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ABSTRACT

American lesgislators are among the most well studied politics
rs. Yet we know relatively little about how lawmakers evaluate
r jobs. This lack of knowledge is troublesome, because thzre is
on to believe that legislators' job satisfaction affects
ormance in office and career decisions. These variables in turn
sffect such matters as thes average level of expertise zmong ths
islative membership.
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This peper summarizes the first stzges of research aimed at
assessing the causes and consequences of job satisfaction among
Celifornia county supervisors. Data for this paper are derivad mainly
from open-endsd interviews with current supervisors, former
supsrvisors, and other people connected with county government in four
Celifornia counties, as well as responses to the pilot versions of
statewide written surveys.

The bulk of this paper consists of discussion of the work of
county supsrvisors, and how they react to it. I first outline key job
cheracteristics for supesrvisors as s group. Next I offer an individual
levsl Jjob satisfaction model which drews heavily on the organizstionzl
and industrisl psychology literature on this topic. A number of
concrete hypotheses related to this model are then presentsad.

The mod=sl end the hypotheses will be evaluated using data from
stetewide surveys now being conductad.



I INTRODUCTION

I like [my Job as supervisor]. I'm going to run sgein. I'm

a8 pretty energetic person, and I like challenge. I like
different things. I don't like one job where you're only
doing one thing. Diversity, challenge, excitement,
intersction with people. I like it pretty well.

- California county supervisor A [1]

[I am] very sstisfied [with my job as supervisor]. If I had
to do the whole thing cver, and decid= what I was going to
do, I'd choose what I am doing now... The ability to go
through life thinking you've made a difference is really all
that there is. Going through life feeling like you're
filling a spot, and that you've never made a differesnce, is a
terrible waste.

- California county supervisor B

Counties are very confining. They are essentially an
extension of state government. Very little of what counties
are responsible for they have the authority to modify. We
spent a lot of time on land use policy. But other than that,
there's little discretionary authority... [T]here was more
opportunity I saw in the Assembly to make changss in our
lives,

- Former California county supsrvisor A

(now 2 member of ths State Assembly)

It is quite possible that we know more sbout Amsrican legisletors

then w:z do about any other politicel asctors (with the possible
exception of the "movers and shakers" in New Haven, Connecticut). We
have lesrnsd a significant amount r2garding lawmskzrs' social and
politicel backgrounds, as well as specific factors that prompt people
to seek legislative office, though we are still far from & theory of
political rscruitment (Czudnowski, 1975; Matthews, 1984; Prewitt,

1970). We have become increasingly sophisticatasd in analyzing not only
how voters mzke decisions in legislative races, but whet lawmakers
themselves do to increase their chances of reelection. Furthermore,
the enelysis of how legislators' seek reselection has providsd insight
into meny features of legislators' behavior between elections that
might otherwise be hard to comprehend (Jacobson, 1987; Mayhew, 1974;
Fiorine, 1977). Drawing on decision theory, we have developad
relatively powerful models of how and why lawmakers cast votes on the
legisletive floor (see especially Kingdon, 1981). We have also learned
much regerding thes roles sub-groups play in legislative bodiss, and tha
part they play in fulfilling members' goals (e.g. Fenno, 1973). And
particularly in recent years, we have gained insights into why
legislators leave office.

1 All quotes from present and former county officials arc
extracted from the transcripts of personsl interviews I conducted from
December of 1986 through November of 1987.



Yot we know surprisingly little about a topic thst would sezsmingly
be & central concern of the lawmakers themselves: how they evaluste
their jobs. Simply put, political scientists are unszble to speak with
guthority about the aspects of their work that legislators find
setisfying, the job characteristics which frustrate them, and ths
reasons for these judgments. Truisms sbound-- e.g. "They don't do it
for the money--" but they are nelther backsd by solid empirical
evidence nor do they buy us much in understanding the sentiments of
lewmakers. Furthermore, despite considerasble interest in what causes
legislators to sesk higher office, we have little information about
what they find attractive about these other positions, or, for thst
matter, what they find unattractive about hanging on to their current
posts.

This is not to say that the subjsct has been completely ignored.
A few studiss of legislstive life, for example, have included
information about espects of their work that lawmakers find satisfying
or dissetisfying. Charles Clepp (1963), for example, concludad his
study of members of Congress by summarizing the edvantages and
disadvantages of Congress as a place to work. 1In general, he concluded
thet Members find serious problems with the contextusl aspects of thelir
positions, including long hours, relatively low pey, incessant public
demands, and, especially, disruption of family life. These problems
ers overshadowed, though, by the rewards of the work itsz1f, in ternms
of its excitement and challesnge, contribution to Members's senss of
being invelvaed in somsthing important, providing a sense of being
helpful to psople, and the like. Y=t these studies are impressionistic
rather than systematic, and fail to offer a thorough anslysis of the
consequences of legislators' evaluations of thsir work.

Other interesting work in this areas follows under the general
rubric of "individual political psychology." James Barber's well known
thzory of politicians' character traits has implications for how
legislators evaluete their jobs. Such implications are particulerly
apparent in his 1985 book, The Lawmakers, which is a study of
Connecticut state legislators. 1In that work, Barber argues that, for
instance, the "lawmaker" types (those who like their Jobs and hava
high levels of activity) particularly enjoy the policy making aspects
cf their work, and find meaningfulness and satisfaction in their policy
efforts. "Spectator" types (those who like their Jobs but are not very
active in the legislature), on the other hand, evaluate most positively
the socisl aspects of their work, and the opportunity for personsl
interaction. Similarly, a study of politicians' motivations by Jamss
Payrne and his colleagues suggests that, for example, those who are
motivated by "status incentives most enjoy the prestige that can be
obtained from jobs as lawmakers, while people motivated by the "game"
incentive evaluste most positively the competition and struggle that
sre part of being in s legislative body.

However, it is clear that these political psychology theories do
not offer & thorough analysis of how legislators evaluate thelir Jjobs
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(nor, in fairness, is this their intention-- their focus is on
political personalities and the impact of personality types). These
studies are not instructive with regard to the average level of
satisfaction with legislative jobs. Additionally these theories do not
offer much guidance as to the tradeoffs involved in lawmakers' gobaf IT
they are attracted by "stetus," do legislators also positively evaluate
their perceived ability to obtain results from their policy §efforts;
and does this matter? Is compensation at all important? These
limitations becoms even more spparent when we try to apply the theories
tc the question of why legislators might or might not find positions in
enother legisletive body sttractive. Assume a set of local legislators
cen be clessified according to the typology of Payne and his
colleagues, and that some of thase legislators seek positions in ths
state legislature or U.S. House of Representatives. Are we to conclude
that these individuals g=t "more" of their original incentive in the
new job? Or should we make the equally plausible assumption that ths
local legislature and other legisletive bodies offer equal
possibilities for people who are attracted by incentives such as
"game," but differ in other respects such as compensation? Personality
oriented theories offer little guidance here.

It might be asked whether ambition theory offers us a way out of
this dilemma. After all, Joszph Schlesinger and his followers have
providsd insights into how the structural characteristics of politi
jobs affect the propensity for elective officials to seek highsr of
(Schlesinger, 1965; Levine and Hyde, 1977; Rohde, 1979; Bladk, “19F2
For instance, these scholars emphasize how aspirations for higher
office &sre affectsd by such factors as the overlap batwaen a
politician's current district and the jurisdiction of the of the offics
being sought. Yet ambition theorists are virtuslly silent as to why
pcliticians Tz2e] different offices are mors or less desirable.

dmitesdly, bition theorists, enulating the =conomists, use =
sl of humen motivaticn.  But in this cass, thdr?
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lear what politicians ars trying to maximiz
y influsnce? These questions ramzin unanswarsad.
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Prestige? P
The literaturs on legislative turnover provides more informstio:
on how lawmsxers evaluete their positions, and what fectors sccount for
their evalustions. Studies of state legislatures, for example, hav=s
suggestad that long hours and travel commitments are s source of
dissetisfaction for members of these bodies, because they cause family
disruption and disruption of non-legislative work activities (Wiggins
end Burdick, 1977; Blsir snd Henry, 1981; Francis end Baker, 1S35;
Ros=znthal, 1981). And recent studies of the 1970s increase in
voluntery retirsment from the U.2. House of Representatives argus
convincingly that: 1) the ability to build up influsnce in the Houss
through continued service is a primery sttraction of continusd sorvice
in thet body; but 2) reforms in the seniority system have eroda=d
Members' certainty of gasining such influence, thus lessaning
legislators' satisfaction with their Jjobs, and prompting mors voluntery
ratiremsnts (Frantzich, 1978; Hibbing, 1982). Yet these theorists tond
to provide only indirect information about legislators' evaluations of
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obs Additionslly, those investigating turnover tend to
eto on factors thought to be related to dezcisions to lssve
retnﬁr then evaluating & broad range of werk dimesnsions.
2, turnover studies generslly focus on those membars who
y lecve their Jobs, giving much less esttention to those who
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summary, we are lacking thorough and systematic studies of why
tors ere or are not satisfied with their jobs. But doss it

that knowl=dge is lacking in this ares? Given thast the majority
r< not 5cd1:ts, ceterls paribus we would gesnerelly prefar thsat
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sentatives are hsppy rather than unhappy, Jjust ss we would
=r the same for othsr fellow citizsns. But in terms of issues thsat
f broader concern to politicsl scientists, is the satisfaction of
lators cons=quantial? I believe it is for a number cf ressons.

it is intrinsicslly interesting to undsrstend legislators' work
action because this informetion may shad light on 2 topic of long
nterest to politicsl scientists: the rewsrds of politicsl
*pa**on. Second, while ressarch on Jjob satisfaction in other
ions sugg=ssts thct the relstionship between svalustion of work
o*uc**v‘ty is very complicated (Hesnne snd Locke, 1985; Gruneberg,
it is worth exploring whether more satisfied legislators are 1n
espects more productive. Third, implicit in some of the earlie
ion is ths idea that satisfaction affscts cereer descisions. In
ngar's terms, it is logicsl to bzlieve that satisfaction affocts
legisletors have "discrete" smbitions (simply finishing ths
= term in office); "static" smbitions (remeining in the current
beyond ths present term); or "prograssive" ambitions (obtaining
olitical office). These csareer decisions, in turn, have
implications. The extent of turnover may affect the
e of g legislative body and the extant to which new idsss s
into political discussions. And if certain types of ppopl
more policy oriented individuals, sre more likely to ba
satisfied or unsatisfied in a particular legislative seotting, this
could sffect the types of ectivities that are conductad at different
levels of government. Furthermore, various reform measures, such as
increesing legislators' psy, are based on implicit notions that such
me2esurss will increas= incumbents' job satisfaction. Informzticn on
the verecity of such claims would help us evaluate these policy
propossls.
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This paper reflects progress to date on an effort to assess ths
guses and consequences of Jjob sstisfaction among locasl legislators.
It is besed primarily on an ongoing study of county supervisors [2] in
Californias. Because Job satisfaction is not a topic that has received
much attention from political scientists, I will draw heavily on ths

litereture from anothsr field: orgzsnizationel and industrial
psychology. I will offer an snalytical model based on my fisld werk

2 In msny other states, those =lected to the county governing.body
errad to as county commissioners.
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and review of the literature. But I will not be able to fully test ths
model, because necessary data is stilll forthcoming.

On2 additional question should be answered bafors procesding to
the bedy of this paper: why focus on county supervisors? Part of the
reason is z desire to till unplowed territory. And it is hard to find
territory thet is less well tilled than a study of county dscision
makers. To put it bluntly, political scientists virtually have ignored
this field of government. As the authors of ons of the only thorough
studies of county supervisors (appropristely entitled The Forgotten
Governments) =mphssized:

The literature on counties is scanty. Most county studies do
not bring to bear contemporary concspts in political science
and advances in msthodology. (Marando and Thomas, 1977, 8)

Y=t county supervisors meske critical decisions in such areas ss land
use and impl=mentaetion of state health end welfare programs. Indeed it
is interesting to note that while city councils ars probably better
studied than boards of supervisors (Giventer and Neely, 1984), the
range of policy authority in councils is gesnerally narrower. Thus my
reseerch should have ths additional virtue of shedding light on the
characteristics and behavior of political esctors about which 1little is
kncwn. Sescond, it ls most practical-to conecentrate on localfofficiels
wh2n using a strategy that relies heavily on personal interviews
ccenducted by the Investigator, as is ths cess with this project.
Finally, but not least importantly, I am simply interestazd in county
boards of supervisors. This interest undoubtedly stems from a numbsr
of factors, such as their veriety, combinetion of rural and urban
characteristics, small size and accessibility, and the fact that deal
with policy questions that have long been concerns of mine. But in any
event, the interest is thzsre.

II DATA

There are two main types of data for this study: op=n-endad,
personal interviews, and closed-ended written questionnaires. The
interview phase of the project commenced first, and is virtually
complets. Between December of 1986 and November of 1987 I held a
series of face to face discussions with people involved in county
politics in four different counties. [3]One of these counties is large
in size (over 500,000 residents), two are medium-sized (between 100,000
and 5C0,000 residents) and one is small-sized (under 100,000
residents). I tried to interview every current member of the board,
and thus far have held discussions with 17 of the 20 supervisors. I
glso interviewed 10 former board members, and personal staff to the

2 In order to preserve ths confidentiality of interviewees, T will
not mention their names or the names of the counties where I conducted
the interviews. 1In som= cases, I have also changed a few other deteails
to preserve confidentislity.
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supervisors, if any. Additionally, in two of the counties I conductad
a8 rether exhaustive set of interviews with reporters covering the
board, interest groups having business before the supervisors, and
county administrative staff. In another case, I conducted only limited
interviewing beyond members, former members and personal staff, while
in ths fourth I did no additional interviewing. Interviews ranged 1in
length from about 20 minutes to about two hours.

It n2ed be emphasized that the original focus of these interview
was not on Job satisfaction per se, though seversl questions in this
erea were included. Instesd my research initially was designed to
investigzte the impact of professionalism on legislative
representetiveness, legislative indepsndencs, and similar topics. My
interest in the original research topic waned 2s I found
proXessionalism variables being overwhelm=d by other factors, and my
interest in Jjob satisfaction waxed as a consequences of the rich and
provocative commznts I obtained from local lawmakers. Indsed, It wes
the epparent enthusiasm with which many supervisors spoks of their Jjob,
despite "objectively" difficult circumstances, that prompted me to give
this papzsr its title. As s consequance of the change in focus for my
research, and the small, non-random sample, the interview data can be
us=d only to suggest relationships, not confirm or deny hypotheses.

Additionally, I am in the process of conducting ststewide surveys
of supzrvisors in the remaining 54 countiss, a2ll former supervisors in
those counties who cen be identified, and, fer comparison purposes,
city council members in the largsst cities of many cocunties,

The first versions of these surveys have bszen pilot-tested in two
countizss; the results asre reflectad in this paper. The final version
of the surveys will have been mailed to the target populations by the
time this paper is presented.

ITI CHARACTERISTICS OF SUPERVISORS' JCBS

What is it 1like being a county supervisor in California? In this
section, I will address that question. The intention hers is not to
build an enalyticsl model of individual level behevior; that will be
done in the next section of the paper. Instead, the aim here is to
provide & better understanding of the context in which supervisors
cperate, end to =xplein key charascteristics of their Jjobs that can be
described in relatively objective terms.

First of 211, some basic facts about the responsibilities of
boards of supervisors are needsd. Each of California's 58 counties is
governed by an elected board of supervisors. Bozrds arse the principle
policymaking units within county governments (Koehler, 1983). Like
city councils, boards of supervisors have both administrat?ve (e.g.
contract approvasl) and legislative (e.g. development of locs
ordinsnces) responsibilities. However, unlike city councils, boards
gra charged with implementing state-required programs, because counties
sre administrative arms of the state. An example would be providing



cr the ecare of medically indigent adults not eligible for @ssistance
undsr federel/state heslth programs, such as Medicare.

In general, boerds appoint z chief sdministrative officer (CAO), ‘
who is usuelly responsible for preparation of a budget, development of
en agenda for the board, and coordination of information provided
supervisors. The relative power of the board and the CAO over the day-
to-day operation of county departmsnts varies from county to county.
Part of this varisnce is a result of different appointmsnt patterns; in
some cases the board delegetes the power of appointment tc the CAOC,
thus putting pressure on the departments to deal directly with this
individual, while in other case the board mezintains asppointive
authority, thereby encouraging departments to deal with the supervisors
themselves., Additionally, in each county there &sre a number of other
elacted officials, such as the sheriff and district attorney, who have
specified powers and are outside the direct control of the supervisors
(though the suporv*sors, through their control of the budget, can try
to influence these officials).

While state law charges supsrvisors in sll counties with the same

Zznerel gset ¢f responsibilities, damographic, social and economic
V%fl&blf: af-e“t thz types of issues supzarvisors smphasiz=s, end the
volums of ecti v’ty Size hss & perticularly largs =2ffect. Countiszss
rangs in siz; from tiny Alpin=, with & population of 1,200 &n 19875 to
giznt Los Angeles, which, with a population of 8.3 million in 1987, is
lerg=r then &ll but s=2v=sn stetess othzr than Cal:Lo nia. Workload
varics accor dﬂngly. Cortus T. Koehler, in = 1582 study of county
government, found that ths Alpin= County Bozsrd of Supervisors mst twics

)

monthly and hsd en avarage of 60 items cn the agenda, while thz Los
Angeles Board met twice a week with an averags cf 25C items to consider
(Koshler, 1983, 75; it should be notad that this undoubtedly
understetes the difference, because In largs countiss supsrvisors and
county steff often make a concerted effort to keep many items off th-=
agznds, so supervisors cen avoid besing deluged with minor issus2s).
Urten-rural difference also have a major impact. A long time CAO for
first 2 ssmi-rural Bay Area county, and then a highly urban county in
the samz region, told me that the mix of issues considered by
supervisors in these two counties diffsred greatly. In the former,
much of the land remsins unincorporatsd, growth has besen a highly
charged political issue, end land use matters continue to dominate the
agenda. In the latter, little of the area is unincorporated, and much
of the territory is inappropriate for development. Consequently, the
ag=nda t=snds to bes focus=d on traditionslly urban issues such as
transportation planning.

Basic fects sbout the membership of boards of supervisors are also
needed. With the exception of San Francisco, which is a combined city
and county, therz are szlways five members on the board (San Francisco
has en 11 member board of supervisors, as wzll as zn elact=d mayor).
wLm‘ﬁrs are elected to four year terms, on & steggered basis; ususlly
two or three supcrv*sors will be up for election during an even
nuwb red year., As is thes case with other local elective contssts in

Q)
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Celifornia, county supesrvisorisl rasces are non-partisan. In virtuelly
evsry county, including the smallest ones, superviscrs sre elected on a
cdistrict basis. This ls another way in which boards differ from city
councils, because "at-large" elections are the norm st the city level
in this state. Because of the large differences in population among
counties, supervisorfal districts vary in size from a few hundred
pzople to over 1.5 million people in Los Angeles.

Why do people sesk s2ats on county boards of supervisors? Ons
possibility that has been emphasized in political recruitment
literaturs is that supervisors see such work in volunteeristic terms.
Thet is, they see themselves as "giving something to the community;"
they may sven be "reluctant cendidates" goaded by others and by a sense
of civic duty. While recognizing other motives, Kenneth Prewitt, in
his important study of city council members in the San Francisco Bay
Arez, stressed the volunteeristic motives of council members {(Prewitt,
1570s and 1970b). In contrast, Alvin Sokclow, in a study of locsl
elected officisls in smell rural communitiss, argued that even in thsse
non-professionelized legislative bodies perceived personal rewards of
serving in office (e.g. challenge, ability to feel accomplished),
policy motives and dissatisfaction with incumbents tend to bs the
dominent motivations for seeking office (Sokolow, 1987).

To the extent that the volunteeristic mod=l of motives for seeking

office is accurate, a focus on supervisors' job satisfaction might b=
insppropriate, because many of these officials would not ses thsir
positions ss "Jobs." Howzvar, my rescarch tends to confirm Sokolow's
parspective, Of the present snd former supervisors I interviswed, 24
of whom gave Indications as to why they sought the office in the first
place, only two gave unambiguous evidence of volunteeristic motives.
Most indicated they were prompted by some combination of policy and
personal motives. Three former supervisors stressed using the office
as a stepping stone to other political carezrs. Typical of comments
includad the following.

The Alpha City Council has a two term limit. And I wes
coming to the end of my second term. I had to make &
decision sbout what I was going to do; whethzar I was going to
run for another office or go back to my original educstionsal
experience, which was urban planning. The thing that was
most app=eling to me wes to stay in government. At that
time, ths [county supervisorial] seat that I was going to be
running for was going to bz vacated, so I would not bs
running against an incumbent. So the opportunity was really
ripe to run for the seat. After spending time in urban
planning, I realized I really didn't want to do that. I
r2zlly enjoyed my job [on the Alpha Council]... I 1liked
government.

- California county supervisor C

I startad out becoming involved becsuss of issucs I didn't
se2 being addressed... As a general rule, it usually tzkes



some specific issues to ignite or incite a2 pesrson to be
interested [in political office]. In my case it was probably
broad interest in the lack of specific transportation
improvements, specifically highways. And the insensitivity
to en edvocacy group, business, that I saw as providing clear
benefits, in terms of jobs.

- California county superviscor D

I had grown up in Beta County, from the age of nine, loft for
colleg= and law school, [and clame back to Bets County with
the intention of getting elected to office... My interest in
politics is as a vehicle for stimulating socisl change. And
I felt that elective politics wes & viable forum for
[edvocating] idsas, so I came back to where I had a bess, a
home base. I had decided originelly I was going for
Congress. Shortly after I returned... my predecessor on the
board of supervisors resigned. After looking over the
situaticn, I felt that s race for Congress was not practical.
There wes a strong incumbent, & Republican, who had been
there for 18 to 20 yeers... I f=lt thest I would run for
supervisor... snd learn something about politics, establish s
reputetion.

-Former Cslifornia county supervisor B

With this background informstion, the stage is set f
dzscription of key supervisorlial Jjob characteristics. Th
e Tollowing.

A. Supsrvisors Work Long Hours.

While the emount of time supervisors spend on their jobs varies
significantly (and I intend to explore whether this variance is relata=d
to job satisfaction), there is strong evidsnce that thz aversge smount
of time supervisors devote to their work is very large. Koshler's mid-
1970s survey respondents davoted an averasge of 51 hours asnd four nights
& week to their supervisorial duties (Kos=hler, 198%). Among the 24
supervisors whom I interviewed or responded to my pilot survey, and for
whom I have data regarding number of hours worked, only seven reported
working less than 40 hours & week. Another ten worked 40 to 60 hours a
week, while six reported putting in over 60 hours a week! The amount
of work required is related to the size of the county. Yet Sokolow's
r2search indicates that even in the smallest, rural counties
supervisors often devote the equivalent of nearly a full time work week
to their board duties (Sokolow, 1987).

Supervisors spend their time on a variety of tasks. Reviewing
background material for board meetings, discussing agenda items wit
Interest=d pertles, and attending board hearings themselves are likely
to involve more then a full day's work. Additionally, sll supervisors
have sssignments to & number of regional bosrds and commissicns (e.g.
transportation bosrds, air quality boards, commissions cherged wit
approving municipal annexations). As will be discussed in greater
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dzpth shortly, there 1s a significant amount of constitusncy work that
dzmends supervisors' asttention. And there are also numerous community
events to ettend, particularly at night. The "rubber-chicken circuit"
ncted for members of Congress exists at the county level as well;
service clubs, mobile homsowners associations, chembers of commerce
etc. are constantly inviting "their" supervisor to functions.

The volume of work needed can surprise even new members with

significent knowledge of county government. Supervisor E, who had
internad with another board member in the same county, nevertheless
told me that she wes "flabbergasted" at the zmount of work involved.
After putting in 50-60 hour weeks during her first two years, she had
mzneged to reduce her time commitment, but had hardly escaped the
feeling of pressure:

Well, starting with Christmas-- it's kind of strange, because
I took @ couple weeks off around Christmss. I think I've
[now] gotten it down to 40 or 45 hours a week. I never get
done, I never finish. It's kind of like housework
{leughs)... Yes, the [time commitm=nt] is down. And I'm
feeling guilty sbout it...

BE. Supervisors Are Psid Modsstly.

Ltgain, there is s notable diversity among county practices.
Salaries are strongly correlated with county populasticn; & simpls
regression of 1986 supsrvisorial saleries on county population explains
cver 56% in the variance in the former varisble. Some of the lergest
ccunties psy supervisors salaries that are higher than those of state
legislators, excluding the per diem provided the latter. In fact, th=
$77,000 paid to Los Angesles County supervisors in 1386 even exceeded
the salaries of Members of Congress. There are, though, some
significent deviations from the rule linking population and salary.

Sen Bernardino County, which ranked 6th in terms of population in 1535,
renked 16th in terms of supervisorial pay. And Sonomsa County, which
renked but 16th in populaticn, offered supervisors & salary exceeda=d by
only four counties.

However, the overall picture is one of & relatively modest level
of compensstion, considering the responsibilities involved. The
average yearly pay for supervisors in 1986 was $25,351. Yet even
supsrvisors in small counties are responsible for budgets in the 10s of
millions of dollars, while the Los Angeles County budget in 1985/85 wes
£6.2 billion dollars (Californis State Assembly, Committee on Loce
Government, 1985). And as several supervisors reminded me, board
members are in most counties are paid as if their jobs were part time,
even though full time work was required. Furthermore, several of the
supsrvisors for whom I have date took pay cuts to serve on the boerd.
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Ccmpar=d to Many Other Legislstors, Supervisors Are Not Electorslly
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David Mayhew has srgued, in part, that it is reasonatle to suggest
thet much congresslonal behavior is attributable to the reelection
mctive, becesuse incumbents have a rational fear of defeat. Even though
the vest majority of incumbents are reelected, most Members have
experienced a close election at some time, and therefore are concern=d
abcut what could happen to them if they do not "work their districts"
cffectively (Mayhaw, 1974). If this argument is deemed reasonable,
then Celifornies county supervisors should often wake up in the night in
a cold sweat. A relatively high percentage of supervisors not only
face close calls-- they actuslly lose elections. Data to support this
claim are presented in Table 1 on the next page. It is evident from
these dste that while current office holders at &ll levels of
ovarnment tend to win reelection, incumbent supervisors on aversge are
ure thensothsr s2locted-officials, with the sxcepticg ¢of U. &,

Furthermore, for the period 1872 through 1584, :in only =igh
counti-s for wnich I hsve Czta wsre sll incumbsnt sup=srvisors
Moreover, othasr studies hzve indicstzd thzst the
ess of board racss is incr=ssing (Koehler, 1683). In

picture of electoral security we gei for supervisors is
t then the Prewitt sketched with regard to incumbznt Bay
uncil membars, who were shown to bs fsvorad by non-
reces (Preswitt, 197Cs and 1270b).
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My evidence for this conclusion is & little skestzhisr,Fbssiuse .1
date fcr only about ten counties (this includes the four counties
e I conductad interviews, one county for which I have questionneir:

end five other counties for which I have picked up this
tion by other mesens, such as through p=arsonal contscts). It
howsver, that supervisors in smaller counties asre unlikely to
parsonal stsff assistants. Supsrvisors in msdium sized
are likely to have one aide, who may serve full-time or pert-
n such counties, sides are likely to concentrete upon handling
sl constituent problems. This wes clearly the case in the two
1z2d counties where I conducted interviews, sccording to both
members and staff. As cne aide put it:
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I think the most important thing I do for Mark [not his rezl
name] is that I handle most of his constituent work... He's
pretty visible. He's sesn as a spokesman for p=ople who
might not hsve som=zon2 to speak up for them. Our office gets
lots of calls from people having problems with the welfare
system, the hzelth delivery system, and people in thsz rurel
grezs who are having problems with rcad[s]. A lot of land
use issues come to him with psople who are trying to
subdivide, or pzople who ars trying to build, or ars neseding
Informztion. I handl=z asbout 80% of these...
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Teble 1
Rates of Incumbency Reelaction for Various Offices
1578-1584
YEAR
- OFFICE 1978 -+ 13880 1382 13584 15978-84
(Pooled Dats)

Czlifornia County -- -- - -- T4%
Supervisors [4]
California State Q0% S2% 96% S5% --
Asszmbly Members
California State 87 G4 80 S4 s
Senators
M2mbers of the G1 88 g7 g8 --
Cslifornis U.S.
House Delegation
A1l Members cf S4 o1 GO G5 e
the U.S. House
U.S. Senators 69 65 c3 cle -

Sources: 1) county supervisorisl dats: survey of county voting
r=gistration officials conducted by the author; 2) Californis Assembly,
Celifornia State Senate, and U.S. House delegation data: California
Journsl, July and December election summary issues for the years 1978
through 1986; 3) U.S. House national data and U.S. Senate data:

. Jacobson (1587).

4 This figure reflects clection results in 52 counties. Dsata from
Amzdor, El Dorasdo, Sutter, Venturs and Yolo Counties were unavsilable.
Detzs from the City and County of San Francisco were omitted because of
lack of comparability to r=sults in other counties.



It is only in large counties where supervisors are likely to ha
multiple aides. This enables staff to d=velop substentivs specislt?
=.g. transportation, toxic wastess). Staff msy prepers issue memos
cr supervisors in these areas, and analyze the spplicsble sections of
he county budgets particulerly closely. Additionally, having multiple
‘des assist superviscrs in monitoring the numerous boards and

ions to which they sre assigned. However, even in these

primary responsibility of staff remesins constituency

ities.
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E. Sup=srvisors D=2l with & Wide Variety of Issues.

Board members are called on to address issues in numerous
differsnt substantive areas. A bocard agenda might include the
following types of items, [5] as well as several very routine matters:

- Action on a plan for providing public transit services
in unincorporated areas

- Discussion of policy options for addressing a toxic waste
spill

- Consideretion of a "no-smoking" ordinance for county
property

- Action on & propcsed naw general plsn that gresatly
restricts the eree svslilable for devzlopment in the county

- Consideration of a supplemental appropriation for child
sbuse prevention programs

- Considerstion of an ordinance banning pit bulls in
unincorporated residential areas

- Closed section negotiations on 2 psy raise for county
employees

- Closed section discussion of ways to desal with (the latest-
never the last) suit against the county for inadequate jail
conditions

For better or worse, then, supervisors are called on to ba policy
gensralists. Some board members find this a very appealing aspect of
their job. As supervisor C indicated:

[One] thing I like a lot about the job is the variety. I
like the fact that I don't spend all my time only on roads,

5 This 1list is basad on actual items that were considersd or werse
Tecrtheoming in the four counties where I conducted intervisws with
sup2rvisors.
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or only on parks and rec., or only on mental hesaltnhn., 1T
really like the fact that it's a job whers there are so many
issues.
i nrents Have Imposed Major Constrsints on
ion Meking Powsrs in Many Policy Ar=as.
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While there is significant veriety in the topics supserviscrs are
l=2d on to address, their policy choices asre often quite limited

suse of rules imposed by ths stete and, to a lesser extent, federal
ernments. This is particularly the cese with regard to certein

gr ar=as, such as public &sssistance., For example, Aid to Femilies
th Dependant Children (AFDC) is the largest cash grant public
assistance program administered at the county level. Yet county
governments cannot influsnce the types of people eligible for AFDC,
cznnot determinz how much eligible families asre entitled to receive,
and cannot specify the resources people can meintsin and remain
entitled to besnefits. For this reason supervisors concentrate 1itlle
attenticn on a program like AFDC. This leads to the following irony:
even though public sssistance is usually the largest item in the county
budget, considerastion of this portion of the spending plan 1s likely to
be perfunctory. Indeed, one county welfare dirsctor told me that the
board spent only ebout half an hour on itsms falling undsr the purview
of his department in the previous budget ds=liberation!
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G. Supsrvisors Meintain Considerzble Policy Authority in Soms: €8S,
znd Have Sipgnificant Control Cv=r the Administrstive Dstsils for
Cth=r Progrems.

In certain ar=as, such as land use and roads, supervisors maintain
e influence. And it is hard to overestimate the importance of
he former in counties with a significant amount of unincorporsted
territory. Lznd uss decisions influsnce the smount of new d=valopment
thet can take place, whether rural areas will remein in agriculture,
the spesd with which the population will grow, and other matters of
great interest to the local population. Thus it is little wondsr that
developers are msjor contributors to supervisorial campaigns, and that
those environmental groups that exist in s county focus particularly on
land use decisions.
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Supervisors also maintasin control over decisions affecting the
day-to-day administration of programs. Thus it is supervisors and
othar county decision maskers that will largely determine how the
State's embitious "workfare" progresm for welfare recipients will
opsrate in resl life. Board members elso determine where grants from
higher level govarnments will be spent, and can often choose to
supplement programs initiatzd by the federsl and state govzrnments.
For instance, some counti=s have provided an "over-mstch" (i.e. more
than the contribution of county funds th= state requires) in the ar=ee
of social services, thus sllowing for additional social worker
sgtivity. As & practical matter, though, such supplementestion has
become more difficult, for the reason discussed below.
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H. Supervisors Face a Tight Fiscal Situation in Working on Local
Progrems.

A veriety of sources lead to one gensral conclusion: counties are
hurting financially (see County Supervisors Association of California--
CSAC-- 1G86; California State Assembly, Committees on Local Government,
1985; Iwata, 1986). My own interviews with county supervisors in
staff, as well as the return=d questionnaires from the pilot counties,
confirm the notion that counties are under severe financial strsin, &snd
thet many are facing net reductions in programs. Many counties are
confronted with the ne=sd to cut services often considered most
essential, such as law enforcement, fire protection and road
maintenance. "Discretionary" programs such as parks and librsries have
been even harder hit.

The reasons for counties' problems are readily apparent. Like
other sub-netional governments, counties must maintain balanced
budgats. Prcposition 13 eliminated supervisors' principal meens of
metching aveileble revenues with services demzndsd: adjusting the
property tex rate. Since the passage of Proposition 13 in 1978,
property tax receipts have declined as a pecrtion of county revsnues.
Additional funding from the State has bsen provided to compensate for
the lost property tex decllars. However, in recz=nt years growth in
county obl'gctions for state-mandated programs has outstripped growth
in county revenues, including whet is availsbles from higher levels of
governments, - In pcrt* cular, countles have besen burdened with sherply
increesad costs in the sreas of publ ¢ assistance and criminasl Justico
(courts and Jails).

It is important to emphasizs that while "even Czlifornia's lzrgest
counties have not been immune" to the fiscal crisis according to a CSAC
study (CSAC, 1986, 5), the effects have not been uniform across county
boundaries. Small, rural counties have been particularly hard hit
(CSAC, 19ov, Iwatc, 1986). This is because these countiss tend to hsave
econcmiss based on agriculture and/or timber, areas which have been
depressed in recent years. Such problems not only lower county
revenues, but increase spending obligations because they lead to
increases in dzmand for public social services.

The bottom line is that supervisors must strain to find dollars
for programs they support. Indeed, supervisors are commonly forced to
make raductions in programs they believe need additionsl funding. For
the most part, supervisors report bsing frustrated by this situation.
However, some supervisors appsrently view these circumstances as a
psrticular challenge, and one that they enjoy. We will return to the
effect of fiscasl solvency on overall job satisfactlon later in this
peper.
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. Sup rvisors Have the Oppecrtunity to Play
nbudsmanr" RZle,

.

limitations on supervisors' ebilitizs may be avi ”
s, there appear to be few restrictions on thsir s -
"ombudsmsn" type activities, except fcr the evar pres
le obl’gat’onc and limited hours in the dsy. Supervisors,
ounties where board members havz personal sssistants, can and
ne on behslf of constitusnts having protlems with county
Inde=sd, ths seven supprv*sors who answered my pllot survey
sp=znding a2n averag=: 37% of their time on constitusncy work.
rs and their staffs emphasiZe the largs amount of constituency
end the greszst d*varsfty of complaints. Examples of cesework
in which supervisors engsge, &ll of which are derived frem my
w3, includs thes following.
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Furthermers, comments from :uporv*sors end thelr stz
have a high rate of success in resolving constituenc
cen be attributable in large pert to county pzrsonnel's
rs*anding of the importance of maintsining good relations with the
ted cfficlsls. As ones county welfere direactor told me, 1
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conclusions clearly is less objective than the others I havs
rning supervisors' Jjobs. Yet it seems equelly spperent,
important to highlight. Supervisors are individuel
trepreneurs, re=pons*b1a for their own politicel care=rs.
no pcrty organizetion to provide board members with disciplinz
tion for their sctivities. Furthermore, tha counties'
el crunch mskes it difficult to play the "you support my p=t
mend I'll quppurt yours" game so favored by Members of Congress.
ugh choices must be msda., If superv*sorc are to succeed, they must
be skilled at the srts of persuasion, negotiation and b~rga*n*ng As
former supervisor C indicated, the job requires one to draw on
"parsonslity, cunning, and the abllity to communicsaste."
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2r of "obJj=active" aspects
£ cb of county supervisor thst would se=m likely to result in

umbent frustration rather than incumbent sstisfaction. Smsll wondar

t when I confrontzd them with these features, s couple board members

ed thet they were crazy or needed psychliatric help. Yet at the same .
tims, there ars other fectors, perticularly related to thes intrinsic

anjoymznt thzt cen be derived from this type of work, that might be

thought to heighten member satisfaction (e.g. the opportunity to be of

tangible sssistance st the individuzsl level to people within the

community). Ths stage is now set for an analysis of supervisors'

satisfaction with their work.

Th= bottom line is that there are a numb

IV ANALYTICAL MCDEL AND HYPOTHESES

ction has not beesn explored in depth by political
topic that has preoccupied orgenizational and
legists (on=z might say it is their equivalent of
tion" or "dependency theory"). 1Indssd, Edwin Locke
rr
+ Z

e w cf the litzrature, estimstsd thst by the
publicaticns existed on the subjsct, and that
g at a rate of sbout 111 & year. This
d= variety of theories, concepts, m=a
ns end empirical results have bezn of
= ob satisfisction are elaboratsly craftz4,
theories' co of no mor=2 than verbalizstion of the rs
h satisfaction was measured." (Thierry and Kcopmen-Iwems, 1€
riticisms of earlier work abound, esnd gen=sral asgresment on th
t" approach to the subject is lacking.
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The above state of affairs presents a considerable challenge to
som=2one wishing to apply ideas from Jjob satisfactica theorists to =
political context. Y2t there are some general themes that can be
culled from this disparate literature, including the following:

1. Multi-Dimensionslity. There is gzn=ral zgreement that
there are & variety of dimensions to job satisfaction, such
as satisfaction with the work itself, the psy, promotionzl
opportunities, the working conditions, and relations with
fzllow employess and supervisors; considerable controversy
remains regarding the number of such dimensions (Smith et al,
195%; Locke, 1976; Algers, 1984).

2. Intrinsic and Extrinsic Rewsrds. Virtuslly all modern
theories of job sstisfaction accept the notion that peopls
evaluatzs their jobs in terms of the "intrinsic" rewsrds thet
they provide in the form of personal growth, feeling of
sccomplishment, or similar psychological r=sults, as well as
in terms of instrumentcal or "extrinsic" rewserds such as pay,
prestige, and opportunity for social contact (Smith ‘et}al,
19659; Locke, 1976; Gruneberg, 1979; Mottsz, 1985).
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2. Impecrtance of the Chsaracteristics of the Job Its=1f.

While earlier studies of work sstisfaction tendsd to focus on
the worker rather than the job, modern thesories emphasize
that the cheracteristics of the work itss1f (e.g. the smount
of autonomy provided a job incumbent) are a msjor determinant
of perceived intrinsic rewards, and therefore overasll job
satisfaction (Hackman and Oldham, 13980; Wsll et al, 1978;
Grunsberg, 1979; Mottaz, 1385).

4, Importance of Individual Values and Psychological
Charscteristics. At thz same timz, most theorists stress
that ths values and psychological characteristics of ths
individual werker interact with job characteristics to
influence overesll satisfaction (see especially King et al,
1982; see also Locke, 1976; Hackman and Oldham, 1980). It is
important to note that there is much less sgreement about
whether and how other non-psychological individual
chzracteristics (e.g. gender, age) affect sstisfaction.

5. Importance of Inter-Personsl Comparisons. Many theorists
stress that people do not simply evsluate their Jjobs in
isoletion; they compare their Jobs to others. This
phenomencn especially has bezsn stressed with regard to
setisfection with pay (Gruneberg, 1579), a topic to which we
will -rsbyrn shortly.

6. Compliceted Relationships Between Satisfaction end
Bahevior. Much of the originzl interest in Jjob satisfaction
was pradicated on the notion that greater sstisfsction would
lead to heightened productivity, decreased absentecsism,
decressed turnover, and other results deemed socially
desireble., Numerous studies have shown that the connections
are more complicated than originally thought, and mediated by
& number of other factors. Moreover, satisfaction has a
stronger relationship to some hypothesized outcomes than
others (see especizlly Henne end Locks, 1985).

Th2 next major task is the presentation of & model for analyzing
the Jjob satisfaction of county supsrvisors. But before proceeding to
that step, a definition of Jjob sastisfaction shculd be presented.
Consistent with the definition used by Locke (1976), I will define ths
term as "a pleasursble or positive emotional state resulting from the
sppreisal of one's job or Jjob experiences." That is, Job satisfection
1s a psychological state. Additionally, Jjob satisfaction is a
varisble. People can be extremely satisfied with their work, extremely
unsatisfied, or fall into s range of categories in between.

The mod=1l T wish to test for county supervisors is a modified
version of on= dsveloped by two organizational davelopment theorists,
J. Richard Hackman and Greg R. Oldham, and shown in Figure 1 on the



naxt psge. [6] Hackman and Oldham argue that three psychologicel stat=s
primarily affect whether people are satisfied with their Jobs, as well
as whether they are highly internslly motivated to work, satisfizd with

the personsl growth that results from work, and highly ef’ect*ve at
thzir jobs: the extent to which they 1) experienve the results of
ir work &s meaningful; 2) have knowledge of results of their
ions; and 3) experience responsibility for the outcomes of their
. These variegbles are in turn Iargely determined by the extent to
ch five key job characteristics (skill varisty, task identity, task
nificancs, autonomy and feedback from the Jjob) are present. Ths
sationships among theses variables are moderated by three different
es of factors. First, the knowledgs and skill of the Jjob incumbent
e reletionship among the variebles. For instance, s
p=rson without the skills to handle highly challenging work will be
l2ss satisfied when a job rates high in terms of skill variety, etc.
Additionzlly, some pesople feel the need for more personal growth than
others, and this affects how they respond to their work. Finally, &
number of contextual factors (satisfaction with job security,
compensation, co-workers end supervision) affect the relationships
among the main set of varizble. For example, sn individual who feels
und@rpcfd may respond much less positively to work that seems
potentislly highly motiveting.
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There are & numbar of sdventages to using the Hackman/Oldham
model. The model reflects the msjor themes of the job sstisfectlion
litereture I referred to above. It also offers a relatively clesar g=t
cf causel r=lationships. Additicnslly, this model forms the
thsoreticel besls for the Job Characteristics Survey, which is ons of
ths ?ost widely used tools for evaluating work satisfaction (Algera,
15984} .

However, I have determined that 1s desirable to mske significent
modifications to the Hackman/Oldham model for my use. Some of the
changes are eimad at correcting deficiencies in the overall model whic
heave bzsn esmphasized by others (see especislly Wsll et sl, 1978;
Algers, 1984) [7] or which I have noted. Other modifications are aimed
&t addressing the psarticular circumstances of analyzing local =lected
cfficiazls. My revised model is shown in Figur= 2 on the second page
following this on=.

& Th= Hackmzn/Cldkar model has sppesr=d in severzl publications,
but th= most thorough pres-=ntaztion of th2 model and scales us=d to
measurs the conceptc is in their book Work Redesign (1980). A
discussion of the deveslopment of the model and its psychometric
rropertiss zppears elsswhere (Hackmzn and Oldhzm, 1975).

7 It should be noted that Hackman end Oldham &rs unusuelly
forthcoming Iin Work R=desien asbout potentisl difficultics with thelir
moda2l, end themselves suggest possible avsnues for ”thE°
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Figure 2: My Reviszd Job Satisfaction Mod=l,
Appli=d to Individual Califoraia County Sup=arviscrs
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The key differences between my model and the Hackman/
es follows.; First, I have postulsted that general set

2coné lesvel ‘ntarmad*ate variable, with the dep=ndent v

Job a"t*v’sm gnd. political cereer decisions.. This. 1
axtension of the Hackman/Oldhcm mod=1. Second, for 2 v

ons [8] I have dropped three varisbles that, slong with g=n=>

ct*on serve as dependent var‘ables in the Hackman/Cldhem mo

nal wo rk motivation," "growth satisfaction" and "high work

_vunoss." However, I heve sddzd another intermediate varizble,

y €fficacy,”" by which I m=zen the percelved ability to accomplish

goals. Pclitical scisnce reseerch has emphasized that

torq are highly motivated by perceived ebility to achieve polic

for exemple Fenno, 1973). Furthermore, county sup=srvisors
often refer to success or failure st affscting specific

nges when asked to svslustzs their Jobs. t slso seems thst

n Ol policy efficacy is separsbls from the thra=

state variables highlighted by Heckman and Oldhazm. A

sor, could, for =xample, consider supervisorisl work

el that he/shw cculd see the results of personal efforts,

riznce responsibility for the result of personel actions

lly foeling that desired policy gosls were being

In addition, I have hypothesizsd that "context" fsctors,

atisfaction, sre first level intermedists varieblss rsthar

ors" of the relationship of other variables. Other

to confirm ths ides that thes= factors czn have s dirsc

ction, even i1f they sre not as 1mpbrten’t as intrinsic

€2 cizlly Locke, 1876).
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heve zlso made some other changes to the model. I have slightly
d the Hackman/Oldhem list of contextual factors to fit ths
on of county supsrvisors (e.g. satisfaction with one's supsriors
r=levant to county supervisors, but satisfacticon with electorszl
y is pertinsnt). More importantly, I have eliminsted the
¢ Job charscteristics variables, such as skill variety, that
end Cldhem emphesize I havs dune this because with the
constraints on my ebillity tﬁ ask a grest number of questions througn =
msil survey, I would rather conventrate on variables that ars more
. evaluative in character. This is particularly ths case since the
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My decision to drop the "internal work motivation" and "growth
action" variables was bas=d largely on my uncertainty about thair
role in thz csussl chain. Toby Wall and his collesgues (1378)
that, on a prior! grounds, it is probsbly mores logical to think
1ternel work motivetion as & partisl cause of gensrel satisfaction,
rether than simply snother result of the three "critical psychological
states." It seems to me the same argument can be made with regard to
"erowth satisfaction." Additionally, I am not convinc=d these two
varizhles are reelly sepsrete from the three "psychological states"”
veriebles. With ragard to "work effectiveness," I am unable to
determine 2 m=2ans of measuring this concept. Heckman and Oldham also
fziled to offer clear means of measuring this concept.
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gcters I am analyzing all have the same Jjob (elbeit, the work differs
somewhat from county to county), thus reducing one of the main sourcss
of variance on the Jjob characteristics measures. It should be not=d
that T discussed several of these variables in ths context of the pricr

section of this peper. I have also eliminated Hackmsn/Oldham's
"knowledge and skills" moderator variables, because of messurement
problems. Finelly, I have add=d a series of independent variabless that
may affect the intermediate verisbles, and are of potential interest to
politicsl sclentists. .These include such factors as politieal

A numbsr of hypotheses can be desrived from this mecdel, or ara
reletad to 1t. Th2 major ones are dotailed below. All of these should
b2 viewed ss "ceteris paribus" propositions.

Hypothesis #1: Higher Pay Lesds to Grestzsr Overell Se
gC

isfection Among
County Supervisors, Through Its Effect on Pay Satlisf ion

t
tion:

This hypothesis has great intuitive appeal. It also has been an
important pert of some other research. In particulsr, Peverill Squire
dsvsloped & mcdal that postulstad that legislators' career decisions
were zaffected by two factors: opportunities for advancement, and
adequecy of pey. For instance, legislators in well paid bodies whers
opportunities for advancemsnt were low would be especially likely to
have "static" embitions. He found this theory generally confirmad
(Squire, 1585). Implicit in this thsory is the notion that highsr pey
lpeds to greatzr job satisfasction.

Thzre is slso scme evidence from my interviews for this
proposition. Three former supervisors in counties where suparvisor
were relatively poorly paid, and who left their jobs voluntarily,
emphesized their dissatisfaction with the compsnsation they were
provided. All thres of these individuals had children and lacked
independent wealth. Two of these people ran for the State Assembly.
One, an engineer by training, particularly stressed his desire to move
"up or out" of politics: eithsr obtain a position in a political body
that could compsnsate him adesquately, or bzcome a full time engin=er
and recelve a2 higher level of compensation (it should bs noted thst he
sctressed other r=2asons for seeking higher office as well). A similar
sentiment 1s often voiced by state legislators in the many states where
such individuals receive minimal compensation (Rosenthal, 1981).
Additionslly, supervisors in my pilot county where board members are
pzid better ranked a little higher in terms of my oversll measures of
satisfaction then supervisors in the pilot county where board membars
are less well compensated.

Yet there are slso some reasons to doubt whether the peay level hes
an sppreclsble affect on satisfaction. Studies of other professions
hav2 given & mixaed picture of the effects of level of pay on
sstisfaction. Furthermecre, most theorists emphasize that it is not
simply ths absolute level of pay that determines people®s "feelings, but
individuals' perception of their level of pay compared to some
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nce group that strongly influences their satisfaction (Grunsberg,
It mey well be that supervisors in counties which offer &
vely high rate of compensation compare themselves to quite
ent people than do supervisors in counties where board members
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5 ly pald. Also, oversll my interviews did not produce clear
thet supervisors were more satisfied when more well paid.
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Much of the literature sbout members of Congress and state
legislators emphasizes the family disruption caused by legislative
commitments (Clapp, 1963; Wiggins and Burdick, 1977; Bleir and Henry,
1581; Francis and Bakar, 1985; Rosenthal, 1981). The implication Is
that the unpleassnt festures of serving in a legislature, which are
canteresd in the extrinsic aspects of the job (long hours, travel
commitments, modest pay) are particularly burdensoms for lawmakers with
young families,

Bacause of the importsnce of the family variable in other
contexts, 1t is worth exploring whether county supsrvisors with young
children are notably less satisfled than collsagues without minor
childrasn, other things equal. Thes answer is not readily epparent. Cn
the ones hand, I have shown that some of the burdens present for members
cf clher legislative bodies ars sherzd by county supervisors-- 1
difficult to imsgine working much harder than 60 hours a weck, &s
supsrvisors report they do! On the othsr hand, one of the particu
femily problems caused by ssrvice in state legislatures or Congres
abssnt for county supsrvisors: physicsl sepsration. Indeed, two
supervisors with young children I interviewed stressed that thzir
embivalencs sbout ever seesking a seat in Sacramsnto or Washington wss
related to the 1liksly need to be away from their families a lot during
the legislstive session. Furthermore, it is likely that meny people
with young children who might be interested in supervisorial work
decline to seek a board seat because of the potentisl burdens. Thus
those people who do sssk such work may be unusually motiveted. 1In this
, regerd, i1t 1s Interesting to note that of the seven pilot county

supervisors who answered my survey, only one had minor children.

. Hypothesis #3: Supervisoirs from Larger Counties Will B= More Sstisfied
with the Intrinsic Aspacts of Their Work Than Supervisors from Cmaller
Counties, and Therefore Morzs Satisfi=d Overall.

This hypothesis 1is based on & couple of simple notions. First, zs
size Incre=eses, ths numbsr, complexity and scel> of fssues with which
superviscors work Incrzasss. In Alpine County, fixing & rural road ney
bz & m3jor concern of thz bosrd of sup=srvisors. In Los Ang=1ss County,
supsrviscrs ere more likaly to be involved with issues such ss
=atablishing naw eligibility rules for gensrzl assistznc: recipisnts,
decisions that dirsctly affect thousands of lives. It would so-m
likely, ther=fore, that supervisors from larger countiss would consider



their work more meaningful (which is not st all to imply that
superviscrs from smaller counties would consider their work
m=zningless). Second, it secems likely thet lerger county suporviso
would see themselves as having more capacity to adaresc policy issue
itk which they are faced. Thils is because the county fi '““1 erisk
hss hit smaller, rural counties particuls

rvative Suparvisors Will Be More Satisfi=d w
of Their Jobs Than Liberal Supzrvisors, &and
ed Overall.,

o
o

1l legislators at ths county level would seem to have a
here ere lots of things they might want to do with

funds, but there is little money evailable. For the mcs
rams sre being cut, not expanded. One long time CAO told m=
wss a source of part*culcr frustretion for the seversl
libzsrals on the board of supervisors in his county. Libersl
r F, who hails from a lerge county, explained thst she was
>d running for mayor of ths city in which she 1livad in peart
of ths fiscal frustrations of board work:
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number of people have been talking to m= abocut running
mayor. There are & number of adventeges... There are no
luble problams [et the city level]. There sre somse
nuy level issues] I care & lot about but I just don't
how we're going to solve. Like the hospital. We had s
hospital. It provided gr“at services, But within two
I don't know how we're going to keep it up. Bacsus=2
no mon2y. And the steat s not funding us. They're
n keeping up. I meen we're going without state
funding for medically needy adults. I don't know how we'rs
oing to solve that. So at scms level, it's like (lsughs):
let somebody else do it. I've done it for eight yesrs, let
somebody else do it. Because the problems are blgger than
the solutions that are looming.
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Conservatives, who ar2 on likely to be less supportive of many
government pand*nﬂ programs on average, would seem likely to be more
comfortsble in the fisczl climate that now pervades county govarnmant.,
Tnzrefore, they should be more likely to find their work msaningful and
should rate their pol*cy efficacy higher. This is not to imply that
conservatives are satisfied with the presaent state of affairs. Thrao
of the four pilot county supervisors who identified themselves as
conservative indicatsd they were frustrated by lack of revenue
available to fund county program. The difference between libersls and
conservatives 1s likely to be simply one of degree.

Hypecthesis #5: Supervisors Who Prefer "Ombudsman" Ac“*viti?s
tisfied Cverell Tran Supsrvisors Who Prefer "Policy" JAct

It will be recalled from s=2ction III of this pcpor that there are
se=vere restraints on supervisors' abllity to exercise policy influencs
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in many ereas. However, there are few restreints on th=ir ebility to

play &n "ombudsman" rcle. Furthermore, it se2ms clear thst soms
supsrvisors are more orisntad to helping solve individual constlitusnt

- concerns than others. When asked to explein whsat thesy like gbout their
Jobs, thess supsrvisors are inclinad to sey thzt they enjoy "sclving
the problems of ordinary p=ople," or something similar. On the other

* hend, supsrvisors who acknowledge having & strong policy orientetion

often stress that they fesl these issues can best be addressed at other
loavels of government. Former supervisor B, who left office in an

unsuccessful bid for 2 U.S. Housz sezt, providzd & particularly
sloquent eccount of th2 difference betwesn "ombudsmen" and "policy"
oriented supervisors.

My guess is thzt Dick Larson [not his real name]-- and I
m:ntion Dick only because I regard him as & friend...-- Dick
I think tocck & high desgree of sestisfaction from solving
personal problems. He was less orient=d toward policy issues
from & philosophical standpoint, less oriented towsrd trying
to confront cesusss of problems. Now if onz has that
orientation, it seems to m2 one is less frustratsd, over
time. [Tlhe contact that [such] people find very rewarding
i1sy... "Dick, you did & helluva Jjob for me., My wife and I
eppreciate it" or "My husband ancd I appreciszste it." Th“*'s >
nice thing to hear. Damned nice. Particularly, I fcund it
rewerding as & policy oriented perscn because the peclicy
stuff is so dezmn=d frustrating you couldn't get & handle on
it... But over time... it became more frustrating for me...
At a polnt, feilure tc gen=rate systemic chang=s lezds to
frustration for me.

Hypcthesis #6: Suparvisors Will Be More Sstisfied with the Intrinsic
Thnen thz Extrinsic Aspects of Their Jobs.

Workers in generel tend to indicate that they are more satisfied
with the intrinsic than the extrinsic aspects of their jobs (see, for
example, the norms for the Hackman/Oldhem job disgncstics survey, as
reportzd in Hackmen and 0Oldham, 1980, Appendix E). Furthermore, ths
wo*ght of evidence from studies of other legislators is that the

osnoL ts" of legislative service fsgll into the intrinsic rewards

category, while the "costs" fall into the "extrinsic rewsrds" cstegory.
And the pilot county supervisors rank=d their Jobs higher on averszge
for the intrinsic reward items than for the extrinsic reward items.

Hypothesis #7: Intrinsic Rewards Are More Importent for Supervisors'
Cverell Sstisfsction than Extrinsic Rewerds.

This is a more interesting (because it asserts a causal
relationship between variables% and potentizlly more controversisl
hypothesis then the last one. Other studies of the causes of overall
satisfection tend to show that intrinsic rewards ere indeed more
important. This finding holds across diffsrent types of occupations;
it is true of people in relatively low status Jobs as well as p=opls in



D
-
a
cr

ely high status jobs (Gruenberg, 1980; Mottaz, 1985). Howevar,
quite possible that there will be more variznce in
ors' rankings of the extrinsic rzwsrds from thelr Jobs,

1) most supsarvisors consider thair Jobs intrinsically
ing; end 2) factors thought to influence perceptions of externcl
such as psy, very considerably. That is, while we mey wish to
to factors such as "perceived mzeningfulness of work" whan wishing
explain the average level of satisfaction among supervlisors, we mey
¢o turn to contextual factors to explein how county lawmskers
er in terms of sstisfaction.
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this hypothesls with a considersble degrezz of

i 1t clearly falls into the "interesting if true" category
science propositions. Intuitivsly, it se=ms plausible
a
t
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ns who are especially setisfied with their work would be
o offer new policy proposals, immerse thamselves in new
projects, etc. Howevar, there are at lesst thres potential problems
with thls hypothesis. First, the activism proposition “tsi akin to ths
oftan investigated claim that increased satisfaction leads to incresszd
productivity. And there is near unenimity in the litersture that no
such simple relationship exists (Smith et &l, 1969; Locke, 1975;
Grunaberg, 1979; Thierry and Koopman-Iwema, 1984; Henns and Locke,
1225). Scholars emphasize thst 2s long ss people ars working on thzir
Jobs, there may b= & number cf reesons for them to be very productiv=s
aven if dissatisfied (e.g. feslings of obligation, desire to seen
effective and thareby increase the likelihood of promotion). Such
considerations would seem to apply in the political context as w=ll.
Second, it is unclear which way the caussl arrows run. Does
satisfaction produce activism/increasad productivity, or dst it the
other way around? Soms theorists argue emphatlically for the latter
interpretstion, reasoning that it is being active/productive that
produces the job bsnefits that cause ons to be satisfied (s=z=
especlizally the discussion in Thierry and Koopman-Iwems, 1984).

Finally, it is very difficult to operationalize ths concept of activism
whan having to rely on self-reports through interviews and surveys.

For all these reasons, I believe it eppropriate to be especiclly
cautlous sbout the results that can be expscted in this area.

D QO =

Hypothesis #9: Supervisors Who Are Mcore Satisfied with Thair Jabs Are
viore Likely to Have "Static" Ambitions.

This prcoposition mey readily seem plausible., Yet as far as I have
be2n sble to determine, it is never masde explicit in any of the
ambition thesory litersture. 1In truth, it is more common for asmbition
th=orists to view job satisfaction as irrelevant to pcliticlans'
decisions. Instead, ambition th=orists tend to see csrzer d=-~isions cs
th= result of perceived probabilities of gaining highar offics and
similar factors. David Rohde (197S) goes so far as to use as an
op:rating sssumption the notion that &éll legislators are progressively
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ambitious, and would take a highar office if thzy could be assursd of
obtaining 1it.

There 1s much to suggest & link bzstween Jjob satisfaction and
turnover generelly. As noted earlier, recent studies of voluntary
r2tirement from Congress have tended to emphasize departing
legislators' dissatisfaction with their jobs. Furthermore, the
organizationel asnd industrial psychology literature demonstrates s
consistent if not overwhelming link between satisfaction and turnovar

)]

D

(Locke, 197&; Grunsbszrg, 1979). It is not surprising that this link
should be strong=sr than the link betwesn satisfaction and productivity.
Lzzving one's job is a mejor stsp that somson= is likely tc evaluste
cer=Iully; overall work evalusticns would s==m tc b2 espzcislly
relevent to this kind of bzhavior.

I7, howsvar, sstisfaction with lower leval political Jjobs is to b=
vizwed s & major pradictor of csrear doﬂ*si:ns, w2 must zxpect more
thzn s simple relationship between one's oversgll Jjob sveluation and
onz's political ambitions. We should expect thet job setisfaction will
explain 2 major part of varianc2 in amb bitions even controlling for the
types of factors thet ambition theorists legitimetely omphcs*zc. For
cxampls, Rohde (1979) argues p=rsuasively thet the greaster the overlap
batw=22n the Ju rlsd ccvion of a lowzr l=zv=l office and a higher lev=1l
cffice, the mor=z likely it should be for the incumbsnt lowszr level Jjob
holder Lo sezk the highsr positicn. According to Rohde, this is
L=caus» such lowar levsl office holdsrs stsrt out with & name
recognition advaentsge. [3] Th=2 implicastion for county supsrviscrizl
benzvior is that supervisors from larger ccunties should be more liksly
to heve progressive embitions. [10] Therefore, if jocb satisfection is
an Important considersation in destermining politicians' ambitions, it
should have an impact controlling for size of the county.

¥»>thodolecgy for Testing Hypotheses

]

Th= &above hypothesss will bs tested using date from my sf”tow*do
surveys, Sceles will be construct=d for messuring extrinsic, intrinsic

snd overezll satisfection. These sceles will includ=s & comparison
2rspective; supervisors, former sup=srvisors and city council msmbers
P 3 3
esked to compare thelr jobs to other positions on s numbsr of

will bs
dimznsions. Certein survey items will be used as indicetors of th=
cons=quences of Job sestisfaction. For instance, 1tems psrtaining to
superviscrs! intentions to s=2k rselzction to tho card and likelihood

S Drawing from Schlesinger (1565) znd Squire (1385), w= cen se=
sanother reason why lowar level legislators with large districts would
lik=1ly b= adventaged in the quest for highsr office: 1lzss compstition
from other office hold=srs.

10 This srgum=nt would not seem to epply to supsrvisors in Los
Angzles County, wh2re & position in thz Stetz Legislsture, =vzn the
Stzt= S2nate, is likely to bes seen &s & step down th= political ledd:zr!



V CONCLUSICN

In the last section I pressntad a model of the causes and
conseaquences of job satisfsction among county supsrvisors, and s number
of tastable hypotheses. I did not, however, tie this discussion to
larger policy questions of concern to political scientists. It
trus, of course, that these questions cannot be sdequetely addre
without further data. Nevertheless, it is possible to illustrst
the implications of my findings might be.

is
ss=d
¢ what

L=t m= begin by noting that turnover asmong county supervisors is
significent, snd potentially problemstic. My date from 52 countiss for
the yeers 1578 through 15385 show that, on aversge: 1) by 13981, after
onz full election cycle, only two of the five members serving at the
tim= of the 1978 el=2ction remain=d on th2 bosrd; and 2) by 1985 only s
single superviscor from the five s=2rving in Novambar of 1978 remsinad on
the bosrd. As noted in the introduction, many hsva rzis=d concerned
about such high turnovar. Supervisors thamszlves offer=d sevarsal
rezsons why long=r service might be desirable. Thes= include
developling skill at analyzing the accuracy of informstion providad by
the "parmanent government" of county civil sarvents, obtaining
zxpartise with regard to the complicated county budget process, aend
devzloping specialized expsrtises in particular subj=ct areas such ss
&élr quality and trensportation, through szrvice on regionsl
commissions.

Now let us assume & group of citizens wanted to reduce turnovzsr by
maring supervisors' Jjobs more attractive to incumbents. What should ba
done? The more traditionzsl approach indicates the focus should bs on
the extrinsic aspscts of politicians' jobs. [11] Salaries might b=
raised, additlonal staff providad, or the like,

Suppose, however, that my findings indicated intrinsic fasctors

i1ndsed were the most Important determinants of sastisfaction, and that

sztisfsction was & strong desterminant of carser plans. In that case, s
differ=nt stretegy might be dssiresbls. Such a stratsgy might focus on
giving supsrvisors more authority over decisions that fall under thsir
Jurisdiction. For instance, supervisors might be given more authority
fcr relsing revenue, and more ability to influsnce programs that ara

rzquir=d by state law. Obviously any such changes would have enormous

11 This is a2lso the more traditicnel approsch to job improvement
gensrelly. 1In contrast, some orgsnizstional and industrisl th=crists
nevs recommsnded concentrating on the intrinsic aspects of psople's
4ork, based on findings thet these are the more impcortant determinants
cl sztisfsction (sez espscislly Gru=znberg, 1980; Hackmsn and Cldnam,
1980; Motitaz, 1985).
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implicztlions beyond simply affecting supervisors' desirss to remsir in
thsir jobs. But that would not changz the finding thet this would b=
the direction in which politicsl bodies should move to hava the larg=st
{fect con turnovar.

In summzry, further exploration of Job satisfaction emong
l>gislators seems highly desirable. VWhat is espscizlly ne=da2d now is
further dsta to evaluste propositions of the type set forth in this
pspsr.
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