

[UH“(IS (8} {15ac va 142 e(l <cnoo d nts

g hlgh S h 1 stuae! i N
g

CcO Sta[ltly hdd g ar g b} p !eCtS ta}Gng

T to u d again L 10

1 ] ] E . . ]
st s 08¢ ances - gf[tlngln O :JIEgE ere

already fairly high. .
Why does creamng i
f official oppositio e | :
f?sz Oof creaming the agency s mc‘e(;l::;z JLeward
c;uccexs.ses with clients, but ailey provIlf O e ane
i n ... :
i rds for the risks take : "
w lrflwaworthy but all cannot be served. m;;iis;] egS
?‘t?: ara{e of personal or agency Success

primary. .

take place, particularly in the
ractice? In every
e b s reward

|

Differentiation among cli
because of workers’ preferen
over others. .

i ients simp

First, some clien . |
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Elogs It will, however, be cons1stentt:)v b
fureaucrats’ conceptions of_ how uzn___
mal risk of disruption to TOUEE

that commenly contribute to routine control of clients.

seltings that symbolize, reinforce, and limit their
relationship, It is practically a cliche to observe that
the severe appointments of a courtroom, dominated
by a bench behind which a black-robed judge looks
down at other courtroom participants, convey the
power of the system of laws over the individual.
Separate entrances for judges, commands
whenever the judge arrives or departs, and the unin-
telligibility of the court clerk further contribute to
the mysteries of the courtroom.

ently, but in their different ways cach contributes to
client compliance. Many offices in which people
seek service are structured to separate clearly the
workers from the clients by means of an imposing
information desk. Clients, when interviewed, are led

by permitting everyone to view {and listen in on)
everyone clse’s work. Fixed rows of desks in
schools, all facing the teacher, physically represent
the demand for order that teachers and schools
require. Like uniforms, settings facilitate the func-
tioning of the bureaucracies by drawing attention
to the location of power and cuing the expectations
of clients.

These messages are not accidental, They are fos-
tered by the agencies
the society.

[...] Are clients important and valued as
people? Provide them with comfortable chairs and
ofas on which to sit while they wait, ask them if
ey are comfortable, and reassure them if they must
ait that they have not been forgotten. Are clients of
ttle account? Neglect these considerations and
ave a small, cramped waiting room with little atten-
on available. It would be mistaken to think of service
“llings as accidental. It is often a matter of policy
4t public services are able, or consider therselves

ik of themselves as responsible for their situations.
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{... ] Here I consider selected aspects of practice  They are unlikely to see their condition as a

reflection of social structure and their treatment as
unacceptable. _

When client processing is done in public, the
impression is accurately conveyed that clients are
competing with one another for the attention or
favor of street-level bureaucrats. As suggested ear--
lier, in the brutal realities of triage, clients perceive
that they gain special treatment or the attention of
to stand  workers only at the expense of other clients. The
bureaucratic defense against special treatment is
also germane here: “If | give it to you I would have
to give it to everyone.” In street-level settings in
which clients do know each other—in schools, men-
tal hospitals, prisons—client control is fostered by
the competitive systems of rewards, fosterin g among
clients individual orientations rather than collective
solutions to problem solving.

Street-level bureaucracies tend to resist organiza-
tion by clients when it occurs. They tend to regard
client organizations as unnecessary, frivolous, likely to
be irresponsible, or not representative of clients’ true
interests. There are no objective measures of the valid-
ity of such assertions. From some perspectives any or
all might be true. However, these assertions are most
usefully regarded as defenses against client organiza-
tion, intended to diminish their inflyence among
potential recruits or third parties whose support is
sought, or to lay the groundwork for an intransigent
and generally consented to by official response. In the past decade prison inmates,

: black high-school students, and welfare recipients all
have been regularly subject to such official Tesponses
when they have attempted to organize.

Public officials often prefer to suppress or disori-
ent client organizations because they can never be
sure at what point they will peak or major conces-
sions will be required. /... ]

3. The services and procedures of street-level
bureaucrats are presented as benign. Actions affect-
ing clients are always taken in their best interest.
Clients are expected to be grateful for benefits they
receive. Where street-level bureaucracies constrain
clients who are not regarded as guilty—as in
schools, hospitals, and noncriminal arrests by the
police (e.g., apprehension of alcoholics)—the ideo-
logy of benign intervention is particularly necessary
to justify practices of questionable value to both
client and worker groups. When combined with

1. Street-level bureaucrats interact with clients in

Each service setting functions somewhat differ-

“offices™ that, lacking partitions, violate privacy

ble, to plan for client comfort.

Clients are isolated from one another. Public
ice bureaucracies are organized so that clients
¢ little knowledge of others in the same position.
St client processing is shielded from the scrutiny
ther clients. Tsolated clients are more likely to
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or worry that a decision may evoke client hostility,
the worker can process the case through a pressure
referral. Thus the worker’s legitimacy is partially  an inundation of client demands.

protected by the availability of a chanpel that places These observations are generally supported by
responsibility for difficult decisions in the hands  examining the volume of appeals in public agencies.
of others. For example, through the early 1960s there was

Workers can use the availability of pressure spe-  almost a total lack of appeals from welfare deci-

cialists to enhance the prospects of favored clients. sions, although federal law required each state to
For example, welfare workers often take pleasure in  establish an appeals procedure. In New York City,
artfully presenting cases to supervisors in such a  where a relatively liberal welfare environment pre-
way that they are likely to endorse the worker’s  vailed compared to the rest of the couniry, only 15
judgment. Or street-level bureaucrats can scuttle  appeals were taken in 1964, although half a million
clients” prospects without clients’ knowledge by people were on welfare at the time,'®

giving the appearance of bureaucratic neutrality but Appeals can also be discouraged by the high
privately providing damaging information to probability that they will not succeed. Allegations of
SUPErvisors, police brutality are rarely made through official

The possibility that decisions can be appealed  channels because of the conviction that they will not

also enhances the legitimacy of the bureaucracy to  receive a sympathetic hearing from the officers who
the client. For this to work on a sustained basis,  sit on the hearing boards. In Rochester, for example,
however, two conditions must be met, First, and  where 102 complaints alleging “unnecessary force”
quite obviously, it must look like channels for  were registered in the five- to seven-year period after
appeal are open. Second, and less obviously, these

1965, only two were upheld by the police internal
channels must be costly to use, rarely successful, inspection office; of the 368 alleging unnecessary
and, it successful, certainly not weil publicized. The force and other improper behavior, forty-six were

reason for this is simply that if appeals channels sustained.®

were inexpensive to use or likely to be successful [...]
they soon would be used by clients seeking

increased benefits or a favorable disposition. The
channels of appeal would soon be clogged, and the
manifest unfairness that some clients receive more
than others because they sought more wouid under-
mine the system.

Thus appeals ordinarily require long delays, the

agencies can ration the claims of large numbers of
clients in many ways, and thus gain protection from

A typical response of many public agencies to the
claims generated by minority and women’s rights
movemenis has been to establish special units to
hear citizen complaints and to take responsibility for
institutional change in these areas. Police depart-
ments have established internal review boards
(sometimes with outside citizen participation) and
comumunity relations units to present a sympathetic
face to the black community. Public school systems
have hired community relations specialists and afffr-
mative action officers (o take responsibility for the
complaints of minorities and women and fo articy-
late agency perspectives consistent with the interests
of these groups. These steps have contributed to
increased minority and female employment in the
bureaucracies, symbolic rewards to these con-
stituencies, perhaps genuine changes in the attitudes
of some agency personnel, and possibly greater
responsiveness to clients in some circumstances,
However, these innovations also function to pro-
tect the bureaucracies from pressures for change,

procedures associated with filing, and general hos-
ility from the challenged agency.'” Recent innova-
ions responsive to client pressure often require
ublic agencies to publish the requirements for

ppeal, provide responses within a specified time
eriod, and offer counsel to clients seeking appeals.
These innovations still require considerable determi-
tation and energy from individual clients.

Public agencies also seek to insure that appeals
annot be sought collectively. The appeals process

function so long as a single client cannot gain
tess for a class of clients. So long as individ-
clients cannot win benefits for groups, public
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bureaucracies that normally process clients vacillate
in their generosity toward client treatment. Street-
level bureancracies are alternately able to treat clients
with greater degrees of latitude and forced to restrict
options and more narrowly designate benefits.”

In the current period street-level bureaucrats are
under pressure to develop more restrictive patterns
of practice. They are under pressure to increase case
loads and to be more formally accountable, and they
are generally asked to expand or maintain coverage
in the face of static or declining budgets. /. .. ]

It seems apparent that American street-level
bureaucracies must be understood as organizational
embodiments of contradictory tendencies in American
society as a whole. The welfare state calls for and
requires social programs to ameliorate the neglect
and insecurity of the economic system, to prepare
people for roles in the economy, or to manage their
deviation from expectations of appropriate behav-
ior.” In the ideology of the welfare state humanitar-
ian impulses are coincident with the requirements of
system maintenance.

This, of course, begins to explain how people with
humanitarian impulses can work for impersonal,
paternalistic, or repressive public service agencies.
Most people never question that the requirements of

. the state are congruent with the needs and interests of
- large numbers of people. Thus, teachers with com-
- passion for children work in brutalizing schools and
. picture themselves as victimized by the same system

that victimizes their pupils. Social workers with
ompassion for poor people participate in assigning
nadequate benefit levels to welfare recipients and
wish they could do more,™

. The legitimacy of the political and economic
system depends on the appearance of providing for
0s¢ who cannot provide for themselves and
ponding openly and fairly to citizens’ claims.
blic service workers actively translate this require-
0t into programs. But government policy is not
Sly in fact to respond fully to the needs of citizens
t least two reasons relevant to this discussion.
1st, there is no agreement as to what those
S are. What it means to “respond fully to citizen
© is a socially determined concept albeit
d by a process that gives more weight to
elites than clients. As continuing controversies
 areas as health care, welfare, and legal services
the demands of citizens are open-ended while
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program costs must be kept within certain hounds.
Indeed, the definition of those boundaries is the
basic issae in social welfare policy making.

Second, there is a powerful imperative to main-

tain private responsibility for social needs and to
make dependency punishable by welfare, public
hospitals, and inner-city schools. Granted that
street-level bureaucracies exist outside of the wel-
fare context, and that limitations on program
expenditures must be encountered at some point.
Yet it is not at all clear that the United States
inevitably had to develop relatively low social ser-
vice and benefit levels compared to other advanced
industrial countries.® In an assessment of income
and service provision an independent role should
be assigned to a perceived need among policy-
making elites to limit benefit and service provi-
sions, allegediy to enhance individual and family
self-reliance and to stigmatize the status of
worklessness and poverty.

In short, this is a political system that, whatever
its current levels of social welfare expenditures,
must also symbolically project images of adequate
and reasonably comprehensive social welfare
programming to taxpayers and middle-class
consumers, while in fact it limits support and
assistance. Such a system develops mechanisms to
maintain legitimacy and deflect criticism that the
society does not provide adequately for its citizens.
Street-level bureaucrats mediate between citizens
and the state in that clients’ inability to obtain ben-
efits or services and inequities of distribution may
be understood by clients as personal malfeasance of
street-level bureaucrats or administrative ageney
disarray,

[ 1

Street-level bureaucrats” needs to control their
work situations force them to defend themselves
and the current arrangements. Agency expecta-
tioms and occupational norms preclude the excuse
that working conditions prevent effective efforts
on clients’ behalf, despite private recognition
that this is the case. This defensiveness separates
street-level bureaucrats from their potential allies
in improving working conditions for mutual
benefit.

f.o.0.]
Teachers, social workers, legal aid lawyers, and
police officers all enter the work force at least in part
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their problems. However elaborate the defense
mechanisms developed to shield themselves from the
enormity of clients’ needs, street-leve] bureaucrats at
some level retain a sense that the people with whom
they come in contact are not sufficiently served by
the agencies designated to do so. Thus, one might
speculate that street-level bureaucrats more than
other organizational workers are able to retain a con-
cept of the notion of need in relation to what is actu-
ally being provided. This residual awareness may
provide a resource that can be tapped.

Fourth, lower-level workers maintain a degree of
control over their work environment. Individually
street-level bureaucrats exercise discretion to control
the work situation, Collectively many street-level
bureaucrats are able to have a significant say in the
rules under which they are employed. Particularly at
the individual level this discretion is not likely to be INOTES

significantly eroded so long as street-level bureau- R—————m
crats’ jobs require them to make discretionary judg- L. The seminal work here is Robert Rosenthal

ments that cannot be entirely programmed. and Lenore Jacobson, Pygmalion in the Classroom

Finally, there is a distinct but neglected precedent (NZW R{gi;HHEEHRT%?;;?;ilfglgé?l:i’n]ggf% int Conter
for orgamz_ed public emp loyee‘s champl‘om_ng' the Working Papers Series, no, 4 (Cambridge, Mass.: Joint
needs of chents..Teachers hav§ 1npluded limitations Center for Urban Studies, Spring, 1971, ey, Feb, 1972).
on classroom s1ze as an objective to be sought 3. See Churis Argyris, Integrating the Individual and the
through collective bargaining. They have sought this Organization (New York: John Wile , 1964), pp. 35-41.
objective not only to improve working conditions 4. Frank L. Morris, Sr. “The Advantages and
but also to create the environment in which they  Disadvantages of Black Political Group Activity in Two
could function optimally as teachers. Likewise,

Northern Maximurm Security State Prisons” (Ph.D. diss.,
social workers have struck on behalf of improved ~ Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 1976), p. 40,

5. For example, the Office of Civil Rights of the
The cynic may wish to point out the sfrategic D eP‘?mmem of I_-Iealth, Edt,wati?n’ a.nd Welfa‘re has I:eSpo,“'
advantage to public workers of couching bargaining Sl.blh.t Y to monitor p otential violations s follows: racial
_— . .. diserimination under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of
ebjectives in altruistic terms (although managers are 1964 in 16,000 public school districts, 2,800 institutions
cqually guilty, insisting that they act on behalf of of higher education, and 30,000 institutions of heaith and
taxpayers and the economic well-being of the com- social services; in the same areas, discrimination against
funity). Still, cynical or not, such alliances, the handicapped people under Section 504 of the Vocational
tutf of politics, may be cxploited by client gronps,  Rehabilitation Act of 1973; sex discrimination under
Darticularty when, in collective bargaining in the Section 7994 of the Public Health Service Act in 1,500
cal CﬁSiS, Wage gains are Subordinated to improve_ health education iHStthtEOHS, and under Section 745, SEX
nts in working conditions. discrimination in nursing schools; sex discrimination
The impulse to provide fully, op enly. and respon- ung?r Tit}lle I)l(fdl{catio(? AII‘]CI:ldm.E:ntSbOf f1 ?2;;11 16,000
o s : : : public school districts; discrimination Yy tederal contrac-
cly for citizens service needs elegtS alongside the tors under Executive Order 11246, innumerable contrac-
tors at 863 higher-education campuses, and more than
3,500 additional locations. Virginia Balderama, “The
Office of Civil Righis as a Street-Level Bureancracy,”

unpublished seminar paper, University of Washington,
March, 1976,

needs will be taken care of if they are not met
privately and to rationalize service inadequacies by
deflecting responsibility away from government,
Through street-level bureaucracies the society
organizes the control, resiriction, and maintenance of
relatively powerless groups. Antagonism is directed
toward the agents of social services and control and
away from the political forces that ultimately
account for the distribution of social and material
values. Thus the American system of service delivery
and control js shaped by the aspirations of the popu-
lation and by the requirements of the larger political
and social system. In this sense the United States, no

less than other political systems, lends public bureay-
cracy its particular character.

enefits. It is criti-
9 Teassure mass publics that their elemental
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