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Abstract

To what extent can bureaucrats manipulate public service provision for explicitly
political ends? Existing research highlights the ability of bureaucrats to influence
governments through campaign contributions, endorsements, and election turnout. I
explore a more fundamental mechanism: bureaucrats strategically shirking responsibil-
ities to leverage voters. Politicians rely on bureaucrats to achieve policy goals, which
grants bureaucrats considerable leverage. When bureaucrats deviate in preferences
from politicians and are politically organized and independent, they can reduce ef-
fort to exert political pressure. I use data on New York Police Department (NYPD)
911 response times and council members’ preferences on the FY2021 $1 billion cut
to the NYPD’s budget. Employing difference-in-differences and spatial difference-in-
discontinuities designs, I find that police disproportionately reduced effort in districts
of misaligned politicians by slowing response times. This study informs the theoretical
debate on principal-agent relationships in government and highlights the importance
of organized political interests to explain policing in US cities.
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1 Introduction

In 2020, millions marched to demand police reform and lawmakers across the political

spectrum initially pledged support. Yet, despite this momentum, reform efforts have largely

stalled nationwide (Pearson, 2022). In this article, I highlight one particular explanation

for this reversal: when local elected officials challenge police interests, they face systematic

bureaucratic resistance that extends far beyond conventional political opposition. Reform-

minded city officials have experienced service infractions in their districts, smear campaigns,

and personal threats (Blumgart, 2020; Bauer, 2020). These tactics represent a strategy

openly discussed in law enforcement circles, with one police publication advising departments

to “get dirty and fight to win” by making reformers’ “lives a living hell” (Bauer, 2020).

In this paper, I examine how bureaucrats target misaligned political principals through

strategic service provision. While politicians formally control policy choices, they must in-

variably rely on bureaucrats to enact policies, e.g., to enforce the law, ensure safe communi-

ties, teach our children, or distribute social services. This dependency creates a fundamental

tension in democratic governance that bureaucrats can exploit to resist unwanted reforms.

Voters base their assessments of incumbents on policy choices and outcomes but face chal-

lenges in attributing responsibility for poor public service provision. For instance, when a

community experiences worse public safety following a police reform, voters find it difficult

to determine whether poor public safety results from bad policy or strategic service provision

by the police post-reform. If bureaucrats differ in their preferences from elected politicians

and are shielded from political control, they can exploit this uncertainty and their central

role in government to exert political influence on misaligned incumbents.

Anecdotal evidence suggests that police unions influence local and national politics

through lobbying, litigation, or participating in electoral campaigns (Blumgart, 2020; Zoorob,

2019). Yet, little is known about how police adjust their day-to-day activities to affect their

elected principals and the policy choices they make in office. Applying my theoretical argu-
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ment, I expect that the police reduce their effort to exert political pressure on pro-reform

elected officials. In so doing, the police can affect voters’ perceptions of public safety and

their evaluations of reforming incumbents and their policies.

I test this argument in the context of the unprecedented cut to NYPD’s budget in July

2020. Faced with strained resources due to the coronavirus and growing public demand for

police reforms after George Floyd’s death, the New York City Council voted to reduce the

funding of America’s largest police force for fiscal year 2021 by $1 billion—a substantial

reduction relative to the 2020 budget of $5.6 billion. While 32 City Council members voted

in favor of the budget cut, an unusually high number of 17 councilors and police unions

in NYC opposed the new budget. Using geocoded data on more than nine million 911

calls, I test whether police response times increased in the districts of anti-police politicians

after the budget vote. The NYPD budget cut following George Floyd’s death certainly

marked a unique moment in American history. Yet, it is similar to police reforms of many

other major US cities in 2020 (see Figure A1). More importantly, testing my argument

requires variation in the alignment of politicians and bureaucrats, holding other factors

influencing bureaucrats’ behavior fixed. The unprecedented disagreement among council

members over the 2021 budget vote allows me to analyze the impact of political misalignment

on bureaucratic resistance in the same jurisdiction. Thus, the unique nature of this policy

shock is an asset to this study, rather than a limitation.

A natural threat to inference is that police behavior might diverge across aligned and

misaligned districts after the budget cut due to other trends (e.g., differences in traffic levels

or migration following COVID outbreaks). To overcome this, I employ a triple difference-in-

differences design where I compare response times across misaligned and aligned districts,

before and after the budget vote and across agencies. I use response times of firefighters to

911 calls to account for time-specific trends in response times across districts. Firefighters

are largely comparable to police officers in their unionization rates and local government

structures. Yet, unlike funding for the NYPD, the adopted budget of the Fire Department
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of the City of New York (FDNY) did not generate controversy and actually increased relative

to previous fiscal years. Since firefighters had little reason to organize politically to exert

pressure on council members, FDNY response times can serve as a credible counterfactual

in bureaucrats’ reactions to 911 calls absent electorally motivated behavior. In a supple-

mentary analysis, I also use spatial difference-in-discontinuities regressions, where I estimate

differences in response times across council districts with opposing budget votes in a spatial

regression discontinuity design (RDD) before and after the budget vote.

Consistent with my theoretical argument, I find that response times in misaligned districts

increased by about one minute and 20 seconds more for NYPD calls compared to FDNY

calls after the budget vote—a substantial increase relative to the average 911 response time

of 13.1 minutes prior to the budget vote. This treatment effect does not appear to result

from differences in available budgets across police precincts, demand for police presence, or

police-related protests. Supplementary analyses suggest that the effect is driven by delays

for longer calls where police have more discretion, including crimes not in progress, disputes

and vehicle accidents. Further, I provide qualitative evidence from official statements and

social media posts by NYPD police unions to substantiate how police organizations targeted

misaligned politicians by leveraging their influence on voters.

This research makes several contributions. First, this article speaks to scholarship on

bureaucrats as interest groups. Extant research has highlighted a variety of ways for bureau-

crats to exert political influence, including collective bargaining (Moe, 2011; Zoorob, 2019),

union endorsements (Moe, 2006; Hartney and Flavin, 2011; Hartney, 2022), electoral mobi-

lization (Moe, 2011), political contributions (Moe, 2011; DiSalvo, 2015; Carreri et al., 2026),

or direct lobbying (Anzia, 2022). Yet, scholars risk underestimating bureaucrats’ full politi-

cal power if they primarily considered these formal channels. I focus on bureaucrats’ central

role in politician-voter accountability relationships as service providers and demonstrate how

bureaucrats strategically shirk their responsibilities to instrumentalize voters’ influence on

politicians—without explicitly engaging in formal political activities.
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Second, this study expands the literature on the politics of policing. While recent studies

have taken more interest in the political nature of policing, particularly its impact on mi-

nority communities (Lerman and Weaver, 2014; Ba et al., 2021), few scholars study police

as a political institution within government, accountable to and incentivized by other gov-

ernmental actors (Mummolo, 2018; Goldstein et al., 2020; Cook and Fortunato, 2023). This

study recognizes law enforcement agencies as political players within local government and

offers both a theoretical and empirical account of how their relationship with local elected

officials structures police incentives.

Lastly, this research contributes to the scholarship on police effort and “de-policing.”

A growing literature examines whether police pull back in response to police protests (Shi,

2009; Shjarback et al., 2017; Cheng and Long, 2022; Rivera and Ba, 2023; Roman et al.,

2025), legal investigations (Chanin and Sheats, 2018), or unfavorable wage negotiations

(Levi, 1977; Mas, 2006). My theoretical claim and analysis differ from this existing work in

several ways. First, I examine selective targeting of misaligned politicians rather than broad

de-policing. Second, I measure police effort through response times to service calls rather

than arrest rates, stops, or crime rates, which more directly captures variation in deliberate

effort. Third, I address identification challenges by leveraging within-jurisdiction variation

in political alignment rather than before-after comparisons (Shi, 2009; Chanin and Sheats,

2018; Cheng and Long, 2022; Roman et al., 2025). This approach helps separate strategic

behavior from concurrent policy or resource changes—precisely the ambiguity that police

exploit to shift blame toward policymakers.

2 Shirking for Political Leverage

Bureaucrats occupy a unique position as interest groups within democratic government. Moe

(2006) argued that bureaucrats leverage politicians’ electoral vulnerability to influence their

principals and policy choices. Extant research has documented formal mechanisms of this

influence. For example, teacher union endorsements and campaign contributions significantly
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boost election prospects of candidates in school board elections (Moe, 2006; DiSalvo, 2015;

Zoorob, 2019; Hartney, 2022) and public sector unions often gain favorable work rules and

compensation through collective bargaining or direct lobbying (Moe, 2011; Anzia, 2022). Yet,

one fundamental source of bureaucratic power remains largely overlooked: their ability to

selectively shirk everyday responsibilities to shape how voters perceive incumbents and their

policies. This mechanism operates at the core of democratic accountability relationships,

where bureaucrats serve as the crucial intermediaries between politicians and citizens.

Motivated by re-election incentives, political representatives use public policy to cater

to their voters and donors. However, the success of these policies depends not only on the

decisions of elected officials but also on how bureaucrats deliver services to voters. This

government coproduction makes it difficult for voters to hold politicians accountable. Voters

cannot easily determine whether poor service delivery stems from politicians’ choices or

bureaucratic behavior. This informational asymmetry opens the door for bureaucrats to

strategically undermine public service outcomes for political ends.1 When incumbents enact

policies that bureaucrats dislike, bureaucrats may shirk their duties in the constituencies

of such misaligned politicians. This could include delaying service provision, overlooking

service infractions, or misusing their authority to sabotage the policy goals of their principals

(Brehm and Gates, 1997). In doing so, bureaucrats can obtain their main objective (i.e.,

ensure favorable policy) in one of two ways: by damaging the reputation of unsupportive

incumbents and jeopardizing their re-election chances, or by provoking public pressure that

forces misaligned politicians to revise contested policies.

This notion of leverage shirking differs from the usual understanding of bureaucratic

1If voters could perfectly attribute poor service to bureaucrats rather than politicians,

such resistance would not be viable in equilibrium. Fully informed voters would either

(a) never punish politicians for anti-bureaucratic policies—making bureaucratic sabotage

ineffective—or (b) reliably punish them, which would deter politicians from pursuing such

policies in the first place.
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shirking and agency loss in important ways. Traditional principal-agent models of bureau-

cracy conceptualize shirking as a dyadic problem of moral hazard and adverse selection

between politicians and bureaucrats, thus disregarding the role of voters (e.g., Brehm and

Gates (1997); Epstein and O’Halloran (1999); Huber and Shipan (2002)). By treating shirk-

ing as a tool to leverage electoral accountability, this framework instead captures the triadic

relationship among politicians, bureaucrats, and voters.2

Unlike public sector strikes, which involve the open withholding of labor to demonstrate

bureaucrats’ indispensability, leverage shirking operates through subtle service manipulation

that exploits information asymmetries between voters and politicians. Whereas strikes are

visible, easily attributable actions that require significant public support to succeed (Levi,

1977; Hertel-Fernandez et al., 2021), leverage shirking deliberately maintains plausible deni-

ability. Bureaucrats engage in targeted service degradation—selectively delaying responses,

applying regulations inconsistently, or performing minimal compliance—while blaming these

failures on resource constraints or policy changes. By strategically undermining service

quality in ways that voters may attribute to politicians’ choices rather than bureaucratic re-

sistance, leverage shirking provides bureaucrats a more flexible, lower-risk strategy to exert

influence, particularly when public opinion does not strongly favor their causes.

This is not to say that all groups of bureaucrats act politically or are equally powerful

across different political systems. Indeed, research on US federal bureaucrats reveals rela-

tively limited militancy across presidential administrations (Brehm and Gates, 1997; Golden,

2000). Several key institutional factors determine bureaucrats’ capacity and incentives to

engage in leverage shirking.

2While I focus on politically motivated shirking, my claim is not that it is the only or the

most important source of agency loss in the public sector. Following related work (Forand

et al., 2023), I assume other forms of shirking arise from differences in bureaucrats’ public

service motivation and are largely unrelated to political alignment. Empirically, I address

alternative explanations related to morale effects in Section 7.
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First, employment protections and autonomy shape bureaucrats’ incentives to resist. In

patronage systems, career advancement depends on principals’ support, which directly aligns

bureaucrats’ incentives with politicians’ goals (Ujhelyi, 2014). Civil service systems, by con-

trast, insulate bureaucrats from political control through tenure protections and competitive

examinations. Additionally, strict work rules in US union contracts increase bureaucrats’

discretion and make discipline difficult (Moe, 2011; DiSalvo, 2015; Anzia, 2022). These

provisions facilitate resistance when policy disagreements arise.

Second, effective leverage shirking requires overcoming collective action problems. Public

sector unions serve this purpose by pooling resources, establishing shared political goals,

and creating private communication channels for coordinating resistance strategies such as

“work-to-rule” campaigns.3

Third, the mechanism requires high service visibility combined with ambiguous account-

ability. Voters must notice deteriorating service quality (e.g., slower emergency responses,

reduced maintenance, inconsistent enforcement) but remain uncertain who is responsible.

These conditions are more easily satisfied at the local level, where public sector unions tend

to be more cohesive (Moe, 2006; Anzia, 2022). Further, unlike federal bureaucrats, local bu-

reaucrats frequently interact with their constituents, which makes service quality observable

to citizens while maintaining attribution ambiguity.

Lastly, bureaucrats’ capacity to engage in politically motivated shirking is inherently

limited. Intrinsic motivation leads many public employees to exert effort regardless of incen-

tives (Brehm and Gates, 1997; Forand et al., 2023), and better public services often facilitate

bureaucrats’ jobs. For instance, as lower crime rates reduce the need for constant policing,

police benefit from a sufficient level of effort. Additionally, if bureaucrats shirked constantly,

the strategy would lose its valuable signaling effect, and bureaucrats would risk alienating

3In principle, the mechanism allows for bureaucrats to shirk in isolation. However, indi-

vidual bureaucrats likely do not have sufficient efficacy in moving voters’ beliefs and might

have incentives to free-ride on other bureaucrats’ shirking.
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voters and politicians and could thus trigger more unwanted policies instead of advancing

their causes.

3 Leverage Shirking in US Policing

These scope conditions apply well to US municipal police. Police forces have strong policy

preferences that often clash with those of their elected superiors. Unlike most unions, police

unions have gravitated towards right-wing policies, often resisting criminal justice reforms

proposed by reform-minded officials (Zoorob, 2019). Additionally, like other public sector

employees, police have strong vested interests in maintaining the material benefits from gov-

ernment work, including large budgets, generous benefits, and operational autonomy (Moe,

2011). The majority of police contracts include provisions that increase officer discretion,

create favorable working conditions and make it difficult to hold police officers accountable

(Anzia, 2022), all of which creates institutional protections that enable officers to resist poli-

cies they oppose without facing immediate career consequences. Rank-and-file employees of

law enforcement agencies are generally well organized in powerful unions. In 2020, 56% of

the 764,141 police officers in the US were unionized, compared to only 25% of employees in

the public sector overall and 6% in the private sector (Hirsch and Macpherson, 2021).4 Law

enforcement unions are known for a cohesive “police culture,” marked by strong in-group

solidarity and a norm of mutual protection, which fosters collective action (Zoorob, 2019).

Police services also satisfy the third scope condition. Citizens are sensitive to changes

in public safety, including police response times. Local city council meetings regularly fea-

4Four states (Georgia, North Carolina, South Carolina, and Tennessee) forbid police

collective bargaining, while in four others (Alabama, Colorado, Mississippi, and Wyoming),

the legality of collective bargaining depends on local laws (Sanes and Schmitt, 2014).
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ture discussions about response times.5 Additionally, local newspapers, community apps like

Nextdoor, and local social media groups frequently contain discussions about police pres-

ence and responsiveness.6 Yet, the causes of deteriorating police services remain difficult to

attribute. For example, when response times increase, it could reflect resource constraints,

increased call volumes, or deliberate slowdowns. Police officers and their unions can leverage

this uncertainty to influence voter perceptions and blame policymakers for service infractions.

There is ample anecdotal evidence that police forces are powerful agents who are willing

and able to exert political pressure on their principals. When preferences of policymakers

and police diverge over contract negotiations, funding issues, or oversight, US municipal

leaders often face a unique kind of militancy from police unions (Blumgart, 2020). Be-

sides lobbying or litigating, police unions increasingly play on the public’s fear of crime to

pressure local officials. For instance, in response to proposed budget cuts, police forces in

Stockton, California employed billboards reading “Welcome to the 2nd most dangerous city

in California—Stop laying off cops” (Blumgart, 2020).

While strikes are generally illegal across US states (Sanes and Schmitt, 2014), anecdotal

evidence also suggests that police officers use targeted work slowdowns for political ends.

For example, when proposing a budget cut to the local police department in 2018, Min-

neapolis City Council member Steve Fletcher received complaints from business owners and

constituents, indicating that officers were delaying response times to calls for service in his

district (Blumgart, 2020). As the politician put it:

“They’d show up 45 minutes later and say, ‘Well, we would have loved to come,
but talk to your council member about why we can’t.’ Many of my constituents

5For example, 889 (2.3%) of 37,936 council meetings in the 2020 and 2021 LocalView

data (Barari and Simko, 2023) specifically discuss “response time,” with these discussions

frequently linked to citizens’ public safety concerns.

6For instance, rising response times in NYC became a point of discussion in newspaper

articles and social media following the George Floyd protests (Gross, 2020).
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were given the very strong impression by MPD [the Minneapolis Police Depart-
ment] that we had somehow just created a situation where they couldn’t respond
to 911 calls. [...] There’s that kind of implied reminder that officers can use
independent judgment to use force on you or not, create consequences for you
or not, protect you or not. That does create leverage, and that leverage can be
exploited.” (Blumgart, 2020)

Yet, little scholarly work has explicitly examined the existence and, more importantly,

the political nature of police shirking. Interviews suggest that officers believe this behavior

occurs for various reasons, including new laws or civil litigation (Nix et al., 2018), though

quantitative evidence is mixed. Some studies find declines in the number of stops or ar-

rests after protests or investigations (Shi, 2009; Shjarback et al., 2017; Roman et al., 2025),

while others find little evidence at an aggregate level (Chanin and Sheats, 2018). These

mixed findings likely stem from methodological challenges and differences in scope. City-

wide analyses might mask targeted strategic behavior, where officers selectively reduce effort

in specific areas rather than uniformly across jurisdictions (Shi, 2009; Cheng and Long,

2022; Chalfin et al., 2024). Additionally, studies relying on arrest rates or stops as outcome

measures face difficulties isolating police effort since these metrics are further downstream

in the policing process and influenced by multiple factors beyond officer effort alone. Fur-

ther, before-after designs and cross-city comparisons often struggle to account for crucial

variation in institutional conditions, e.g., union strength and political autonomy, and lack a

valid counterfactual. Major events, such as protests or investigations that affect the whole

department, often coincide with other policy changes that influence police behavior (Rivera

and Ba, 2023). For instance, public protests often lead to changes in police management or

resources, making it difficult to distinguish between workforce issues and strategic shirking.

In fact, this very uncertainty allows police to shift blame towards policymakers, and before-

after designs are thus inherently limited in capturing bureaucrats’ strategic behavior. By

examining spatially targeted resistance through response times within a single jurisdiction

with variation in political alignment, this study offers a more nuanced perspective on when

and why police might strategically reduce their effort for political ends.
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4 Empirical Case, Data, and Research Design

To test my theory, the empirical case must satisfy both theoretical and identification require-

ments. Theoretically, the setting requires a policy that police oppose and that affects public

service provision, plausible deniability for strategic slowdowns, sufficient officer awareness of

the policy, and a police force with adequate political autonomy and union organization. For

identification, the case requires within-jurisdiction variation in political alignment (i.e., a

contentious vote with legislators on both sides), geographically defined rather than at-large

electoral districts, and fine-grained measures of officer effort unlikely to be driven by time-

varying confounders such as crime trends. The FY2021 NYPD budget cut satisfies each of

these conditions, as I detail below.7

4.1 NYPD’s 2021 Budget Cut

For the empirical analysis, I focus on NYPD officer behavior following the significant FY2021

budget cuts. On June 30, 2020, the New York City Council approved a new budget that

sharply reduced municipal services. The NYPD experienced the most significant cut in its

funding, as the City Council reduced its budget by about $1 billion and imposed hiring

freezes for police officers. To address demands for police reform, council members cut over-

time pay by 67%, eliminated the July 2020 police academy class of roughly 1,160 officers,

canceled hiring plans for traffic enforcement agents and civilian positions, and shifted several

responsibilities from the police department to other city agencies (including school safety and

monitoring of illegal vending) (City of New York, 2020).8 Yet, since the latter component

was not officially part of the FY2021 adopted budget, the final cut amounted to $415 million,

mainly from reducing overtime ($328 million) (Citizens Budget Commission, 2020).

7See Appendix A for a detailed discussion of the case and its commensurability with the

theoretical argument compared to other possible cases.

8See Figure A2 for more details.
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Accompanied by growing public scrutiny and prolonged protests outside city hall in the

week before the vote publicly known as “Occupy City Hall,” the FY2021 budget became a

highly contentious issue in the NYC Council, especially in light of the 2021 local elections.

The budget negotiations primarily centered on the police budget and the hefty reduction in

police funding became the decisive feature of council members’ voting behavior. The final

vote on the budget was unusually divided, with 32 council members in favor and 17 members

voting against the police funding cuts. In contrast, during the previous three years, the City

Council had approved the budget unanimously.

The scope of the budget adjustment was unprecedented and largely unexpected. As

Figure 1 illustrates, NYPD’s operating budget increased in almost all years prior to FY2021.

Additionally, former NYC mayor Bill De Blasio’s executive budget proposal in April 2020

included a minimal cut of only $24 million. Just weeks before the budget deadline, city

council leaders agreed on June 12 to set a goal of $1 billion in cuts to the NYPD budget and

De Blasio eventually approved their proposal on June 23. The Police Benevolent Association

(PBA), the NYPD’s largest police union, promptly voiced dissent against the proposal,

threatening that

“For decades, every time a city agency failed at its task, the city’s answer was
to take the job away and give it to the NYPD. If the City Council wants to give
responsibility back to those failing agencies, that’s their choice. But they will
bear the blame for every victim, for every New Yorker in need of help who falls
through the cracks. They won’t be able to throw cops under the bus anymore.”9

4.2 Measuring Police Behavior: Calls for Service

To measure police behavior and effort, I use fine-grained data on 911 calls for service, namely

officer response times to calls (i.e., the time between when the call was logged in the dispatch

system and when officers arrived at the scene). These data are suitable to test my theory for

9PBA President Patrick Lynch on Twitter, June 12, 2020.
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Figure 1: Operating Budget of NYPD and FDNY Over Time
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Alt text: Line graph showing NYPD and FDNY operating budgets from fiscal years 2010 to 2022.
NYPD budget grows steadily from approximately $4.5 billion to $5.6 billion before declining sharply
in FY2021. FDNY budget grows modestly from approximately $1.6 billion to $2.2 billion with no
comparable decline. Both adopted and executive budget lines are shown.

several reasons. First, officers spend a substantial amount of their time responding to 911

calls (Neusteter et al., 2020). Most of the incidents are noncriminal in nature, e.g., citizens

make calls to complain or request that an officer perform a welfare check. As a result,

police officers have a considerable amount of discretion in when and how they respond to

these calls for service, which is often reflected in a large variation in dispatcher and officer

response times to calls across departments and incidents (Neusteter et al., 2020). Second,

while conventional metrics of depolicing, including the number of arrests or searches (Chanin

and Sheats, 2018; Shjarback et al., 2017), are heavily influenced by factors like criminal

behavior or departmental policies, response times more directly reflect officers’ decisions

about prioritization and resource allocation. Third, and most importantly, officers’ response

times to calls correlate with public perceptions of policing quality. Using response time

surveys across various US cities, several studies have found negative correlations between
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response times and respondents’ evaluations of police performance (Pate et al., 1976; Parks,

1984). Additionally, some work suggests that shorter response times are associated with

higher arrest rates (Cihan et al., 2012; Lee et al., 2017; Blanes i Vidal and Kirchmaier,

2017). I geolocate each call using coordinates to assign it to its corresponding political

district.

4.3 Council Members’ Voting Behavior

Figure 2 shows the distribution of council members’ voting behaviors on the budget proposal

across NYC’s 51 council districts.10 The map illustrates that both “yes” and “no” votes are

distributed across the city, and districts with opposite voting patterns share a border in

several instances. Additionally, these district borders cut across NYPD precinct boundaries,

allowing me to analyze variation across and within police management units in my design.

To provide some information on possible factors influencing a council member’s voting

behavior, Table A4 shows summary statistics of district characteristics. Unsurprisingly,

districts in favor of the budget cut are somewhat more progressive and more crime-ridden.

These areas had significantly larger minority populations; higher vote shares for President

Biden in 2020; and more valid felony, misdemeanor, and violation complaints.

These patterns raise concerns that shirking may be ineffective in progressive yes-voting

districts, where voters might consistently blame the police for poor service and strongly sup-

port funding reductions for police. However, a majority of citizens in these districts did not

necessarily support reducing the law enforcement budget. Figure A3 illustrates the distri-

bution of preferences from the 2020 post-election CCES survey, showing how respondents

across districts felt about law enforcement spending. Evidently, the differences in preferences

between “yes” and “no” voting districts with respect to police funding remained marginal,

and a majority of respondents supported increasing or maintaining law enforcement resources

10One council seat (37) was vacant at the time of the vote and one member (Costa Con-

stantinides) was absent from the session.
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Figure 2: NYC Council Votes on 2021 Budget
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Alt text: Map of NYC’s 51 council districts colored by vote on the FY2021 NYPD budget cut (yes/no/not
present), with NYPD precinct boundaries overlaid. Yes and no districts are geographically interspersed
across all boroughs.

across both types of districts.

4.4 Triple Difference-in-Differences Design

To identify the effect of preference alignment between the NYPD and council members on

police behavior, my main specification leverages the fine-grained geographic information on

911 calls in a difference-in-differences (DiD) model. I compare response times in districts

of council members in favor of the budget cut to response times in districts of council

members who voted against the budget reduction, before and after the vote on June 30.

This implies that the 32 council members who supported the significant cut to the NYPD’s

funding are deemed to be misaligned with police preferences, while the 17 representatives who

opposed the policy remained aligned with the NYPD’s general interests. Yet, in a simple DiD
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model, it is inherently difficult to distinguish politically motivated shirking of police officers

from general time-specific dynamics across districts (e.g., differences in traffic or migration

patterns due to COVID). To account for time-specific trends in response times, I additionally

use response times of firefighters to 911 calls for fires and medical emergencies as my third

control dimension.11 Firefighters are largely comparable to police in their unionization rates

and local government structure. Yet, unlike funding for the NYPD, Figure 1 shows that the

adopted budget of the FDNY increased relative to the planned budget in April 2020 and

the operating budget in previous years. Hence, since firefighters had little reason to organize

politically to exert pressure on City Council members, FDNY response times can serve as

a credible counterfactual in bureaucrats’ reactions to 911 calls absent electorally motivated

behavior. Thus, I estimate the following model:

response timeicpda = β1yes votec × after voted × NYPDa + δc + ηp + γd + νa + εicpda

(1)

where response timeicpda is the response time of call i in district c, day d and agency

a, yes votec is an indicator equal to 1 if council member of district c voted in favor of the

budget cut, after voted indicates whether a call happened after June 30, 2020 and NYPDa

indicates whether the NYPD or the FDNY responded to the 911 call.12 δc, ηp, γd, and νa

are district, police precinct, date, and agency fixed effects, respectively. Police precinct fixed

1186% (14%) of FDNY calls are medical emergencies (fire incidents and utility emergencies)

in my sample.

12For the main analysis, I remove calls between May 30 - June 15, when large protests took

place in NYC across several locations in response to George Floyd’s killing. Consequently,

response times were on average almost three minutes (22%) longer than in previous months.

Table A5 presents estimation results including these strong outliers, showing that the main

results largely hold with the full sample of calls.
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effects capture key organizational distinctions within the NYPD and account for variations in

management practices that can influence response times. Additionally, district fixed effects

account for differences in district characteristics (see Table A4). To the extent that these

characteristics and their influence on NYPD response times stay constant across my sample

period, my treatment effect estimates remain unbiased. Finally, date fixed effects capture

the high variability of response times across time. I cluster standard errors εicpda on the

district level.

Figure 3: Visual Representation of DiD Identification, Hypothetical
𝔼 response time

𝔼 response time|NYPD, yes vote

𝔼 response time|NYPD, no vote

𝔼 response time|FDNY, yes vote

𝔼 response time|FDNY, no vote

t t+1

Δ(response time |NYPD)

Δ(response time|FDNY)

time

Δ(response time|FDNY)

β

Alt text: Schematic illustration of the triple DiD design. Four hypothetical trend lines for NYPD and FDNY
across yes- and no-voting districts; the treatment effect is the NYPD gap minus the FDNY gap across district
types.

Figure 3 provides a graphical representation of the triple DiD identification strategy.

While a simple DiD design would only rely on the divergent trends in NYPD response times

within yes-voting districts vis-à-vis no-voting districts over time (i.e. ∆(response time|NYPD)),

the triple DiD design incorporates the corresponding trends in FDNY response times in

order to estimate the causal effect of the budget vote on bureaucrats’ behavior (ATT =

∆(response time|NYPD) − ∆(response time|FDNY)). The identifying assumption of this

design is that differences in response times between NYPD and FDNY officers across treat-

ment and control districts would have followed similar trends in the counterfactual absence of
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the budget vote. This assumption is bolstered by the fact that the FDNY was unaffected by

the budget cut, but the two agencies operate within the same emergency response dispatch

system, are governed by similar municipal oversight, serve identical geographic areas, and

are similarly exposed to the same external shocks (e.g., construction, traffic patterns).13

5 Misalignment Increases Response Times

Figure 4 depicts the raw trends in average 911 response times across different types of dis-

tricts over time and for different agencies.14 The figure reveals several patterns. First,

NYPD response times were elevated across all districts during much of 2020, likely reflecting

the pandemic’s disruption to emergency services citywide. Relatedly, the figure highlights

non-seasonal time trends in response times (e.g., due to COVID19 waves), which my within-

jurisdiction design accounts for. Finally, FDNY response times remain relatively stable

throughout the sample period, with largely consistent levels across both aligned and mis-

aligned districts and a stable gap between them.15 By contrast, the NYPD exhibits marked

variation. While there is an immediate spike in response times for all districts following the

budget vote in late June 2020, the key pattern emerges in the following months: response

times in aligned districts decline more rapidly, whereas response times in misaligned districts

remain elevated for an extended period. This pattern suggests that the NYPD prioritized

restoring service quality in districts represented by supportive council members.

13I also estimate simple DiD models, separately for the NYPD and FDNY. Reassuringly,

the results in Table A6 indicate that there is a positive ATT estimate for NYPD 911 calls,

while the estimate for FDNY is smaller, negative and statistically insignificant.

14Figure A4 shows the difference in response times across districts instead of levels.

15Given the unusually high response times for the FDNY in March 2020 due to the COVID

outbreak, I additionally estimate results excluding March 2020 in Table A7. Reassuringly,

while the estimated treatment effects are smaller, the qualitative results remain unchanged.
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Figure 4: Trends in 911 Response Time across Districts
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Alt text: Line graph of monthly mean 911 response times (January 2020–June 2021) for NYPD and FDNY
across yes- and no-voting districts. Average response times range from less than 5 to almost 20 minutes.

Table 1 evaluates trends in police 911 response times using the triple DiD model in Equa-

tion (1). We find that NYPD on average took about 5 minutes longer in their response times

in aligned districts than FDNY before the budget vote (NYPD). After the vote, response

times went up by about 2.3 minutes in aligned districts (after vote× NYPD). Most impor-

tantly, in line with the theory, the triple DiD estimate is positive, suggesting that response

times in misaligned districts increased by about one minute and 20 seconds more for NYPD

calls than for FDNY calls after the budget vote (yes vote × after vote × NYPD). With an

average response time of about 13.1 minutes throughout the sample period, this increase

is meaningful. Similarly, an additional minute in police response times is large enough to

elicit public concern. For instance, after examining data of overall NYPD response times

in 2020, then-Brooklyn Borough President Eric Adams said that “[a] minute in policing is

a lifetime, when you are wrestling with someone, when you are being robbed, that extra

60 seconds is the difference between an apprehension or even a person’s life” (Gross, 2020).

The size and precision of this treatment effect is robust to further controlling for the demand

19



Table 1: Effect of Approving 2021 Budget on 911 Response Times

(1) (2) (3) (4)

yes vote × after vote × NYPD 1.415** 1.433** 1.371** 1.443**
(0.667) (0.680) (0.673) (0.692)

NYPD 4.810*** 5.257*** 10.131*** -1.145
(0.725) (0.699) (2.708) (0.895)

yes vote × NYPD -0.056 -0.250 -0.177 -0.213
(1.129) (1.108) (1.057) (1.108)

after vote × NYPD 2.286*** 2.274*** 2.303*** 2.343***
(0.430) (0.439) (0.434) (0.449)

yes vote × after vote -0.741 -0.756 -0.788 -0.752
(0.561) (0.562) (0.565) (0.569)

District FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Date FE ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Police Precinct FE ✓ ✓ ✓
Daily call volume (log) × Agency ✓
Call Importance FE × Agency ✓
Observations 9,590,245 9,590,227 9,590,227 9,590,227
Mean of DV 13.095 13.095 13.095 13.095
Adj. R2 0.025 0.032 0.033 0.034

∗∗∗p < 0.01; ∗∗p < 0.05; ∗p < 0.1. Dependent variable: Response time in minutes. Coeffi-
cients for yes votec and after voted absorbed by district and day fixed effects, respectively.
Call importance fixed effects account for the two main levels of call importance for NYPD and
FDNY calls: (1) Critical and serious crime incidents, life-threatening medical emergencies,
and serious fires, (2) Non-critical crimes, non-crime incidents, non-life threatening medical
emergencies, and low priority fire incidents. Cluster robust standard errors in parentheses,
by district (49).

for police presence (in Models (3)-(4)). Model (3) accounts for the total number of calls

in districts and precincts per day by agency, and Model (4) incorporates fixed effects for

the official importance level of NYPD and FDNY calls. This separates critical and serious

crime incidents from non-critical crimes and non-crime calls for NYPD, and life-threatening

events plus serious fires from non-life-threatening emergencies and lower priority incidents

for FDNY.

To evaluate pre-treatment trends, I re-estimate Equation (1) in an event study setup:

response timeicpda =
∑

τ∈[−6,11]

βτyes votec × NYPDa + δc + ηp + γd + νa + εicpda (2)
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Figure A5 shows the respective treatment effects by month. While the estimates are

imprecise, the overall ATT estimate does not seem to be driven by a specific month or

immediately post-treatment. In terms of pre-treatment trends, there is some indication of

pre-treatment divergence in 911 response times, particularly in June 2020. This could be the

result of ramifications from the George Floyd protests and police anticipating politicians’

positions on the budget leading up to the official vote on June 30. In fact, on June 12

council speaker Johnson together with the leaders of city council caucuses and the chairs of

the committees on finance, capital budget, and public safety published a joint statement to

announce the $1 billion cut, and many council members published their vote intentions.16

Given these challenges to identification, particularly the validity of the parallel trends

across treated and control districts in the entire city, I employ a supplementary spatial

difference-in-discontinuities design in Appendix D, where I compare response times in sim-

ilar neighborhoods around the council district borders before and after the budget vote.

Reassuringly, in line with the DiD results, the model suggests that for calls in close proxim-

ity to the district borders, the NYPD slowed down by an average of 1.1 minutes per call in

yes-voting districts relative to no-voting districts after the budget cut.

6 Mechanisms and Additional Results

What type of calls do officers use for leverage shirking? If political motivation drives delays,

increases in response times in misaligned districts are likely a result of late arrivals and “no

shows” of officers to calls where police have sufficient discretion in how they address the

incident and face fewer costs for shirking. Figure A6 indicates that these discretionary calls,

such as crimes not in progress, disputes and vehicle accidents, take longer at baseline. To

16https://council.nyc.gov/press/2020/06/12/1983/; https://docs.google.com/

spreadsheets/d/1DAan2yEhaO8Mt9VmADAxNbCwhX8usfsSL51Pw9m4Fh0/edit#gid=2032235

041.
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evaluate this mechanism, Figure 5 depicts quantile treatment effects.17 The estimated treat-

ment effects are largest at the upper end of the response time distribution, while remaining

small and insignificant for other calls. Misaligned districts faced more particularly long calls

(response times increased by 8.1% [1.8 minutes], 10% [3 minutes] and 15% [6.7 minutes] for

the 85th, 90th and 95th quantiles, respectively).18

Figure 5: Quantile Treatment Effects
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Note: Depicted are quantile treatment effects, estimated using recentered influence functions with
90% confidence intervals.

Alt text: Point-range plot of quantile treatment effects (1st–95th percentile) of voting yes on log
response time. Effects are near zero below the 60th percentile and become positive and significant
above the 85th percentile.

The DiD results so far leverage variation in police effort both across and within precincts.

While this is commensurate with the theory, a more stringent test compares police behavior

within the same precincts. Resource allocation and dispatch decisions fall primarily under

17To ensure better comparability of effect sizes across quantiles, the underlying models use

log response times.

18To alleviate concerns that these effects are driven by a few outliers in response times,

Table A8 shows the robustness of my DiD results using winsorized response times.
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precinct commanders’ discretion. Fortunately, several NYPD precincts (60 out of 77) span

city council districts with contrasting voting patterns. I analyze daily differences in aver-

age response times between treated and control areas of the same precincts over time. As

Figure 6 indicates, following the budget vote, response times disproportionately increased

in misaligned areas compared to aligned areas of the same precincts. Prior to the vote, the

NYPD responded on average 1.6 minutes faster in misaligned areas compared to aligned ar-

eas within the same precincts. After the vote, this advantage for misaligned areas decreased

by 31%, with response times now only 1.1 minutes faster in misaligned areas.19 While these

results further bolster the theory of leverage shirking, I cannot distinguish between two

potential mechanisms: either fewer officers were dispatched to misaligned areas, or officers

deployed to these areas exerted less effort when responding to calls.20

My argument also highlights the role of police unions as a crucial bureaucratic actor in

targeting misaligned officials. There is ample qualitative evidence supporting this notion.

In the months following the budget vote, NYPD’s police unions engaged in various smear

campaigns against council members who had supported the budget cut. A common tactic was

to leverage crime incidents in their districts and connect these to council members’ support

of the budget on social media.21 Similarly, police unions publicly defamed council members

and their decisions on public safety policies in their districts. For instance, the Lieutenants

Benevolent Associated used a video installation outside of a council member’s office, shaming

19The treatment effect estimates are also geographically heterogeneous across districts.

Figure A7 shows that response time increases were particularly large in precincts in the

Bronx, especially in precinct 43, where pro-reform council member Rafael Salamanca (district

17) clashed with council member Ruben Dı́az (district 18), a staunch support of the NYPD

who called himself “the opposite of AOC” and was endorsed by the PBA.

20Unfortunately, a direct test of the dispatch mechanism is impossible since dispatch in-

formation is unavailable for the NYPD.

21https://twitter.com/NYCPBA/status/1288122515898822657.
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Figure 6: Response Time Differentials within Precincts
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Alt text: Point-range plot of predicted response time differences between yes- and no-voting areas
within the same precincts, before and after the budget cut. The negative gap narrows by 31% after
the vote.

him for “anti-cop laws” and proclaiming that the council member “voted to defund the police

among other anti-police, and anti-public safety bills. He doesn’t care about the well being

of his constituents, he cares about bowing to a hashtag!”22 What is more, as concerns about

rising response times arose in the public discourse, police unions attributed the blame to the

city council and the mayor.23 When then-council member Ritchie Torres and then-borough

president Eric Adams called for an investigation into longer response times and a possible

NYPD slowdown in September 2020, police unions reacted with personal insults.24

Police unions also weren’t shy to call on voters to punish council members and the

mayor for their public safety policies following the budget cut. Besides endorsing specific

22https://twitter.com/lbanypd/status/1377297021036589074.

23https://twitter.com/NYCPBA/status/1277671870205169665; https://twitter.co

m/NYCPBA/status/1300206634279620611.

24https://twitter.com/RitchieTorres/status/1303400519302631431.

24
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candidates for races in the 2021 city elections25, NYPD’s police unions campaigned against

incumbent officials using slogans such as “We will say it again: the Mayor and the City

Council have surrendered the city to lawlessness. Things won’t improve until New Yorkers

hold them responsible”26 or “keep voting Democrat and you’ll have war zones. just ask

Chicago, Detroit, Baltimore!”27 In sum, this qualitative evidence substantiates how police

unions targeted misaligned politicians in the wake of the budget cut, leveraged their influence

on voters in their political messages, and intended to affect the 2021 NYC elections.

How did citizens react to the strategic shirking of police officers? While systematic data

on citizens’ complaints about NYPD behavior is unavailable, I illustrate possible downstream

consequences of the budget vote and presumably the police resistance in Appendix E and

F. To estimate how the budget vote correlated with citizens’ perceptions of crime, I leverage

responses to the “Most Important Problem” question in the monthly Gallup Social Series

before and after the budget cut. Appendix E suggests that concerns about crime dispro-

portionately increased among citizens in yes-voting districts after the budget cut compared

to no-voting districts.28 Analyzing changes in vote shares of incumbent council members

between 2017 and 2021 elections in Appendix F, I also provide some suggestive evidence

that council members approving the budget cut lost more votes in their electoral districts

than council members voting no.

25https://twitter.com/NYCPDDEA/status/1407332800345346054.

26https://twitter.com/NYCPBA/status/1277671870205169665.

27https://twitter.com/SBANYPD_Archive/status/1277424114249146374.

28I use crime concerns as a proxy for overall public safety perceptions because direct

questions about non-crime emergency services are limited in surveys across time and districts.

While the shirking I document primarily affects non-crime calls, increased response times

likely contribute to broader feelings of insecurity that manifest as crime concerns in surveys.

25
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7 Alternative Explanations and Robustness

I consider whether the results are an artifact of citizens’ call patterns and underlying crime

conditions. Changes in citizens’ interactions with police post-policy could alter the data-

generating process, raising sample selection problems and phantom counterfactuals (Slough,

2023). Yet, the number of daily calls moves in tandem in treatment and control districts

before and after the budget vote, with an insignificant 2% decrease in “no” districts (Figure

A8; Table A9). Call-type distributions across treatment and control districts also remain

largely unchanged (Figure A9), and there’s minimal evidence of differential crime incidents

and citizens’ reporting of them (Table A10). Similarly, Table A11 indicates that the distance

of call location to NYPD precinct headquarters did not increase post budget vote, thus

assuaging concerns that divergent trends in call proximity explains response time differences.

Relatedly, disproportionately rising response times in treated districts could indicate

a redistribution of policing priorities from emergency responses to fighting crime, which

may even be electorally beneficial for misaligned incumbents. This is unlikely to be the

case. Such re-prioritization would suggest a relative reduction of response times in treated

districts for high-priority crime calls, which Figure 5 does not support. Additionally, there

is no evidence that crime clearance rates improved in treated compared to control district

following the budget cut (see Table A12). These findings suggest that police resources were

not strategically redirected toward crime-fighting activities in these areas.

Another concern is that the increase in response times in treatment districts may be

driven by differential reductions in the number of available patrol officers due to staffing

cuts, overtime limitations, or voluntary retirements. This would only affect my within-

jurisdiction design if resources disproportionately dropped in precincts covering larger shares

of yes-voting districts.29 To test this, I matched NYPD officers in 2021 and 2020 to their

29The within-precinct DiD and the spatial RDD design already account for potential

precinct-specific trends.
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precincts based on assignment data for both active and inactive personnel. Figure A10

illustrates the relationship between changes in resources—measured by staff count, overtime

hours, and overtime expenses—and the proportion of calls from “yes” districts by precinct.

There is little evidence that treatment areas experienced more significant resource declines.

If anything, the treatment is correlated with a slightly smaller drop in staffing and overtime.

Additionally, it is possible that public outrage following George Floyd’s death in May

2020 gave rise to differences in policing, either due to changes in civilian behavior or officers’

motivation to retaliate against public criticism. To assuage these concerns, I geocoded

all 1,989 protests that occurred between January 2020 and June 2021 in NYC.30 Table

A13 confirms that results remain robust when controlling for the daily number of protests,

indicating that protest patterns do not explain the observed differences in response times.

Similarly, supporting the budget cut may capture other aspects of a council district that

might affect police behavior post George Floyd. To address these concerns about a compound

treatment, Table A14 presents results from “horse race” regressions where I estimate DiD

designs with councilors’ race and the 2020 Biden vote share on the district level, respectively.

There is little evidence that these alternative district covariates affected police behavior after

the budget cut. Importantly, the treatment effects of voting “yes” are largely robust to

accounting for these additional predictors.

Finally, I address alternative explanations related to the motivation of police. According

to my argument, the increase in response times in yes-voting districts is driven by politically

motivated shirking, where police leverage their influence on voters’ perceptions of incum-

bents to punish elected officials. However, one can think of two alternative, less strategic

motivations for shirking in misaligned areas. First, police forces in yes-voting districts might

have lower morale after the budget cut, which could drive down their incentives to improve

911 response times. Yet, in my within-jurisdiction design, this alternative explanation would

30The raw data comes from the Crowd Counting Consortium Dataset (https://github

.com/nonviolent-action-lab/crowd-counting-consortium).
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require differential changes in moral across districts and even within precincts. Second, offi-

cers in misaligned districts could avoid engagement after the budget cut because they do not

want to draw attention to themselves or risk becoming the focus of a civil inquiry (Roman

et al., 2025). If these alternative explanations are true, we should observe officers to reduce

pro-active policing by minimizing the number of officer-initiated calls. If police encounter

events that warrant a response, they can log calls themselves. These officer-initiated calls

are characterized by response times close to zero in my data. As Table A15 indicates, I find

no evidence that officer-initiated calls decreased disproportionately in misaligned districts,

thus alleviating concerns that morale or avoidance effects drive the results.31

8 Conclusion

“Most disturbing to me was a near constant refrain that I heard from constituents calling
SPD [Seattle Police Department] for help that they were told by officers that ‘the council
has tied their hands’. Of course individual council members don’t decide what laws SPD

enforces or doesn’t enforce. We aren’t in the chain of command.”
– Lisa Herbold, Seattle City Council member (Blumgart, 2020)

This study explains why and when police officers in cities like Seattle reduce their effort in

responding to citizens’ calls for service. I have argued that bureaucrats can—under certain

conditions—leverage their influence on public policy to exercise power over the political au-

thorities to whom they answer. By shirking their duties in certain areas, bureaucratic agents

can protest unwanted policy choices and exert pressure on political authorities. Focusing

on municipal police and using NYPD 911 response times as a case study, I find empirical

evidence that largely supports this view.

By raising questions about who is controlling whom in politician-bureaucrat relationships,

31Given that officer-initiated calls in my sample likely follow a different data generating

process than other calls, I also estimate my main results without officer-initiated calls in

Table A16.
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this study has important implications for our understanding of electoral accountability, bu-

reaucrats as interest groups, and police reform. I incorporate voters into the principal-agent

framework to illustrate how bureaucrats exploit politicians’ accountability and voter uncer-

tainty for political ends. The findings show how bureaucrats can wield political power and

affect voter welfare (e.g., waiting times for public services) independently of their more visible

impact on electoral outcomes through campaign contributions, voter turnout, or lobbying.

These findings also speak directly to debates on police reform. Strong autonomy of local

law enforcement allows police to resist unwanted reforms, and if well-organized officers can

exert sufficient pressure on reform-oriented incumbents through work slowdowns or recall

campaigns, meaningful reform may remain elusive despite public support.

While the study focuses on a single city employing the largest US police force, similar

dynamics likely apply in several other US cities. Appendix A.2 replicates the analysis with

the contentious budget cut in Minneapolis in December 2020 and finds results consistent

with the theory. Arrests disproportionately decreased and response times increased in the

six districts that voted for police funding and staffing reductions compared to the seven

districts that did not. 45% of each state’s largest cities reduced the share of their police

budget for fiscal year 2021, with reductions as high as 12.1% in Albuquerque and 9.7% in

Seattle (see Figure A1). Given the strong police unions in these major cities and their open

opposition to these budgetary changes, the bureaucratic resistance and service reduction

shown in this study likely reflect broader trends across US jurisdictions.

Several important questions remain beyond the scope of this study. First, the conditions

discussed in Section 2—political autonomy, unionization, and service quality that is observ-

able yet imperfectly attributable—are fixed in my empirical case. Future work should use

variation in these factors to directly examine the necessary conditions for leverage shirking.

For example, scholars could exploit localized changes in bureaucratic unionization through

union certification elections to systematically compare the political strategies employed by

unionized versus non-unionized bureaucrats. Second, the voter side of the theory remains an
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important avenue for future research. How does leverage shirking affect voters’ perceptions

of political incumbents and their policies? How does information about service infractions

spread across communities? What are the electoral consequences of bureaucratic power?

Are these effects heterogeneous across voter groups, for instance, depending on their trust

in police or preexisting views on the necessity of police reform? While Appendix E and F

offer suggestive evidence on how voters might have responded to the NYPD’s leverage shirk-

ing, experimental studies could provide more definitive answers. Third, this study remains

agnostic about the broader welfare implications of leverage shirking. Although work slow-

downs reduce public utility for citizens calling for help, these losses may be offset by benefits

for individuals subject to police interventions, particularly in overpoliced areas. Finally, the

broader applicability of my argument across different policies and types of bureaucracies

warrants further examination. Based on the scope conditions identified in this study, we

might expect similar patterns of bureaucratic resistance in other politically autonomous and

well-organized local bureaucracies, for instance, among teachers responding to book bans or

educational gag orders, or housing bureaucracies strategically delaying building permits.
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