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ABSTRACT

r'd ! —_— L

In the last decade or so there has Been an increasing interest in the study of*

. factols which influence the decmon—making pmces; of “strea&-level" burenu;xnts
° S Kou gy
defined as those who deln(er pohcles or servlcu to a client popnlmon (uxnmplu -

, of whom mcl\lde teachers, social workers and pohce) The majority af this 5

research has been confined fo pohcy lmplementors working .in either lu-bnn or

- colomal envxmnmen‘where a definink chnracbenshc of the bllrenucrmc rol@ﬁ‘

sepautlon - geographlcrcultuml or sovﬁil - {mm the cllent populnmn whlch

q : negam client input as a factor in the decmon making process. There have been «

few, if any, studies that have focused orl J,fle foles and declmon-mﬁklng pmcmu

‘available to bllrenucrats workmg in. ruu[

i ’ s .where sl al ly

they are seen in the role of bureaitcrat and .resident member of the' client comi-
¢ , P =
) an"y‘ . . ) e

E ‘ln this thesis I review the literatun on the decision-making processes' and;

' roles avmlsble to those burenucnts who work in-urban and colonial .sltlmﬂona l

then explore the role al ives available to b ts who work and hve ina
. -

Newfoundland

o s y rural m ity in

My: lnterest in runl bure:
crats necesbitated a' re-examination of the stuxiger/ouuider/imider concept'

" which has been the-traditional model n-ed to" classify rural po\mlutlcn& in

- Newfousdland eth l-’l,

s ered that the actions and m.ctloxiu of rural

£ FE /
- burgaucrats are, in large measure, & function of their degree .of commuulty




m;mbétihip and; regndlm‘ of how it c;ccun, onee l'degn.zéf of con‘ununityﬂ‘

s mumbmlup has been established it will i unplnge on the declslon-mahng pmcessa\

* sid roles :vallable to the rural bureallerata
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CHAPTER I

THE IMPLEMENTORS OF PUBLIC POLICY:
COMPAR.ING URBAN, COLONIAL AND 'RURAL SETTINGS

1, INTRODUCTION

v

Thxs thesu, llke so many other research pro;ects, was. born from an mtermt

;‘ S X in one set of concerns Wwhich grew nnd daveloped ‘more Tully into the exploranon

of an all e yeg 1

Yy aet‘of i The initial subject focused -
on factors affecting -the implementat’ion of social policiu (policies. which m.
'dwgn:d to respond to specific socml problemn) xn(s was the prod\tct gf Bn -

N interest in Blumers (1071) _ theoretical paper ‘“Social Problems as Collectwe_

Behavior" The Ihml subject focuss on implementors of aociLl polici'm but Timits

the discussion to those who wurk m the envuonmenbs.lly~speelﬂe reglol{ of rllml

and

New!oundland 1 have made ive use of the_

show that it is ﬂeﬂclent when

the special ci of rural

bureaucrats.
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2. MICRO POLICY -~ POLICY INTERPRETATION AND IMPLE-
.MENTATION, THE URBAN SETTING .

* Policy implementation -- the translation within a formal urganizn’!iqn from a

set of ideas (policy) to what actually happens (implementation) -~ as a topic for
scholarly research, spans little more than-the last decade and a half. Previously,
formal organization or bureaucracy research tended toward a focus on the inter-
. relz?tionshi;s between levels of buresucratic hierarchy, parallel i)roffs!iunﬂ.mogi-

ations, or unique concerns internal to a specific organization. -Comparative
! -

analysis, drawn from this broad data base, precipitated the recognition of certain

behavioral putterﬂs which proved to be predictably present within n‘uﬁeéiﬂed seg-
s a

‘ment’ of. employ . I’Ior the varied inc‘luded beggath the rubric of et
. vy 7 Y

“pu})lic service I_nYIreaucrncies"A ‘The result of. this pnttgrn‘ ide‘ntiﬁcalion ‘was lhg H
axiomatic belief that "...po]i‘cy—imprnct;ca ‘tnrns out to be very diﬁerent‘lro‘n;
policy-in-theory” (Rosenthal and Levme lGEO 412) An awukenmg interest in the .

. specifics of policy lmplemeutahon as sepnmte from polmy lormahcn followed. )
The major issue became * 4..why ‘authoritative d’ecmons (policies, plnns, laws, and /—
the like) [did] not llead» ’t>o ‘expected résults_” (Berman 1978:180), un‘d ah Mﬂceptnnc_e .

that while policy” unifies, "img_@xentatian’i separates (Salvesen 1985:48).

R sibili for the impl ion' of social pohcy is readily, dmdcd mio\

two broad categones [first, the various public service orgamznﬂons that'are g_ven

‘s mnndate from guvemmzn'. to put mto practice fbe po]xcles which l%formu- ]

lated at the mn.cro-level, and second, the‘ level emplk Y, of these mandated

public . service - organizations who ‘‘..implicitly mediate aspects' of the
2 3 s
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constitutional relutionship of citizens to the state. In short, [those who] hold the

keys to a rhmenslon of citizenship”’ (Lipsky 1980 4). The distinction, therefore, is

] 1

between i fon and The lmportunce -of _

this distinction is a cenml tenet of 1mplementmon theo}y

Essential differences between the processes of micro-i
E mncro-xmplemenmmn ‘arise from their distinct.
i S R

"lemeneation and
utional ‘settings.

Whereas the i for 1 is a local,
dehvery i 1 setting for 1

is an entire- policy sector, spanning fedeml to local levels (Benmm
1978:164); — .

Lipsky (1971;1980) introduced the term street-level b to refer to

f.he-lower-level empioyebs of public service bureaucracies (examples of whom are
_teuherx, pohce officers, social workers and ;mgxstrstes} threugh ‘whom citizens as
chenls or- consumen of public services sncouncar govemment 5 Whereu

. *...delivery -occurs at the locnl...!evel, although it is'subject to Federal policy

1 and Lev‘ine ( 386),” most impl ion analysts find

M those atthe base of the’ the Ustreet “.. 1 b U ", hold tﬁe
eﬂ‘omve power (see for exn.mple L)psky 19‘71 mo Dolbeare and Hammand 1971,

Bermm 1978,“ and Salvesen 1985).2 It is ﬂ.rgued that. while ldeally recognized as

«~ \mplemantors of mvemu%ent policy, street-level burenucmls are, in fact makers of

T Lipsky's (1971;1980) ianovative theory, and his subseqieat ntroduction of the term
Vstrest-lovel bureaticrat”, is the result of reseatch.conducted in multifle examples of pub-
lic service bureaucri in various U.S. ‘urban settings. His work is supported in particu-
lar by Goodsell (1981) and Prottas (1979), some of whose own research was done in colla-
boration with Lipsky.
2 Like Lipsky, Rosenthal and Levine (1980) conducted their research in a variety of
- operational settings which includes social, medical and legal service delivery bureaucracies
Inthe U.S. Dolbeare and Hammand (1971) and Berman (1978) enter the debate on =
theoretical level, synthesizing-much of the available implementation literature, most of
" which has an urban American biss, Alternatively, Salvesen (1085) presents corroborating
evidence from research canducted in Norway.




\

public policy by virtue of their structural position which demands

relatively high degrées of discretion and relative autonorhy fror organi-
zational authority.. [allowing] ...street-level bureaucrats [to] make pol-
icy in two related: respects, They exercise wide discretion in decisions
'about citizens with whom they interact. ‘Then, when taken in concert,
their individual actions add up to sgency hehnvlor (Lipsky 1980:13).

Medm_hqn, according to Llpsky, is a product-of the daily face-to-face interac-

tion of the ‘street-level bureaucrats with their clients. Citizeds encounter the

State through i étions with these g t workers. Goy pohcy on

educntig-/ delivered thmugh teachers, and henllh and we]l‘nre pahcxeu thmugh

doctors, nurses and social workers, while the criminal code is dispensed through

police officers and magistrates.

Street-level b ’ di ion in ki

g is an aspect of their

or quasi-professi in “Cnsu workers must have sdme ‘spe<

lized knowledge and ‘be capnlﬂe ol‘ mnkmg judgement.s They wnll un\mlly be

Sred jonals” (R hal nnd Levme 1080:384) and as such “...are

bexpected to exemse discretionary j dgemem. in thelr ﬁeld" (Lipsky 1980,14) Iiis

also, however, a necessary result of thgw position wnhm the pubhc service”

bureaucracy wherein iderable, di: etion is del ...to i iona: at

the lowsl hierarthical levels” (Div'er 1'»80:230), ;xnmplés of whicil include polica
(at the point of arrest - as demonstrated by Dlvls 1075; md ‘Wilson 1068) and
pubhc prosecutors (at the plea-l bargummg stngu - 88 demonscm!ed by Hemzm?n P

1978; md Alschulex m10) o ' .

Again; Diver (1980): who pleunll a theoretical discussion of enforcement policy,

'D:vu (1975) and Wilson (1068) who researched the activities of the police; as well as Hei-

mann (1078) and Alschuler (1979) who explored the pi x ‘bargaining stage of thn]mﬂc\-l

'symm. all utilized data rooked in an American urban




. Lfbsky (1080:15) holds that the complexity of the organizations, with their

intricate of rules and ions, compels selective application; deci-

sions which affect clients’ access to public sefvices demand ;ensmvny in interpre-
tnhon muutmns which involve r@onse to the human dlmens:on cannot always - :

be reduced to pr d formats.. Situati often arise which demand

inst‘m;t reaction’ (particulary in police work), thereby necessitating the exw'e of

o) . -
discretion “when. time does not permit checking the rules and regulations

*(1980:30). . ) o = 5

A from izational horit Lipsky i follows naturally-
. = P

E from the. element of discretion: Ogee dgam there is the mstauce of the profes- )
5 8 < s

smnnl as employee about wluch Llpsky sneu,
Street-level bureaucrats have some' claims to professional *status, bnt
= they also have a bureaucratic status that requires compliance with shpe-
j B riors’ dlmtwes It does mean, however, that street-! -level bureaucrats
will perceive their interests-as separate from managers' interests, and'
S they will seek to secure these interests (1980:18).

In order. for organizational goals to be met it is necessary to' secure the

cooperahon ol‘ players in the 1mplementahon game whom managers do not

control, and who have different interests nnd agendas” (Chase 1079 386] (see also

Dwer 1980:267 and Luloff 1078.12) v .

o

Because the ion of creates *

g-rest orgamzntlonal dlstance from pol\cy to lmplementahon there is a. ¢

"\ corresponding need for detailed momtonpg and contral of case processing ngtm-

PP S N N . .
4.While Chase (1970) researchéd health and prison bureaucracies in New York, Lulof’s

(1978) contribution Is not based upon data collected from an urban centre but rather from

several nn.ll towns in Pennulvnh way ”



: e # . .

ties” ixmmax and Levine 1980:388) (see also Chase 1979; and Pesso 1978).5

Howevér, it is difficult to measure the success of an organization, or the work

done by an individual employee, when s;rvice is‘ the coinmodity in question.
,Usunl market criteria, such as yearly profits, are simply not applicable (see for
example Lipsky 1080:48; and Weimer 1980};0]).5 In nddit{oh; “The procedures
u{ed [by the micro-levei implementors]...are highly informal and cnly’ partly
tecorded” (l?iver 1080:48). W’m performance measures are introduced (nrreat»
records, number of job plscémen’ts etc.) they fend to force & specific work focu;

® wlnch causes other upmts of the street-level bureaucrat's job to be down-plaged

in order to satisfy the meuurement criteria. There is o “...general rule that the
. B

N behavxor in orgamzatlons tends td drift” toward compntlblhty with wnys the
orgumzanon is evaluated" (Llpsky 1980: 51) (see also Chase 1976 308). As [

result, the adopnon ol‘ *..more readily calibrated performance stnndn'rds 88 prox-

ies for [the street-level b 's] ultimﬂte bjective...over time., tend[s] to dis-
5 ‘lace the ulhmate ob]echve us the orgnmzntmna tme\gon " (vaer 1980: 274) (see

nlso Merton 1957: 199) 7

Goa.l dxsplacements are prevalent in the service - burenucrmu not only
through discretionary decisions made by the street-level bureaucrats, but nlso

"..&ecmlse tbe technical vnlidit'y.ol an implement program is often a dixpuL
— 7 :
-8 Pesso (1978) explored welfare offices in PR — nn.....

8- Weimer (1980) also based his conclusions upon research of U.S. federal bureau aties. -

7 Metton (1957) predates the recognition of implementation th as a legitimate
offspring of formal organization theory. His contribution is'one examply of the finsights

**which ultimately led to sn increasingly fine focus of investigation into npecu o bmw-

cracy.




able ‘nnd sometimes a moot issue, policy evaluations of projects typically serve

polmcnl and bureaucratic ends” (Berman 1078:175) (see also Cohen 1970 und-

Manughlln 19’15).5 1t follows, therefore, that ‘...project gaptmon d\mng lmple-
mantaﬁ\on frequently reflects not feedback from project outcomes, but, rather

= X

bureﬁqc}ncic and political adjustments to the process of implementation itself” -
1 2 B 3 ’r ¥

(Berman, 1978:175) (see also Weimer 1980:107). - ¥ s

Not:onlyﬁiservice meuure\ment of a policy diffieylt, and in s.ome cases detri-
mental to the original intent of\the policy, an addmonal implementation pmblem

lsfecogmzed in that
5 ...most federal legislation is admm:stered by an- exlstmg buteaucrmy or
5 some of éxisting b perhaps d for the:
purpose of administering & particular pohcy But the buremcracy
marches to_its own tune' (Berman 1978: 168) .

Tha dlscrehanary aspect of the’: stmet level buremlcrnt’s l'oleu shown ns a

product ol‘ the conditions under whlch they must wolk Pressmnn and ledav- R

sky (1973)" agree with Chase (197D!'yho.hnlds that “while the view from Tl‘re
]

top is the policy have ‘trouble imagining the e

of events' that will bring their ideas to fruition”. - Policy goals are us\ully vngue
and ambiguous (see for exa.mple' Lipsky 1080:{51; Rosenthal and Levine 1980:385)
and stated in such ;'...op_sque verbal formulas as ‘public interest, convenieneé‘, .
nnd_ne'cesiity' to conceal .a muléitude of possible objeeti\ru\” (Diver ‘1080:?89):, ‘
Whereﬁs‘ ' .v i by . E i

4 Both- Cohen (1970) sad Mcl.m.hlm (1975) ,om the majority of those already cited }

* * above whose conclusions are supported by research of U.S. . federsl bureaucracies.

3 Pressman’and Widavsky"(1975) explored and economic ment ;
polleh- of.the Us federal government. - | 2

g . . — -




ambiguity is reflected by multiple goals, often conflicting, and ina'lack” .,
. of specificity about means...It seems obvious that the more ambiguous
the.intent of the policy, the more latitude the A@mmutrntmg agency

has in defining a government program (Berman 1978:168).

The importance of this pumt is further emphulzed when takun in con]unc-

* tion with the ibilit of perft s focused on only som: 6% aspecﬁs of
3 3

the job, while resources tend to be finite and chronically inndequate’ ‘at ‘the Same

time that ca.gé' loads are heuvy‘and demand expands td meet and frequently to
surpass supply (see for example Lipsky 1980:29; Rosenthal and I:evine 1080:386).
Lipsky states that “..the ability of the street-level bureaucmts to treat people as

is'

d by the needs of the organizntion to pro- - |

« cess work quickly usmg the resources at Al‘ts ‘disposal” (1980:44). This conflict '
between policy goal nngl crganizutiona} resources has to be mmng&d_-byf the
street-level bureaucrat t’hrouéh' the éxerg'Ee' of :‘i‘ucmuon. ’fﬁey ‘mllst therefore

devise routines asd classifientions i their daily processing of clients and these

become xmpurnnc determmants of pohcy (Lipsky 1080:; 8:1) : RN

- ~ A street-level bureaucmt cannot completely ﬁllﬁl his or her obhgatlons to——

both pohcy and organizational goals. -Lipsky states zhnt \
Work~processmg devices are’part of the informal agency structure lhuQ
may be necessary: to maintain the organization, even though the pro-
cedures may be contrary to agency pohcy This is a neat. paradox.
aner-level participants develop coping mechanismg contrary to an
ugency '3 p‘ahcy but actually basic to its survival (1980:19).

Following in ﬂhs frame, Diver states that
Rather than adhering to the 1mpossnble strictures of the ‘synopi model
of decision fnaking, policy-makers in fact udopt a strategy of ‘disjointed
incrementalism’  characterized by a series of incremental, remedial

- choices among a narrow range of options, reconciling only a narfow -
K range of interests (1080:278-279). .

Compromua rmut be sought ths major one mvolvmg the conversion a! cmum

‘ : o
! \




into clients who will then be seen in terms of a set of burenucmtically—relevanb

agributes rather than as individuals (Lipsky 1980:78). This conversion of people

into_ clxents is @ social process whxch allows the street-level bureaucrat control

over resource’allocation. While it “Tnay genernlly be believed that chents are

being treated on an individual buw, to do so without the aid - cf predetermined

cafegories weuld be too. txme-cunaummg In this situation, -

- The i dition of ional ity explains the

- most common and -most elementary simplifications; reducing- the
number of aiternatives considered...The problem of value indeterminacy

. necessitates a second and more radical adjustment;-displacement of an

unmeasurable ultimate goal with. a more easily measured proximate

_ objéctive. - Where- the decision maker faces not ongrgoal, but multiple

-~ ©*-  conflicting goals, finally, the characteristic response is to attend sequen-

: tially and reactively to..problems,” rather m3 to make any. gepuine

attempt to resolve the conflict (Diver 1080:272). ¢ )

In order to process, or help, the grentest number o( chents, copmg mechm-

isms-are developed In slxort, eoplepmcasmg bureaucracies have two tasks: -

to develop an appropnate set of qategoriei in_ terms of wl}ich people will'(bé pro-

- {
-cessed;. and- to map clients in terms of their. qualifying c?nr‘ncteristics" (Lipsky

~~I080:105); This reduction of individuals into ries of client is, in part,

justified by the street-level bureaucrats -~ many of whom-choose their work for
nltruistic reasons — by accepting that “‘...fairness in a limited san&e\‘demmds

equnl treatment” (Lipsky 1980:101). Rosenthnl and Levme state that
+ desire for eq\uly and the complexity of Program response, combine to
cult

create an esp similar cases should

be treated in & slmllnr fashlon d yet those'who exercise discretion’in -

% * case screening and handling sho .y d be-expected to be consistent in ¥he -
f how they apply the criteria in similar

& decimon crltem they use ‘and i
X Fi different employeps with the same case pro-
cessing responsibilities should" be expected to treat any pamcular case
(or like cues) in the same manner (1980:386-387).
s v
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Equal treatment -- in this instance defined as access to limited resources — must

be }cutinizbd, which in t\lm‘lessens the clients’ demunds for individualized

and thus legitimises inflexibili (Llpsky 1980:100). Thus, both *...the

umblglm.y of cases and the complexlty of government services often work dgainst
|
this notion ol’ equity” (Roaenfﬁ%kmd Levine 1980:387). -
Rosentha.l and Levine (1080:383-384) llst five attributes of case processing

activity: a case is handled singplarly and its “path” through the processing sys-

tem is not aut icall, ined at the beginning; for every case a succession

I
of “choice pcmts" exist, each embodymg an: aspect of policy; dlscretmn deter-

mines the type ‘and level of reapunse w each-case; the case workersare profesnon-
| s

als; and, mml\ a case is mplete its outcome is unclear. Each case musl, be
judged-tging -‘a;:count of available m’oﬂrcegjin additio.yto éue chm‘wteril;tics.
Many’ factors lj‘nusf. be weighed-when dec’ldm“g new or potentisl case eligibility:
“The more )‘ne‘vl;isc;. the formal definition of case eu}'ibimy ‘and'program obligation,

J..

and i the g process will be" (Rosenthal nnd

the more m
LevEe 1980:; 393) howevar L wben cue screening cmem “are not sufficiently
xeﬁned, ‘when qt“lﬂ training is lnndequnte,\or when nranagement is not effestive at
) monitoring the “intn;ke activity, inconsistencies will result” (1980:39§). Once a
case has been aécepted it is the role of the “spzcinli’at;' to determine the tim;a
_and manner of p&-ocessmg He ?r she Jndges the priority nnd scope of the case as
well as collectmg and. interpreting the relevant duu X

Rosenti:a!‘ and Levine staté that “...successful policy implementation n;quirea

la series of related actions: goals must be translated ‘into designs, designs into

; et




told how to "plny the system” by 1 ing aid from p

-1

into

-
and contiols, which in turn may lead t6

changes in goals, designs and ations” (1980:385). Al ivels ,lDiver holds

that /
, A top-down enforcement policy is a set of rules, increasingly speclﬁc as
one descends the hierarchical ladder... These rules may take a ;ra rjéty of
forms -- regulations, standards, bulletms, or mstmcuons - an chern
a variety of subjects -
axpendnture control, personnel adming tration, or public relan s, They
may be Wmen, oral or customaNp, so long as they represent the
‘official’ policy, acknowledged at least tacitly as s)(ch by the
organization’s leaders (1980 261).

Lipsky ( 1980 87-132) finds there are many ways in Whlq‘ routines and other

mechanisms lox rnnomng resources may serve the organ, zations’ need for l‘ust
processmg whlle circumventing the mtendedpohcy goal. The use of «lendmg ques-
twns ennblu clients to be fitted into nlresdy-exlstmg case types. Because clients
of _one- gncml service “are o!ten also clients of others, mbber-stnmpmg a
prevmusly determined stncus speeds processmg, but at. the risk of missing
relevnnt ml‘ormn.uon \vhxeh may. pre]udlce the mterests of the client. Inl'ormanon
can be wnhheld from some clients while others, thought more duervmg, can, be

not

used. Lost bepefit costs are onl’, one way a client may pay for service; time is

* another. Clients are Expected to wait, for service, 'in po;)rl; se.%up waiting rooms,

i
in queues or ‘'on waiting lists, all to save the.werker from wasting their valuable
time on missed .;ppointments, should they"lbe sllowed. i b ’

'h@st of the routines for processing clients serve an additional purpw;, that

of teaching the people receiving the service the client.role, which is necessary for

the smooth running of a ! .. The clients’ time-i v zlmw;j them
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that their time is worth lit?le while the buresuc;nts' t:;me is valuable.s Crowded
waiting rooms or queues promote control by social pressure — others are waiting
too - and the “first come first served” message advertises finite resources,
Clients suffer psychological costs as well: long waits show a lack of respect, s do
the sometimes degrading questions which clients are expected to'answer. Often
interviews are held in open rooms which ,;ive'zhe client no privacy. Clients are

tnngl}t the degree of deference required, and are subtly taught the penalties for

receive, which will proiiably differ from the media pmentptioﬂ of government

policies (Lipsky 1980:54-70). S -

It is a defining ch istic of street-level bur ies that their clients
A cannot usually choose their status. Becnuse of the ascribed status of clients there

lS a basic difference between a customer and a client:
Customers ... select the-options they desire; the organization follows a
prespecified set of activities to satisfy their demands. Little fexibility -»
or discretion in the:nature of the service delivered remains.once the cus-
tYal tomer appears and specifies what he wants (Rosenthal and Lmner-\
1980:383).

An additional aspect of.the clients lu?:fi of control over their situation is that
5 . ¥

any complaints which they may have are “‘managed’’ through a variety of struc-

tural h (pressnre p routines, appeals, ete.) and-do

not lend to policy change (see for exampla Llpaky 1980:133-139; and Salvesen

1985:49-51). The costs which a street-level burgaumt can impose on & mis-

"behaving client (verbal abuse, negl or i ience) leave the
. - -

wary client with few ies (passivity, i or humility) and the

lack of deference. They are taught what level of treatment they may expect to
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(showings or making ds) with few options (Lipsky 1980:59).

“Lipsky takes the position that the non-voluntary nature of most
client/bureaucratic interkiona negates client input as a significant” element of
theystreet-level bureaucrat’s role. In zgreement with Sarbin and Allen (1968),

Lipsky states that:
Generally role theorists locate the origin of role expectations in three
sources; in peers and others who occupy comﬂementuw role positions;
in referénce groups, in terms of which expectatidns are defined _although
they are not literally present; and in public expectations where con-
sensus about role expectations can sometimes be found (Lipsky
1080:45). -

. In support of McNamara (1967), Lipsky also claims'that the social background. of

incumbents is not an issue in role management. He states that the process of
training and socialization counteracts-the effects of differences in the class back-

grounds of recruits. } ‘e
.,

The major premises of i theory can be ized in % fol-

X -
lowing manner. . It is axipmatic that pelicy at the point of implementation is

<

different from. policy at the point of formulation. This difference is due to the

pivotal role of the street-level bureaucrat whose functior is to mediate between
citizens and government ‘and wh;x does ‘so from a structural position which
demands both discretionary rights and relative autonomy.

The street-level bureaucrats are mediators because it is they who deIi‘ver_pol_-

icies or services to citizens in face-to-face i i Di ionary rights are
assumed by the street-level burembrats for several reasons. Bureaucratic goals

are frequently worded in vague or ambiguous terms which necessitate practical

P i ies are complex izations that must respond to
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