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PREFACE

As an academic who teaches courses on performance measurement and
public sector accountability, I continually ask myself, and my students,
questions about government performance. What can be done to strengthen
performance measurement systems so that the information collected
informs decision making and ultimately contributes to improved govern-
ment performance? How can we develop indicators of performance that
are meaningful to citizens and public administrators? How do we effec-
tively communicate these measures to the public so that citizens can hold
government accountable for results that really matter? How can we develop
appropriate participation techniques to foster and sustain meaningful
citizen involvement? This book provides students and practitioners with
the opportunity to wrestle with these questions by acquainting them with
the basic themes, concepts, and competencies of accountability, govern-
ment performance, and citizen participation.

I wrestled with these questions myself, and I struggled with the dilem-
mas associated with each of these concepts as I wrote this book. I am an
advocate of direct citizen participation, I recognize the value of perform-
ance measurement and the importance of public sector accountability;
however, I found myself questioning the value of each of these concepts
as 1 presented the opposing views and the problems associated with
holding individuals and organizations accountable for results and the
burden placed on organizations to measure, document, and report just
about everything they do. I was able to reconcile this conflict when I
acknowledged that the problems associated with each concept do not
undermine the value and importance that each brings to democratic
governance, but rather the problems reflect the way each concept has
been conceptualized and implemented under the New Public Management.

The dilemma associated with performance measurement is not with
the value of the management tool itself, but with how it has been

XVii
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implemented in many public organizations. The problem is too much data
is being collected and too much measuring is going on. The public sector
needs to focus on a few compelling measures of performance that can
tell the story of how well, or how poorly, a public organization or program
is performing. These measures should resonate with a variety of stake-
holders—citizens, elected officials, the media, business leaders, nonprofit
organizations, researchers, and public sector employees—to advance dia-
logue and discussion surrounding government performance, to inspire
managerial thinking that promotes informed decision making, and ulti-
mately improve government performance.

The dilemmas associated with accountability result from the narrow
way it has been defined in recent years. Accountability is the word we
use most often when we attempt to sort out issues of right and wrong,
good and bad, honest and dishonest, fair and unfair; yet relying too much
and too often on any word reduces its long-term value and credibility.
The reality in today’s managerial environment is that many public admin-
istrators feel the pressure of the word accountability, not the obligation
of the concept of accountability. The expectation to measure everything
they do and to give detailed accounts of their performance has relegated
the broad concept associated with good governance to a narrow mana-
gerial concept. Public administrators have little time to reflect on the broad
concept of accountability and their moral commitment to serve the public.

The dilemma with citizen participation rests, in part, with the competing
perspectives of what it means to be a citizen and what it means to
participate. There is a great divide between the ideal of direct citizen
participation and the actual practice of citizen participation. The ideal is
something we can all embrace as it is intuitively appealing. The actual
practice of citizen participation is far more complex and difficult for many
to envision. Meaningful participation is often perceived as inherently prob-
lematic because there is confusion about what it looks like in practice and
what it is supposed to accomplish. Citizen participation, in the context of
this book, refers to the involvement of citizens in the administrative deci-
sions of the state, yet even with this explicit definition questions remain
surrounding what it actually looks like and how it takes shape. All too
often, what passes for citizen participation is a hollow exercise that rein-
forces the administration’s position and denies citizens a true voice in the
process. The challenge for many public administrators is finding the right
balance between rational, responsive, and efficient administration with
open, deliberate, and collaborative decision making.

The primary focus of this book is local government, but the ideas are
applicable to other levels of government, as well as the nonprofit sector.
The discussion of administrative reform takes place at the federal level,
yet how these reforms impact local government is widely recognized.



Preface m xix

Throughout the book the terms public administrator and public manager
are used interchangeably, as are the terms public organizations and public
agencies. When I refer to citizens, I refer to citizens in the broadest
sense—inhabitants of a particular place, residents of a city or town. The
term is not meant to exclude members of society who by place of birth
are not entitled to the privileges or bound by the obligations legally
associated with formal citizenship.

Finally, the ideas and concepts presented here are not new; they have
been presented before, but what I have attempted to do is bring them
together under one heading and demonstrate the importance of their
mutually reinforcing relationships. The assumptions and dilemmas pre-
sented in this book reflect the contributions of researchers and academics
whose work I admire and whose writings resonate with me; in particular,
Bob Behn, Mel Dubnick, Kevin Kearns, Janet Kelly, Don Kettl, Cheryl
King, Phil Jos, Beryl Radin, Nancy Roberts, Barbara Romzek, and Hindy
Schachter. T hope this book resonates with readers in a similar way and
that it presents some questions and makes some observations that public
administrators and students of public administration will find useful as
they design and develop strategies to improve government performance,
demonstrate accountability, and facilitate meaningful dialogue with the
public they serve.

Kathe Callahan
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this book is to explore the relationship between govern-
ment performance, public sector accountability, and citizen participation.
There are assumed relationships between these concepts, and the assump-
tions are that greater accountability leads to better performance and the
more the public is involved in the governance process, and in particular
the measurement of government performance, the more they can hold
government accountable for its results. These assumptions are intuitively
appealing. If we hold people accountable for their performance, their
performance will improve. If the governing process is open and transpar-
ent, it will be more accountable. If citizens are meaningfully involved in
setting public sector goals and objectives, standards of performance will
be more relevant. However appealing, these assumptions are rife with
questions, dilemmas, and paradoxes. Does greater accountability actually
improve performance? Do outcome measures really measure what matters
to citizens?

This book is organized into five sections. The first section explores
the basics of performance measurement. Why we should measure, what
we should measure, how we should measure, and how we should
communicate what we measure. The second section looks at public sector
accountability and in particular what we mean by accountability and how
it can be achieved. The dilemmas associated with accountability for results
and compliance-based accountability are also addressed. The third section
of the book explores the rationale for and against direct citizen partici-
pation. This section explores the value of involving citizens in policy
decisions and policy implementation, and it explores the challenges asso-
ciated with creating and sustaining meaningful citizen participation. The
changing roles and expectations for public administrators are discussed
in this section as well. If we expect public administrators to be facilitators
of democracy as well as deliberators who effectively engage the public
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in dialogue about government performance and accountability, we need
to reconsider our expectations surrounding what they do, how they do
it, and how programs in public administration prepare them to be effective
administrators. Likewise, citizens need to reconsider their expectations for
government performance and accountability and their role in achieving
both.

The fourth section of the book provides an integrated discussion of
performance measurement, accountability, and citizen participation and
attempts to demonstrate how the strategic alignment of these critical con-
cepts can lead to more effective governance. And, finally, the fifth section
of the book provides in-depth case studies of a variety of efforts to
implement performance measurement, hold individuals and organizations
accountable for results, and involve the public in the deliberative process.
The cases are detailed narratives that reflect the reality of introducing and
sustaining change in local and county governments, and numerous lessons
can be learned from their successes as well as their failures. Through
theoretical and practical discussions this book highlights the important
dimensions of, as well as the challenges associated with, government
performance, accountability, and citizen participation.



SECTION |

INTRODUCTION TO
GOVERNMENT
PERFORMANCE

Performance measurement is a concept central to the field of public
administration, and in recent years it has taken on a renewed importance.
In part this renewed interest can be attributed to resolutions by various
professional organizations urging governments to institute systems for goal
setting and performance measurement. Certainly the reforms associated
with the New Public Management, most notably the Government Perfor-
mance and Results Act (GPRA), reflect the importance of performance
measurement and the need to demonstrate the results of government
programs. In addition, the demand for good performance measurement
systems has taken on added importance with the devolution of service
delivery to nonprofit agencies and private sector companies. The ability
to effectively measure program outcomes is challenging to say the least,
and some academics and practitioners are now questioning the value of
holding public organizations and public programs accountable for long-
term measures of performance that they only partially influence. Perform-
ance measurement has taken on a life of its own in many public organi-
zations as separate departments have been established for the sole purpose
of collecting and reporting data on government performance. Critics
complain that too much time and money are being invested in measuring
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the outcomes of government and instead that time and money should be
spent on improving the outcomes of government.

In Chapter 1 we discuss the growing interest in the outcomes and
results of government programs and provide a brief overview of the reform
efforts that contributed to this emphasis on results. The concept of a
results-oriented government can be partially attributed to the growing
level of dissatisfaction that many people, inside and outside government,
harbored toward public sector service delivery during the late 1980s and
early 1990s. During that time, frustration with government inefficiency and
the overly bureaucratic, rule-bound environment that contributed to the
inefficiency and unresponsiveness of public organizations reached a tip-
ping point. The book Reinventing Government, which promoted a gov-
ernment that works better but costs less, was a national bestseller and
attracted the attention of top administration officials, elected officials,
policy analysts, and ordinary citizens. Bill Clinton and Al Gore responded
to the challenges outlined in the book with a plan to improve government
performance that they called the National Performance Review (NPR). The
NPR led to the development of the Government Performance and Results
Act (GPRA), legislation that requires federal agencies to develop strategic
plans, measurable goals and obijectives, and standards for measuring
performance. After nearly ten years, the administration recently acknowl-
edged that the efforts of GPRA were not nearly as successful as they
hoped they would be and introduced another tool to hold federal admin-
istrators and federal agencies accountable for results: the Performance
Assessment Rating Tool (PART). The jury is still out on the effectiveness
of PART. While everyone can agree with the broad platitudes that gov-
ernment must be accountable for results and government must do more
with less, numerous questions arise surrounding the expectations and
performance of public sector programs.

In Chapter 2 we explore the reasons why public managers should
measure performance—to evaluate, control, budget, promote, celebrate,
motivate, learn, inspire managerial thinking, and ultimately improve gov-
ernment performance. Many public managers and public organizations
have failed to successfully implement performance measurement strategies
because of the punitive association most people make when they hear
the words “performance measurement.” Many people think, and rightfully
so based on past experience, that performance measures will be used
against them to make them look bad or sanction them for poor perform-
ance. This chapter attempts to highlight the value in measuring perform-
ance and the importance of creating an environment of trust where there
is evidence that performance measures will be used to influence decisions
to increase government performance and organizational effectiveness, not
to shame and embarrass individuals and organizations who fail to meet
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performance targets. However the sad truth is many public organizations
have been measuring their performance for years without demonstrating
any improvements. Measuring performance and collecting data in and of
itself accomplishes little. It is only when someone uses the information
to form decisions or change behaviors that the measures are of any value.
Performance measurement is an inherent and indispensable part of larger
management processes, including budgeting and strategic planning, and
in order to be useful in making decisions, performance measures must
be relevant to the management process they are intended to support.

Chapter 3 addresses the nitty-gritty of performance measurement: what
to measure, how to measure, and where to begin. This chapter adopts
an inherently rational approach in identifying the various steps that should
be taken in the design of a good performance measurement system. Much
of what is covered in this chapter has been written about before; there
are numerous and very detailed books devoted to the basics of perform-
ance measurement. What this chapter offers that many of those books do
not is brevity. The chapter starts off with some suggestions about where
to begin—a program or department that is rich in data or one that shows
the greatest potential for improvement—and the characteristics that should
be in place before beginning—the commitment of top management who
will support and sustain the effort as well as provide enough organizational
capacity to keep it functioning. A good performance measurement system
should include a variety of measures, but the number of measures should
be limited so as to not overwhelm the user. In addition, the measures
should be easy to understand and should relate to the broader goals and
objectives of an organization. Included in this chapter is a discussion of
the value of including citizens as part of the comprehensive performance
measurement strategy. A performance measurement system is strength-
ened when citizens are involved in clarifying program goals and objectives
and in identifying potential performance indicators. A powerful manage-
ment tool is created when public managers combine and compare man-
agerial-driven measures of performance with outcome measures that
reflect citizens’ priorities and perceptions.

The importance of effectively communicating results is explored in
Chapter 4. The value of any performance measurement system is only as
good as its ability to effectively communicate the outcomes and results
achieved. Every day public managers rely on good data to make decisions;
if the data do not tell the story they need to tell, bad decisions may be
made. All too often public administrators and public organizations collect
data on performance and compile nice little reports that end up on shelves
collecting dust. A good performance measurement report should stimulate
intelligent conversation about the quality of government services and
should ultimately shape decisions to improve government operations. The
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better the communication tool, the more likely it will be used and the
less likely it will collect dust. Elements of good performance reporting
are presented in this chapter, including the advantage of having multiple
levels of reporting, the use of aggregate and disaggregate data, the
importance of focusing on a few compelling measures, and the use of
comparisons for assessing performance. Numerous examples of effective
performance reporting and graphical displays of data representation are
also included in this chapter.

Throughout this section of the book the importance of effectively
measuring and communicating government performance is emphasized
while the challenges associated with measuring performance and demon-
strating results are acknowledged.



RESULTS-ORIENTED
GOVERNMENT

“Government must be accountable for results.” “Accountability for per-
formance is what matters most.” Such statements, voiced repeatedly by
politicians, citizens, and the media, are deceptive in their simplicity. They
raise some very basic questions: What are the desired “results” of gov-
ernment? What does accountability really mean? What do we mean by
results-oriented government? Can we truly measure outcomes? Faced with
competing demands and expectations, and social issues that seem to defy
measurement, the “results” of public sector initiatives are difficult, at best,
to define. Although we might achieve a consensus on broad platitudes,
the “devil is in the details.” How can we develop an objective approach
to accountability for results that will be accepted as impartial, used as a
means of adding value to public decisions, and applied to positively
impact the day-to-day lives of citizens?

Until recently, government accountability was largely a matter of finan-
cial accounting, hence its name. When public funds were appropriated,
the key accountability questions focused on how much money was spent
and on what specific items: personnel, supplies, travel, training programs.
Today, the concept of governmental accountability has taken on a much
broader meaning. It is an overused and often abused term that is seen
as the answer to a wide range of problems. How can government be
accountable for results when the expectations of government performance
are often unclear and contradictory? It is one thing to account for how
much money was expended or how many people were served; it is quite
another thing to account for results. It is relatively easy to count the
number of inmates in a state prison, but accounting for results or outcomes
of incarceration another thing. Are communities safer? Has the crime rate
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gone down? Does the fear of incarceration deter potential criminals? Does
incarceration rehabilitate offenders? What are our expectations for a prison
system, a psychiatric hospital, a job training program? What are our
expectations for government performance?

It gets complicated. Think about it. What is the likelihood that two or
more strangers would agree on the desired outcomes for public education
or community health? People may agree on the broad expectations of
healthy communities and well-educated children, but the difficult part lies
in the details. What does a healthy community look like? Does it mean
everyone has free and equal access to health care? Does it mean all
children are immunized by a certain age? Or that they receive a free and
healthy meal when in school? What do we mean by well-educated
children? Does it mean children learn a second language? That they score
in the 90th percentile on the SATs? Just as expectations differ on what
government should do, so do the expectations of good performance. In
order for us to hold public organizations and programs accountable for
results, the results need to be clearly defined.

One of the problems associated with managing for results is determin-
ing what the desired results of government look like and, more specifically,
what the desired results of specific programs and services should look
like. With the broad and often vague missions of many public sector
agencies and organizations, determining the desired results can be difficult.
The mission of the Department of Homeland Security is “We will lead the
unified national effort to secure America. We will prevent and deter terrorist
attacks and protect against and respond to threats and hazards to the
nation. We will ensure safe and secure borders, welcome lawful immigrants
and visitors, and promote the free flow of commerce.” That is quite an
ambitious mission. It is also a bit vague. How will we know if our borders
are safe and secure? What does a secure America look like? Even at the
local level, missions can be broad and vague. The mission for the Dayton,
Ohio, police department is “Our vision for the City of Dayton is to be
the safest city in the Midwest.”? What does that mean? What do the results
look like? What information is necessary to communicate whether the
mission has been realized?

The results that matter most are the ones that are most important to
citizens. Although it is not always appropriate to hold public managers
and public sector programs accountable for higher-level outcomes like
poverty reduction and increased literacy, public managers are held
accountable for a results orientation that demonstrates how the outcomes
of their specific programs and activities contribute to the overall, higher-
level outcomes that people expect. Implementing a results-oriented focus
represents a fundamental shift in the way the public sector does busi-
ness—a fundamental shift in the nature of thinking, acting, and managing
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that moves away from a focus on process and regulations to a focus on
benefits. This shift in focus has implications for many other aspects of
management, including accountability and reward mechanisms, as well as
the way government relates to its citizens.

There is still much debate about what results agencies should be
achieving and how the focus on inappropriate or poorly defined results
can produce unintended outcomes. At the federal level, the Administration
for Children and Families (ACF) discovered that rewarding states for
achieving the result of finding employment for welfare recipients resulted
in a big drop-off in the number of people receiving food stamps and
Medicaid. Since these programs are vital to people in low-wage jobs, the
AFC redefined the results they were trying to achieve. Instead of rewarding
states for placing welfare recipients in low-paying jobs, states are now
rewarded on how well they inform low-income workers of their eligibility
for programs intended to help them remain employed.

Focusing on specific results may actually displace goal attainment as
public administrators, in an effort to demonstrate results, might focus on
what is easiest to achieve rather than what really matters. A job develop-
ment program designed to help welfare recipients make the transition
from welfare to work might focus on finding employment for the easiest-
to-place individuals while overlooking the people in greatest need. Finding
employment for the easy-to-place clients improves the program’s results,
yet it displaces the goal of helping all welfare recipients make the
successful transition from welfare to the workforce.

Defining what we mean by accountability is as difficult as defining
what we mean by results. According to Webster, accountability is an
obligation or willingness to accept responsibility or to account for one’s
actions.> Accountability is most often equated with such terms as respon-
sibility, answerability, or responsiveness. Melvin Dubnick, a professor at
the University of New Hampshire, who is recognized as one of the leading
authorities on public sector accountability, states, “Accountability has
traditionally been regarded as the means used to control and direct
administrative behavior by requiring ‘answerability’ to some external
authority.” Jay Shafritz of the University of Pittsburgh offers two definitions
of accountability: “the extent to which one must answer to a higher
authority—legal or organizational—for one’s actions in society at large or
within one’s particular organizational position” and “an obligation for
keeping accurate records of property, documents, or funds.” Robert Behn,
a professor at the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University
and another leading authority on democratic accountability, recognizes
that the accountability environment is complex: “Yet, when we talk about
holding people accountable, we usually mean accountability for one of
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three things: accountability for finances, accountability for fairness, or
accountability for performance.”®

This chapter focuses on accountability for performance, or put another
way, accountability for results. Accountability for performance is different
from compliance-based accountability in that it focuses on not only what
a public organization does but how well it does it. To hold a public
organization accountable for performance, expectations for outcomes and
results must be established.” And again, here is where it gets tricky. It is
relatively easy to determine how many senior citizens receive Meals on
Wheels and the number of meals served in a week. It becomes more
complicated to establish outcome measures to determine how well gov-
ernment performs. How satisfied are the recipients of the meals? This is
all the more difficult to determine if the recipients are stroke victims or
suffer from dementia. Beyond the recipients’ satisfaction, does the Meals
on Wheels program reduce unnecessary hospitalization? Are communities
strengthened as elderly residents are able to remain in their homes? Are
these realistic expectations for a Meals on Wheels program? To establish
expectations for what government will accomplish, and thus create a basis
for holding it accountable for results, we must ensure that expected
outcomes are clearly articulated in a way that can be measured.?

In an effort to demonstrate accountability for results, governments need
to show their constituents whether the policies, programs, and activities
they deliver are producing the results that they were intended to produce.
Accountability for results requires an outcome focus that reflects why a
government program or policy exists in the first place. How much healthier
are the children this year than last? How much cleaner is the air this year
than ten years ago? How much safer is it to walk the streets this summer
compared to last? How prepared are our high school graduates for
employment or college? The answers to questions like these provide the
basis for holding government accountable for results. Accountability for
results means holding government responsible not only for its expendi-
tures, the quantity of services provided, and the fulfillment of reporting
requirements, but also for the results of its actions. Accountability for
results helps answer the question of how well government is performing.

EXPLORING RESULTS-ORIENTED GOVERNMENT

A brief overview of this transformation from a process-oriented, compli-
ance-based government to an outcomes-based, results-oriented govern-
ment will help place this transformation in context. How did we move
from a government that focused on rules, regulations, and procedures as
a means for holding public agencies accountable to a government focused
on the outcomes and results of public programs and public organizations?
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Rules, regulations, and procedures took a back seat to outcomes and
results, but how and why did this happen?

What exactly do we mean by results-oriented government? That's a
tough question to answer when we do not know what the results of
government should be. In broad terms, results-oriented government means
having the capability to demonstrate whether constituents are getting value
for their tax dollar. It means being able to demonstrate whether the
investment in a particular program has a positive impact on an individual’s
quality of life. According to the National Performance Review, managing
for results means:

Setting broad goals or outcomes that your customers care about

Establishing measures of performance toward those broad goals

Benchmarking your progress against yourself and against others

Surveying customers as part of your measurement system to find

out if they are satisfied

Including stakeholders through performance partnerships

B Asking for funds based on results through performance-based
budgeting

B Allocating resources based on results through performance grants
and performance contacts

B Tying personnel systems to results through performance agree-
ments and pay for performance

B Evaluating programs with performance audits

B Reporting results through report cards, data maps, and other
methods

B Using results to make continuous improvements, that is, to manage?

The term “results-oriented government” came into fashion in the 1990s
when trust in government was significantly diminished and when criticism
of government spending and concerns over the lack of government
accountability were rampant. In 1992, Reinventing Government, a book
about transforming the way government functions, hit the bookstores and
was very well received.!® It is highly unusual for a book about public
management to make the bestseller lists, but this one did. The primary
author, David Osborne, was pictured on the cover of People magazine,
appeared on the Sunday morning talk-show circuit, and was invited to
Camp David by President Bill Clinton to discuss the future of American
governance. The premise of the book was that the federal government
had become too big and overly bureaucratic. The authors equated the
federal government with an ocean liner: large and slow moving, unable
to change course in a timely manner. In its place, they encouraged flexible,
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innovative, entrepreneurial management. In fact, the subtitle of the book
is How the Entrepreneurial Spirit Is Transforming the Public Sector.

Osborne and Gaebler made the claim that government could be
transformed in much the same way that many private sector corporations
have been transformed, by becoming more attuned to customer needs,
less bureaucratic, more flexible, more innovative, more entrepreneurial,
and more results-oriented. Osborne and Gaebler framed their recommen-
dations around ten points:

1. Steer rather than row to get catalytic government.
Empower rather than serve to get community-owned government.

3. Inject competition into service delivery to get competitive govern-
ment.

4. Transform rule-driven organizations to get mission-driven govern-
ment.

5. Fund outcomes, not inputs, to get results-oriented government.

6. Meet the needs of the customer, not the bureaucracy, to get
customer-driven government.

7. Earn rather than spend to get enterprising government.

Prevent rather than cure to get anticipatory government.

9. Move from hierarchy to participation and teamwork to get decen-
tralized government.

10. Leverage change through the market to get market-oriented

government.

@

These principles were intended to serve as a road map for public
administrators who wanted to achieve results. According to Osborne and
Gaebler, “Our governments are in deep trouble today. In government after
government and public system after public system, reinvention is the only
option left. But the lack of a vision—a new paradigm—holds us back. We
hope the vision we have laid out will unlock the remaining gates—unleash-
ing a paradigm shift throughout American government, from the smallest
hamlet to the largest federal bureaucracy. We hope our road map will
empower you to reinvent your governments.”!!

The book was criticized by many academics for its lack of a theoretical
framework and for the unrealistic case studies presented. Only successful
entrepreneurial projects were presented in the book. Like Garrison Keillor’s
Lake Wobegon, where all the men are strong, the women good looking,
and the children above average, Reinventing Government was an overly
optimistic and simplistic portrayal of government transformation.'? Most
of the success stories (critics referred to them as anecdotes) were based
on local-level services and were not analyzed in any systematic way.
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According to one critic, “The technique used to support this approach is
to provide the reader with a series of snapshots of successful entrepre-
neurial projects that political leaders and public sector managers can
refashion to work in their particular circumstances.”!3

Ronald Moe of the Congressional Research Office, who is quoted
above, was very critical of the recommendations put forth by Osborne
and Gaebler and had this to say about their book: “The authors mixed
into a heady brew many of the ideas of free-market economics, as defined
in the voluminous privatization literature of the 1970s and 1980s, with the
most popular of the current business motivational literature and dashed
it with their own journalistic style. They came up with a drink palatable
to those liberals who believe government is best that uses its power to
selectively intervene in the nation’s economic life (e.g., national health
care program), but who want this intervention to cost less, or at least
appear to cost less. All this is possible, according to Osborne and Gaebler,
if there is a cultural and behavioral shift in the management of government
away from what they call bureaucratic government toward an entrepre-
neurial government.”

In spite of this criticism, and the criticism of others, Osborne and
Gaebler did manage to stimulate the discourse on government perform-
ance and challenged people to question the assumptions they held about
public sector service delivery. Standard operating procedures were ques-
tioned, as was the bureaucratic model of governance. They offered a new
framework for thinking about the problems and opportunities of public
management. They emphasized the benefits of good governance and
demonstrated that alternative, innovative, managerial approaches could
produce better results. Their book and the questions they raised prompted
public managers to take a closer look at what they did and how they did
it, and encouraged them to examine the impact of their programs—to
focus on the results of government services and on the lives of the citizens
they serve.

Osborne and Gaebler’s book contributed not only to a transformation
in the way government does business, but also to a transformation in the
language of government. Terms like managing for results, outcomes-based
government, citizen-driven government, entrepreneurial management,
and customer focus all came into fashion after the publication of their
book. Citizens began to think of themselves as customers, or at least they
were encouraged to think of themselves that way by the public agencies
and organizations that served them. Government had long been criticized
for being unresponsive and overly bureaucratic, and to remedy that image,
a private sector, customer-focused service approach was widely adopted.
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NATIONAL PERFORMANCE REVIEW

During the Clinton administration countless stories of government ineffi-
ciency graced the headlines of the morning papers and were often the
lead stories on the evening news. The military was a favorite target and
was routinely bashed for spending $200 on hammers and $500 on toilet
seats. Clinton and Gore accepted the reinvention challenge put forth by
Osborne and Gaebler: “We can no longer afford to pay more—and get
less from—our government. The answer for every problem cannot always
be another problem or more money. It is time to radically change the
way government operates—to shift from top-down bureaucracy to entre-
preneurial government that empowers citizens and communities to change
our country from the bottom up.”?

When Vice President Al Gore began his journey of reinventing gov-
ernment, he adopted many of the ideas put forth in the Osborne and
Gaebler book. Under the platform of the National Performance Review
(NPR), the Clinton administration sought to create a government “that
works better and costs less” and ultimately change the very culture of the
federal government.’® By “works better,” Gore was looking for a govern-
ment that was responsive to customers and achieved results. The four key
principles of the NPR were cutting red tape, putting customers first,
empowering employees to get results, and cutting back to basics. More
specifically:

1. Effective, entrepreneurial governments cast aside red tape, shifting
from systems in which people are accountable for following the
rules to systems in which they are accountable for achieving results.

2. Effective, entrepreneurial governments insist on customer satisfac-
tion. They listen to their customers—using surveys, focus groups,
and the like.

3. Effective, entrepreneurial governments transform their cultures by
decentralizing authority. They empower those who work on the
front lines to make more of their own decisions and solve more
of their own problems.

4. Effective, entrepreneurial governments constantly find ways to
make government work better and cost less—reengineering how
they do their work and reexamining programs and processes. These
are the bedrock principles on which the reinvention of the federal
bureaucracy must build."”

The first NPR report claimed that effective governments can cast aside
bureaucratic constraints, shifting from systems where people are account-
able for following rules to systems where they are accountable for achiev-
ing results. Federal agencies were encouraged to reduce hierarchical
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controls in order to “... empower those who work on the front lines to
make more of their own decisions and solve more of their own problems
... yet while stripping away layers and empowering front-line employees,
they hold organizations accountable for producing results.”*® The second
chapter of the NPR’s third report, Common Sense Government Works Better
and Costs Less, was devoted to “getting results.”’ Among that chapter’s
headings: “Results, Not Rules” and “Progress Report: Rewarding Results,
Not Red Tape.” The NPR criticized government’s “obsession with process
rather than results” and endorsed initiatives that focused on performance
and results. The new emphases for government programs were results
and outcomes. Questions surrounding process and how the results were
achieved were less important than the results themselves.

The recommendations contained in various NPR reports ran the gamut
from those extraordinarily expansive in their scope and implica-
tions—biennial budgets with expedited reprogramming authority assigned
to the Office of Management and Budget—to others distinguished by their
limited scope and narrow focus—the Department of State will reduce by
11 the number of Marine Guard detachments it employs.? The vice
president claimed that if Congress passed all the recommendations con-
tained in the report without any major changes, the federal government
would save $108 billion in five years and would be well on its way to
providing entrepreneurial government, serving customers, and demon-
strating results.?!

The NPR favored giving federal employees greater discretion to achieve
results and assure customer satisfaction. It celebrated Secretary of Educa-
tion Dick Riley’s “reinvention permission slips,” which read, “Ask yourself
(D Is it good for my customers? (2) Is it legal and ethical? (3) Is it something
I am willing to be accountable for? (4) Is it consistent with my agency’s
mission? (5) Am [ using my time wisely? (6) Is the answer YES to all of
these questions? (7) If so, don’t ask permission. You already have it. Just
do it!”?? The exercise of discretion by public administrators may be highly
beneficial in most cases, but abuses can and do occur. As James Madison
said, “If men were angels, no government would be necessary. If angels
were to govern men, neither internal nor external controls on government
would be necessary. In framing a government that is to be administered
by men over men, the great difficulty lies in this: you must first enable
the government to control the governed; and in the next place oblige it
to control itself. A dependence on the people is, no doubt, the primary
control on the government; but experience has taught mankind the
necessity of auxiliary precautions.”? Clearly, one person’s precautions may
be another’s bureaucratic red tape. The NPR’s quest for results promoted
entrepreneurial behavior and administrative discretion, which led it to
treat internal and external controls as burdensome red tape.
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Critics of the NPR contended that reinvention’s focus on results over
process rested on a considerable misunderstanding of the importance of
the rule of law in American government.?* In an effort to improve customer
service and enhance responsiveness, the controls that chief executives
and legislators hold over administrative agencies were weakened. Admin-
istrative discretion was advanced and protection of the law was weakened.
Those critical of the Gore report said that it represented a break in
management philosophy from earlier organizational studies going all the
way back to the Progressive Era. Earlier studies, like the Brownlow and
Hoover reports, emphasized the need for democratic accountability to the
president and Congress. The Gore report undermined this form of dem-
ocratic accountability. In an effort to make government more responsive
to the “customer,” laws and regulations were amended to reduce or
eliminate red tape, empower front-line employees, and enhance govern-
ment responsiveness.?

GOVERNMENT PERFORMANCE AND RESULTS ACT (GPRA)

The Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) of 1993 was seen
as a way to achieve some of the objectives outlined in the NPR. This
legislation was introduced to help resolve the long-standing management
problems that undermined the federal government’s ability to provide
effective and efficient services. It was also intended to help federal agencies
provide and demonstrate greater accountability for results. Although the
language of the legislation is stated in positive terms, in many ways it
reflects the traditional American skepticism about government. Couched
in good government rhetoric, the legislation sailed through Congress. How
could any elected official vote against a bill that sought to improve the
efficiency and effectiveness of federal programs? GPRA was based on
private sector management models, which reinforced the long-held belief
that the private sector is more efficient and goal-oriented than the public
sector. The act required agencies to focus on program results, service
quality, and customer satisfaction.?
The legislation had several purposes:

B To improve confidence in government by holding agencies
accountable for achieving program results

B To promote a focus on results, service quality, and public satisfac-
tion

B To help managers improve service delivery

B To improve congressional decision making by providing data on
results

B To improve internal management at the federal level
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GPRA required executive agencies to develop five-year strategic plans,
prepare annual performance plans, measure their progress toward the
goals outlined in their annual plan, and report annually on their achieve-
ments in a program performance report. The five-year time frame provided
an opportunity for agencies to look at their mission and goals beyond an
annual budget process.?” The annual performance plan required agencies
to develop indicators of performance for each program activity specified
in their budgets. The annual plans were to include performance goals for
each activity and an explanation of the data that would be used to
demonstrate whether performance goals had been met. The annual pro-
gram performance report compares the actual performance of the agency
to the performance goals specified in its plan and provides an opportunity
for administrators to explore and explain why specific results have not
been achieved and develop a strategy for realizing the goals in the
following budget cycle.

While the legislation was intended to improve confidence in govern-
ment by holding agencies accountable for achieving program results, the
legislation that was enacted was framed in very general and abstract terms.
Congressional advocates and executive branch management agencies, in
particular the Office of Management and Budget, sought to craft reforms
that were government-wide. Beryl Radin, an expert on federal manage-
ment issues, notes that “The GPRA framework appeared to have been
devised for federal agencies that actually deliver services themselves, such
as the Social Security Administration, the Internal Revenue Service, and
the Department of Veterans Affairs.”?® The legislation is difficult to apply
to agencies that administer programs, like the National Institutes of Health,
where the agency itself has little control over the way federal dollars are
spent.

By the late 1990s, the difficulties of implementing GPRA were beginning
to show. One leading observer noted that the early optimism felt at the
signing of the legislation was gone as agencies struggled to implement
the program.? GPRA is a top-down, one-size-fits-all approach to perform-
ance measurement and program improvement. The burden placed on
administrators to document the outcomes and results of their programs
and services and to give an account of their performance contributed to
dysfunctional behavior on the part of many administrators and employees.
More time was spent on documenting and reporting on their performance
than actually improving it. While there are mixed reviews as to the
effectiveness of GPRA, as well as the philosophy underlying the design
of the legislation, the law has had a positive impact on the importance
of measuring government performance and communicating its results to
its constituents. GPRA created a government-wide focus on results
and reinforced the need for greater performance management and
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accountability; however, it remains unclear whether the focus on results
actually improved government performance.

PROGRAM ASSESSMENT AND RATING TOOL (PART)

In September 2002, the White House acknowledged that GPRA was not
as effective as they hoped it would be. Nearly ten years after GPRA was
enacted officials recognized that “agencies spend an inordinate amount
of time preparing reports to comply with it, producing volumes of infor-
mation of questionable value .... A policy maker would have to wade
through reams of paper to find a few kernels of useful information.”*
The administration decided to take GPRA in a new direction and that new
direction is the Program Assessment and Rating Tool (PART). According
to the administration “PART was developed to assess and improve program
performance so that the federal government can achieve better results.”!
PART does not replace GPRA, but rather it is an evaluation questionnaire
used by the administration to help them implement the objectives of GPRA.

PART is not a refined or sophisticated effort to measure government
performance. It is a rather simple effort to rate federal agencies as
effective, moderately effective, or adequate. The Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) stated that PART “gives the impression of the grade-
school sticker method used to reward good work or punish bad work.
Its very simplicity, however, makes it a potentially powerful method to
justify budget cuts or increases.”?? PART is intended to objectively ascer-
tain whether programs are working and, if not, determine if they are
addressing deficiencies, eliminating duplication, and abolishing programs
that do not work. In all likelihood the evaluations will be used to justify
budget cuts or increases, but the question remains how objective can it
be? Linking performance evaluations to budget decisions raises questions
about the underlying ideological values surrounding the appropriate size
and role of government as well as the role of specific programs in
achieving the desired results. That perspective will vary depending on
the side of the aisle you sit.??

Beryl Radin raised significant questions about the efficacy of PART and
GPRA when she testified before a Senate Subcommittee on financial
management, government information and international security.” While
she acknowledged that the efforts undertaken in the Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) were motivated by a legitimate and appealing concern,

* Radin, B.A., Testimony to the Senate Homeland Security and Government Affairs
Subcommittee on Federal Financial Management, Government Information and
International Security, June 14, 2005. Written testimony available at hsgac.sen-
ate.gov/_files/Radin_testimony.pdf Accessed February 14, 2006.
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she stated that PART was not an effective way to measure government
performance. “Much of what has been devised in the name of account-
ability actually interferes with the responsibilities that individuals have to
implement public programs.” She went on to highlight the problems that
result when a single model (PART) is imposed on an “extremely complex
federal system with a diverse array of programs.” While it is important to
insure that public dollars are used effectively and that federal agencies
carry out the goals and objectives of programs created by Congress and
the executive branch, Radin stands firm in her position that PART is not
capable of achieving the level of accountability that Congress and the
American people expect.

MANDATING RESULTS

The concept of a results-oriented government was introduced because of
the perceived (and actual) failures of government to perform as promised.
In an effort to ensure a results orientation, the powers that be felt
government performance, with a focus on outcomes and results, needed
to be mandated. Left to their own discretion, it was assumed that many
public managers would not even attempt to define what outcomes and
results for their organization or program looked like, let alone try to
measure it. As a result, results-oriented government was mandated through
legislation.

The problem with requiring, or mandating, that governments measure
their outcomes and results is that it is forced upon public organizations
from a higher authority. Problems arise when changes in processes,
procedures, and priorities are forced upon administrators. Requirements
alone, when imposed, are not likely to be seen as something that will
help managers do their jobs better or achieve better outcomes. They are
likely to be seen as another round of confusing administrative regulations
with which they must comply. In addition, seasoned managers have seen
reform initiatives, like GPRA, performance-based budgeting, and zero-
based budgeting, before and they recognize the regulations as yet another
series of hoops they have to jump through.?* To be effective, managers
have to recognize the need and see the value in implementing perform-
ance measurement initiatives independent of the requirements. Is this
something they would do if it were not mandated by law? Failed initiatives
or poorly envisioned performance measurement systems are likely to have
been mandated by law or required by some external funding or reporting
body, where public managers saw little value in complying. In some
instances you will see success. An inspired administrator might take these
requirements and run with them. But more likely than not, a top-down
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approach to implementing performance measurement will have mixed
results at best.

Don Kettl and others have organized the various new public manage-
ment practices, designed to improve the performance of government with
a focus on results, into two basic strategies: (1) make the managers manage
and (2) let the managers manage.”® The make-the-manager-manage strat-
egy is based on the assumption that public managers lack clear incentives
to improve performance—that the motivation is just not there and so they
need to induce or force these managers to develop a process to improve
performance. In contrast, the let-the-managers-manage strategy reflects the
assumption that managers know how to improve performance and how
to demonstrate results and the only thing preventing them from doing so
are the numerous rules and regulations. The let-them-manage strategy was
designed to ensure that managers had the flexibility necessary to do what
was required to improve performance. Both these strategies assume that
public administrators know how to improve performance and they either
need to be compelled or free from constraints in order to do so. The
assumption that managers know how to improve performance is obviously
wrong.

FACING CHALLENGES ASSOCIATED WITH
RESULTS-BASED MANAGEMENT

There are many challenges associated with results-oriented government.
Some of them have been highlighted in the reform efforts described in
this chapter; others will unfold in the chapters that follow. Results-based
management is a long-term process. It takes time to plan, develop indi-
cators, and align management systems before even collecting any per-
formance data, let alone acting on the performance information. The
Government Accountability Office (GAO) recently conducted a ten-year
assessment on the effectiveness of the Government Results and Perform-
ance Act (GPRA).* The report states that the act’s requirements have laid
a strong foundation of results-oriented planning, measurement, and report-
ing that has begun to address the legislative intent of GPRA. The report
notes that change has been slow, yet performance measurement and
reporting have increasingly become part of the management culture. GAO
found that while the number of federal managers who report having
performance measures for their programs has increased over time, their
use of this performance information in making key management decisions,
such as adopting new programs or changing work processes, has not. In
fact, GAO’s random surveys of federal managers in 1997, 2000, and 2003
showed that federal managers had significantly more results-oriented
measures at their disposal in 2003 than they did in 1997 when GPRA went
into effect nationwide, yet the use of performance information for program
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management activities did not increase significantly. Their findings actually
show that the use of performance information for adopting new program
approaches or changing work processes had actually decreased.’”

This is not to say we should abandon our efforts to meaningfully measure
government performance. What this reflects is that the onerous and burden-
some demands of GPRA have not led to significant performance improve-
ments throughout the executive branch. There have been improvements in
various federal agencies such as the Social Security Administration and the
Department of Labor, but an overall improvement in the performance of the
federal government has not been realized. Measuring performance and
documenting results, when done correctly, can actually lead to improved
performance. But the challenge is doing it correctly. In order to demonstrate
to constituents what they are getting for their tax dollars—that is, the results
of government policies and programs—governments need to be able to
measure and report what they are accomplishing. Performance measurement,
when correctly implemented, can inspire managerial thinking and enhance
decision making. It is unfortunate that there are far more examples of failure
than success, but successful, effective, performance measurement systems
do exist. And it is equally unfortunate that such a broad and highly visible
effort like GPRA failed on its promise to improve government performance.

DEALING WITH THE RAMIFICATIONS OF
RESULTS ORIENTATION

Throughout this book we will explore in greater detail whether this focus
on results has led to higher levels of performance or diminished quality
of service. This results orientation and the reporting requirements associ-
ated with demonstrating results raises numerous questions. Are more
resources and energy spent on measuring and demonstrating results than
actually delivering services? In focusing on results, are we forgetting about
the process? With the pressure on managers to achieve performance goals,
which are often articulated as the number of individuals served or the
number of checks processed, are the goals of fairness, justice, and equity
upheld? Are the easiest cases resolved at the expense of the complicated
cases that require too much time? Does the Department of Labor find jobs
for the easiest-to-place displaced worker, while those in desperate need
of employment, who lack appropriate skills, are left behind? Does the
Division of Youth and Family Services find adoptive homes for the easiest-
to-place children while allowing the more difficult cases to languish in a
foster system that is recognized as a failure?

Are public managers setting their performance targets too low in order
to meet them? Does this emphasis on results, and the rewards and
sanctions associated with good and poor performance, place so much
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pressure on managers that they lower performance targets? Would a high
school principal lower the target graduation rate to 75 percent so they
could indicate on their report that they met or exceeded their performance
target? Without this focus on demonstrating results, might the graduation
rate be 85 percent? Are public managers collecting outcome measures and
then not using them, as the GAO survey showed, to inform managerial
decision making?

Or is the reverse true? Does this emphasis on performance measure-
ment encourage public managers and their employees to reach higher
and do more? Does it encourage public managers to focus on how well
they serve the public in addition to how much they serve? Does this
emphasis on results inspire managers and employees to question the way
they are providing services and seek new ways to improve their perform-
ance and better serve their constituents? Does the emphasis on outcomes
and results foster healthy competition among organizations, people, and
programs that strive to be the best and outperform others? Does this focus
on results ultimately improve government services, increase accountability,
promote transparency, and enhance the quality of life for the people
served?

Throughout the remaining chapters of this book we will explore these
questions in greater detail and seek answers, where possible. We will
explore the issues and dilemmas surrounding accountability and in par-
ticular, accountability for results. We will examine the role that public
administrators and citizens play in realizing administrative reform and in
improving government performance. We will explore the benefits, as well
as the obstacles associated with measuring performance and effectively
communicating results. In addition, we will discuss the challenges and
rewards associated with public participation in broad terms and more
specifically in terms of measuring and improving government performance
and accountability.
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WHY MEASURE?

Performance measurement has a variety of purposes. First and foremost,
it is a management tool intended to produce reliable, objective, relevant,
and timely information on program or organizational performance. Once
collected and reported, performance measures can be used to strengthen
management practices and inform managerial decision making, which can
ultimately improve performance. Harry Hatry, a long-time advocate and
leading expert on performance measurement, uses a sports metaphor to
explain the need for performance measures: “Unless you are keeping
score, it is difficult to know if you are winning or losing.”! Sports team
managers need to know the strengths and weaknesses of their players to
determine what changes or adjustments need to be made to keep the
team competitive. Just look at the data kept on the performance of baseball
players: earned runs average (ERA), runs batted in (RBD, on base per-
centage (OBP), number of pitches thrown, speed of pitches thrown,
number of games played, and so forth. And in football the performance
data is just as plentiful: passing yardage, rushing yardage, fumbles lost,
interceptions, third-down conversions, and the list goes on. The data are
widely disseminated and comparisons of performance can be made
between players, teams, leagues, and conferences. Comparisons can be
made over time as well: How well did the Yankees do this season
compared to last? Like managers of sports teams, managers of public
organizations need similar information to assess the performance of their
organization and ultimately improve it.

To measure something—IQ, weight, speed, attitude, blood pressure,
rushing yards per game, on base percentage—you need to quantify what
it is you want to measure by using a defined set of rules. Obviously, some
things are more difficult to measure because they cannot be observed
directly or there is no agreed-upon standard on which to base the
measurement. We know that to run the mile in under four minutes is an

23
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exceptional performance, and we know that a blood pressure reading of
160/100 is something to be concerned about. We know this because these
measures have an accepted standard on which to compare other measures.
Public sector services are often more difficult to measure because for
mission-driven organizations there is, more often than not, no agreed-
upon standard of performance, no bottom line. Not driven by profits or
stock value public managers operate in a world of multiple, often com-
peting, and often vague expectations of what good performance looks
like. Yes, it is more difficult to measure the performance of the Department
of Homeland Security than it is to measure the performance of Coca-Cola
or Nike, but it can and should be done.

Good performance indicators help public managers and other stake-
holders keep track of how a specific program, organization, or jurisdiction
is doing in providing services. Are service levels where we expect them
to be? Is the unit cost within budget? How are we doing compared to
last quarter or last year? To continue with the sports metaphor, how are
we doing compared to our opponents? What do we need to achieve in
order to make it to the finals? Where are the weak links in our team?
What can we do to help them improve their performance? If properly
collected and reported, such measures can be used to achieve results and
improve performance. Public managers can use these indicators to help
them make informed decisions to maintain or improve performance. A
performance measurement plan should be designed and implemented to
have an impact on behaviors and decisions that ultimately improve per-
formance.

Just measuring something alone does not improve it. Some public
organizations have been measuring performance for years and have made
virtually no improvement. Measurement for the sake of measurement alone
is insufficient. Managers can have stacks of data at their fingertips, but
unless they are using them to shape decision making, improve policies,
enhance programs, and streamline procedures, the data are virtually
useless. Unfortunately, this happens all too frequently. Managers can have
all the performance data they need—and in some cases they may actually
have too much data—yet they do not know what to do with them. Too
much information that generates confusion and overwhelms the most
competent administrator obviously does more harm than good. Data not
tied to a vision, goal, or objective are worthless. Theodore Poister and
Gregory Streib of Georgia State University refer to this conundrum as the
DRIP syndrome—data rich, improvement poor.? “To use a performance
measure—to extract information from it—a manager needs a specific,
comparative gauge, plus an understanding of the relevant context.” Per-
formance measurement alone does not improve performance. It is an
inherent and indispensable part of larger management processes such as
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budgeting, personnel management, program evaluation, process improve-
ment, contract management and strategic planning, and in order to be
useful in making decisions, performance measures must be relevant to
the management process they are intended to support.

David Osborne and Ted Gaebler, authors of Reinventing Government,
summarize the rationale for measuring performance as follows:

If you don’'t measure performance, you can’t tell success from
failure.

If you can’t see success, you can’t reward it.

If you can’t see success, you can’t learn from it.

If you can’t recognize failure, you can’t correct it.

If you can demonstrate results, you can win public support.*

Other academics and practitioners offer a variety of perspectives on
the purposes behind, and the benefits associated with the measurement
of government performance:

B Joseph Wholey of the University of Southern California and Kathryn

Newcomer of George Washington University state that “the current
focus on performance measurement at all levels of government
and in nonprofit organizations reflect citizen demands for evidence
of program effectiveness that have been made around the world.”
Paul Epstein, who has written extensively on performance meas-
urement, writes: “Performance measurement of public services is
not an end in itself. If local officials do not use the performance
information they receive, it's not worth the cost to collect and
report.”® He goes on to identify three specific uses: improve deci-
sion making, improve service performance, and improve public
accountability.

David Osborne and Peter Plastrik, authors of The Reinventor’s
Fieldbook write: “Performance measurement enables officials to
hold organizations accountable and to introduce consequences for
performance. It helps citizens and customers judge the value that
government creates for them. And it provides managers with the
data they need to improve performance.”

Theodore Poister, a professor of public administration at the
Andrew Young School of Public Policy at Georgia State University
and author of Measuring Performance in Public and Nonprofit
Organizations, writes: “When performance measurement systems
are designed and implemented effectively, they provide a tool for
managers to maintain control over their organizations, and a mech-
anism for governing bodies and funding agencies to hold organi-
zations accountable for producing the desired kind of results.”®
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As the previous statements reflect, performance measures can be used
for a variety of purposes. Different people have different reasons for
collecting data as well as different expectations for the utilization of per-
formance information. Elected officials have different reasons for collecting
performance data than do journalists. Citizens have different needs than do
public managers. An elected official might want performance measures to
see how well a program is meeting its intended policy goals. An incumbent,
seeking reelection, might want performance data to communicate results
to voters: crime is down and school test scores are up. A journalist might
use the information to demonstrate the success or, more likely, the failure
of a specific program or policy. Citizens might want the information to
determine if they are getting quality services for the taxes they pay and use
the information to make informed decisions about what community to live
in. Public managers might use the data to make informed decisions and
reward employees who are achieving results. This chapter focuses on the
reasons public managers should measure performance, not only for their
benefit and the benefit of their organization, but also for the benefit of
citizens, elected officials, journalists, and other stakeholders.

WHY PUBLIC MANAGERS SHOULD MEASURE PERFORMANCE

All of the reliable, relevant, and timely information is of little use to public
managers if they do not know what to do with it. Measuring performance
and collecting data in and of itself accomplishes nothing other than data
collection. It is only when someone uses the information to bear upon
decisions or change behaviors that the measures are of value. Harry Hatry
of the Urban Institute and Robert Behn, a professor at the John F. Kennedy
School of Government at Harvard University, both developed lists for the
uses of performance information. Hatry suggests that public managers use
performance information for the following tasks:

B Responding to demands for accountability from elected officials
and the public

B Formulating and justifying budget requests

Making internal resource allocation decisions

Triggering in-depth examinations of performance problems (or

successes) and possible corrections

Motivating personnel to continue making program improvements

Formulating and monitoring contracts and grantees

Evaluating programs

Supporting strategic planning

Communicating more effectively with the public to build public

trust

Providing better services more efficiently
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Hatry notes that the fundamental purpose of performance measurement
is to make program improvements that lead to successful outcomes.’
Ultimately, according to Hatry, performance information should improve
services to the public, and if it does not, the performance measurement
efforts are largely wasted.

Behn’s list is slightly different from Hatry’s in that he identifies eight
primary purposes that are specific and distinct. Behn clarifies the purpose
in the form of questions managers should be asking themselves:

1. Evaluate—How well is my public agency performing?
Control—How can I ensure my subordinates are doing the right
thing?

3. Budget—On what programs, people, or projects should my agency
spend the public’'s money?

4. Motivate—How can I motivate line staff, middle managers, non-
profit and for-profit collaborators, stakeholders, and citizens to do
the things necessary to improve performance?

5. Promote—How can I convince political superiors, legislators, stake-
holders, journalists, and citizens that my agency is doing a good job?

6. Celebrate—What accomplishments are worthy of the important

organizational ritual of celebrating success?

Learn—Why is what working or not working?

8. Improve—What exactly should we do differently to improve per-
formance?!

~

Like Hatry, Behn believes the main purpose for measuring performance
is to improve performance. The other seven purposes he provides are a
means for achieving the ultimate purpose of improved performance. What
is important to recognize is that public managers can use performance
measures for a variety of reasons, and therefore they need to carefully
think about the questions they want answered. Only when public man-
agers clearly understand the purpose or answer the question “What are
we measuring?” can they identify or create specific measures appropriate
for each purpose. Unlike those t-shirts that claim one size fits all, one
measure does not fit all purposes.

Theodore Poister, in his book Measuring Performance in Public and
Nonprofit Organizations,'! indicates that performance measurement sys-
tems are used to support the following management functions:

Monitoring and reporting

Strategic planning

Budgeting and financial management
Program management
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Program evaluation

Performance management

Quuality improvement, process improvement
Contract management

External benchmarking

Communication with the public!?

According to Poister, these functions can be carried out in ways that
facilitate results-oriented management, and in each case performance
measures are critical because they provide the information or feedback
that allows managers to focus on results. His list includes very different,
though often complementary, management functions that serve different
purposes. Each of the functions has a distinct purpose and will likely have
a specific set of requirements for performance data. Again, the emphasis
is that managers need to know why they are measuring performance so
they can identify or create indicators for that specific purpose. Any given
measurement system needs to be tailored to its purpose and developed
very deliberately to support its intended use.

Based on what these researchers have identified as the major purposes
of performance measurement, the remainder of this chapter will explore
in greater detail the primary reasons why public managers should measure
performance. It will also address some of the limitations inherent in the
measurement of government performance.

Monitoring and Reporting

Monitoring and reporting are probably the most traditional uses of per-
formance measurement. Public managers collect performance data to
comply with oversight bodies, funding sources, and other external bodies,
such as elected officials and governing boards, looking for information
that ensures compliance with regulations. Performance measurement for
the sake of monitoring and reporting alone is often perceived as an
obligation and a burden rather than a useful management tool. Decisions
and actions can come about as a result of performance reporting, or
performance monitoring, but for the most part the data are used in one
direction: reporting out. Public managers are typically held accountable
for agency expenditures, program activities, efficiency, and productivity.
Although decisions and actions may result from the performance data,
performance reports mandated by external sources are not usually inte-
grated into the managerial decision-making process. Part of the problem
is the lack of integration of the performance data. Separate sources require
specific information on distinct programs. With multiple reports to multiple
sources, the performance data are fragmented and rarely provide a com-
prehensive picture of the overall performance of an organization.
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An unanticipated outcome of this emphasis on reporting and monitor-
ing is that a disproportionate amount of time can be spent on data
collection and data reporting, rather than program improvement and
service quality. The New Jersey Division of Unemployment Insurance has
to account to the Department of Labor for 87 different measures of
performance. One of the numerous measures of performance they are
required to collect and report is the amount of time it takes to process a
claim. The set performance target for claim processors is six minutes of
“face time” with each client—and that face time is usually online or over
the phone; rarely is it actually face to face. So while the Department of
Unemployment Insurance has the burden of collecting data for 87 different
measures of performance, an extremely time-consuming and burdensome
process, claim processors are allowed to spend only six minutes of quality
time with each person filing for unemployment—a bit dysfunctional to
say the least—more time is spent documenting performance than actually
improving it.

Creating Strategic Plans

Strategic planning offers the opportunity for public organizations to be
truly forward looking and innovative. According to James Bryson, strategic
planning is a disciplined effort to produce fundamental decisions and
actions that shape and guide what an organization is, what it does, and
why it does it, with a focus on the future.!* Strategic planning is a
management tool, and as with any management tool, it is used to help
organizations do a better job of whatever it is they do. Strategic planning,
if done right, can help an organization focus its energy, ensure that its
members are working toward the same goals, and assess and adjust the
organization’s direction in response to a changing environment. The use
of performance data is an excellent way to inform strategic plans. All too
often, here is what passes as a “strategic plan”: some broad statements
identifying a mission statement, a few objectives, and a general description
of what the organization does. Strategic plans need to encompass a lot
more than that, and the use of appropriate performance data can transform
a strategic plan from a relatively useless document to one that successfully
guides an organization into the future.

Harry Hatry, in linking performance measurement to strategic planning,
identifies the following elements as necessary to make a strategic plan
useful:

B Identify the specific outcomes sought, the associated indicators
against which progress will be measured, and the latest data
available on these indicators to provide a baseline.
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B Posit the future environment within which the service is expected
to operate, including likely problems and obstacles.

B Identify alternative ways to achieve the desired outcomes, including
any needed changes in legislation and policies.

B Estimate each alternative’s cost, feasibility, and potential effect on
the outcomes in the future environment.

B Select a recommended alternative along with the outcome indicators.

B Link all these elements to the annual plan and forthcoming
budgets.

Performance measures can help managers identify the most fundamen-
tal issues facing the organization so they can develop strategies to deal
with them. Strategic planning involves anticipating the future environment,
but the decisions have to be made in the present. Performance data enable
managers to track trends that allow them to anticipate future opportunities
and obstacles.

Evaluating

An implicit understanding of the use of performance measurement is that
the measures will be used to evaluate the performance of an organization,
municipality, department, program, or individual. As Behn writes, “People
rarely state that their only (or dominant) rationale for measuring perform-
ance is to evaluate performance, let alone acknowledge there may be
other purposes. It is simply there between the lines of many performance
audits, budget documents, articles, speeches, and books: People are
measuring the performance of this organization or that program so they
(or others) can evaluate it.”1

In one of the early reports on the Government Performance and Results
Act (GPRA), an advisory panel of the National Academy of Public Admin-
istration (NAPA) wrote, “Performance measurement of program outputs
and outcomes provides important, if not vital, information on current
program status and how much progress is being made toward important
program goals. It provides needed information as to whether problems
are worsening or improving, even if it cannot tell us why or how the
problem improvement (or worsening) came about.”® Not once do the
words evaluate or evaluation appear in what the advisory committee
wrote, yet implicit in this statement is the realization that performance
measures will advance the assessment of program performance.

To evaluate the performance of a public organization or public program
a manager should know what the program or organization is supposed
to accomplish. A mission statement, with clearly stated goals and measur-
able objectives, is needed in order to recognize when the stated goals
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and objectives have been met. If the goals and objectives have not been
met, the performance measures should provide information that points to
the problem. Obviously, this is easier said than done; in the words of
Behn: “No wonder many public managers are alarmed by the evaluative
nature of performance measurement. If there existed a clear, universal
understanding of their policy objectives, and if they could manage within
a rational program structure, they might find performance measurement
less scary.”!” Performance measures are a critical part of program evalu-
ation. Public managers need data that show what has been accomplished,
how long it took to realize the accomplishment, and how much it cost,
in order to comprehensively evaluate the performance of their organiza-
tion. Without hard data it is impossible to determine whether stated goals
and performance targets have been met.

Controlling

The word control might come as a surprise for those who favor a
participatory work environment, where “management with,” not “manage-
ment over,” is the norm. Although managers might not want to admit it,
performance measurement can be used to ensure compliance from their
employees. Performance standards can be established for teachers, nurses,
case managers, and judges, to name only a few public sector positions,
and supervisors can measure their performance in terms of outputs and
outcomes to determine if they have met or complied with the standards
set for acceptable performance. For example, a teacher could be held
accountable for 90 percent of her students reading at or above grade
level; a nurse could be expected to insert an IV needle on the first attempt
85 percent of the time; a case manager could be expected to maintain a
caseload of 65 clients and conduct a home visit to each client twice a
month; and a judge may be held accountable to sentencing standards
requiring that 50 percent of all juvenile offenders receive community
placement or probation. Knowing that standards exist for their perform-
ance—and, more importantly, that sanctions will be enforced if standards
are not met and that rewards or recognition will be given when perform-
ance exceeds standards—enables managers to have some semblance of
control over employee behavior.

Budgeting

Performance-based budgeting and results-oriented budgeting refer to the
use of performance measures in the budgeting process.'® Performance-
based budgeting can mean a variety of things, but the common denom-
inator is the use, in some way, of performance data. Managers can use
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historical performance data in the annual budget request, or they can
structure their budgets around measurable objectives and anticipated
outcomes rather than line items. A police department, for example, might
organize its budget around programs like community policing, an anticrime
unit, and auto theft reduction rather than overall personnel, fringe benefit,
and equipment expenditures. For each program, a level of performance
and the percentage of effort that various officers will contribute to each
program are determined. The rationale behind performance budgeting is
that people will allocate resources more efficiently if they have access to
information that tells them how well the organization is performing.

A relatively strict definition is that performance-based budgeting allo-
cates resources based on the achievement of measurable outcomes.!? This
definition assumes that a clear link exists between performance measures
and resource allocation and that certain outputs and outcomes can be
quantified. It does not acknowledge the inherently political nature of
budgeting. Controlling for politics, managers should be able to use per-
formance data to inform their resource allocation decisions. If the per-
formance data show a high return on investment for community policing,
the decision to allocate more resources to community policing can be
supported with hard evidence. Likewise, if the auto theft reduction has
not resulted in a reduction in the number of stolen cars, a decision can
be made to reallocate resources in a different way to improve outcomes
or eliminate the program altogether.

The Government Finance Officers Association (GFOA) suggests that
program performance measures should be incorporated into the budget
and recommends that the performance measures:

B Be based on program goals and objectives that tie to a statement
of program mission or purpose

Measure program results and accomplishments

Provide for comparison over time

Measure efficiency and effectiveness

Be reliable, verifiable, and understandable

Be reported internally and externally

Be monitored and used in decision-making processes

Be limited to a number and a degree of complexity that can provide
an efficient and meaningful way to assess the effectiveness and
efficiency of key programs

Although these recommendations are straightforward and consistent
with what the experts on performance measurement have to say, the
realization of these characteristics can be a complicated process. What
these recommendations fail to address is the political nature of the budget
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process, the perspective and attention span of policy makers, and the
time frame of the budget cycle.

Ultimately, poor performance, or outstanding performance for that
matter, may be the result of factors that additional, or fewer, resources
will not fix. Take leadership, for instance; it could be poor or it could be
exceptional. Or, the mission statement and objectives could be muddled
and unrealistic, or they could be clearly articulated with measurable
objectives. Organizational processes could be poorly designed or ideally
designed. Using the budget to reward high-performing programs or to
punish underperforming ones is not necessarily a strategy that works.? A
high-performing agency might not need additional resources when, in
fact, the resources allocated are appropriate and the level of funding
permits the program to be high performing. The same is true for a low-
performing program. The staff might not be meeting objectives because
they have insufficient resources and taking additional dollars from the
program will only exacerbate the problem. Likewise, throwing money at
poor performers to help them improve service delivery to meet program
objectives will likely alienate the high performers, who often are expected
to do more with less and will ask why the poor performers are “rewarded”
with additional resources.

The U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services provides an example
that shows how additional resources do not always solve the problem of
poor performance. After 9/11, many district offices were told they needed
to clear out the backlog of immigration and naturalization requests that
were awaiting determination. Offices that developed a strategy for han-
dling the backlog in a timely fashion achieved their targets without
additional resources or staff. District offices that were slow in complying
were rewarded with additional staff, even if the need for additional staff
was not the source of the problem. In many cases, staff members from
high-performing offices were temporarily reassigned, at great expense, to
poor-performing offices. The transfer of staff created tension among the
personnel, and the staff remaining at the high-performing offices were
required to log a significant amount of overtime to maintain their level
of performance. However, this remedy, of reallocating human and financial
resources did not address the underlying problem that contributed to the
poor performance. The variable that contributed to poor performance at
the underperforming offices was a lack of leadership, not personnel.

Communicating

Objective measures of performance can stimulate intelligent conversation
about the quality of government services that can ultimately lead to
improved performance. In order for intelligent conversation to take place,
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performance data must be communicated to a variety of stakeholders in
a variety of ways. Internal communication, at all levels of an organization,
allows staff members to know whether their performance is on target or
off course. If off course, decisions about mid-course corrections can be
made. If on target, acknowledgement of the achievement can be made
and discussions surrounding what needs to be done to remain on course
can be generated. Externally, citizens, elected officials, the media, and the
business community should be made aware of performance gains and
losses. Communication with the public, on a regular basis, increases
accountability and ultimately trust in government. The communication
should be simple and straightforward, and should take advantage of
various communication strategies, including newsletters, newspaper
reports, public meetings, cable television, e-mail, and Web sites.

One of the best examples of effective communication is the New York
City Straphangers Campaign. The efforts of this public interest group to
monitor the performance of New York City subways is discussed in greater
detail in Chapter 4, but for now a brief discussion of the way they
communicate with the public about the performance of the city subways
provides an excellent example of the importance and power of effectively
communicating performance data. The Straphangers’ Web site
(www.straphangers.org) provides easy-to-understand performance data for
each of the city’s 22 subway lines, 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. A poll
conducted by the Mass Transit Association (MTA) of New York City transit
riders found that riders want short waits; regular, reliable service; a chance
to get a seat; a clean car; and announcements that tell them what they
want to know. The data that the Straphangers collect and report responds
directly to what the riders want. Data on the amount of service, the
regularity of service, the likelihood of a breakdown, the chance of getting
a seat, the cleanliness of the car, and the quality of the in-car announce-
ments are provided with a click of the mouse. Riders can choose to ride
the subway line that has the best performance in the category that is of
most importance to them. Do they care most about on-time performance,
or is the likelihood of getting a seat of greater benefit to them?

In addition to reporting information about the performance of the
various subway lines in those specific categories, the overall performance
of each line is calculated through an overall measure of performance
based on the weighted average of the data just mentioned. This overall
measure of performance is communicated to riders and other interested
parties in the form of dollar value, or a MetroCard rating. Currently, the
subway fare for a single transfer ride is $2. If a subway line is performing
in the 95th percentile range of all the lines, it would receive a $2 MetroCard
rating. If a subway line is performing in the 50th percentile of all the
lines, it would receive a $1 MetroCard rating. This measure communicates
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directly to the dollar investment of each rider. If a transit rider is paying
$2 for a subway ride and the MetroCard value for the subway line they
ride is 60 cents (the lowest-performing line in 2005), they have hard
evidence on which to base their complaints and demand better service.
The riders can see how their line performs compared with other lines,
with previous years, and with the system average. The performance data
are communicated with graphs and charts that are easy to understand. A
quick glance lets riders know what the performance looks like. And for
each line, the phone number for the person responsible for that line is
provided, encouraging greater communication between the riders and the
person in charge of the quality of their ride.

Motivating

Goal setting and the establishment of attainable performance targets can
do more to motivate a workforce than some of the more celebratory or
team-building approaches to motivation. According to Behn, “The basic
concept is that establishing performance goals—particularly stretch
goals—grabs people’s attention. Then the measurement of progress toward
the goals provides useful feedback, concentrating their effort on reaching
these targets.”?! Public managers need to develop measurable goals that
are attainable, and then determine what performance indicators can be
collected to demonstrate progress toward goal attainment. Doing this
provides employees with direction and a sense of accomplishment once
the target or interim goals have been met.

Human motivation is a central topic in the social sciences, and more
specifically in the field of organizational behavior. Understanding how to
motivate employees to enhance their individual performance and ulti-
mately the overall performance of the organization is essential.?? Motivation
alone does not improve individual performance, but when combined with
individual ability and organizational capacity it can lead to significant
improvements. Individuals can be motivated to perform when they have
the necessary skills, when the organization provides the appropriate tools
and resources, and when performance expectations are appropriately set
and clearly articulated. However, people can lose motivation if they do
not have the skills or capacity to perform or if performance expectations
are set too high or too low and are not effectively communicated. The
more likely an individual or organization will reach the stated goals, the
stronger the motivation to perform.??

There are numerous examples of how measurable goals and objectives
can motivate employees to perform better. A successful program in Dayton,
Ohio, called Management by Unreasonable Objectives (MBUO) is based
on the concept of measurable and attainable stretch goals. The public
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manager in Dayton was discouraged by the lack of productivity improve-
ments after implementing the traditional Management by Objectives (MBO)
strategy. He found that the objectives articulated by department heads
were too cautious and failed to motivate employees to perform. Instead,
he found the objectives as stated reinforced the status quo. He decided
to light a fire in the belly of city workers by implementing a different
management approach that encouraged staff to be creative and reach
beyond the typical restraints that inhibited productivity. The three basic
tenets of MBUO are

1. There must be a clearly stated and measurable objective.
The objective has to be so good that the workers and the managers
emphatically agree that it is a worthwhile goal.

3. The objective must be so unreasonable that the first response of
workers and managers is that it cannot be done.

MBUO promoted innovation and encouraged employees to “think
outside the box.” Through the establishment of measurable stretch objec-
tives the city challenged its employees to do more and as a result realized
substantial productivity growth and enhanced employee morale. Again,
developing measurable goals that are attainable and determining what
performance indicators can be collected to demonstrate progress toward
goal attainment are essential in order to motivate individuals and organi-
zations and ultimately improve performance.

Promoting

Performance indicators, properly reported and disseminated, can do won-
ders in terms of promoting the accomplishments of government to elected
officials, citizens, and the media. They can also go a long way in promoting
performance within the organization. Performance indicators can validate
success and demonstrate where improved outcomes have been realized.
However, all too often, performance measures are used to punish rather
than promote, and for this reason, many public sector employees fail to
see the value in collecting and reporting performance data. The punitive
nature of performance measurement is often more dominant than the
positive, promotional side of measurement. If performance measurement
is to be adopted and embraced, the positive, promotional benefits of this
management tool must be reinforced.

Performance measures can promote the activities of specific agencies
and organizations as well as recognize the accomplishments of individuals
within an organization. The National Academy of Public Administration
advisory panel on performance measurement argues that in addition to
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promoting the accomplishments of specific agencies and the value of
specific programs, it can also indirectly promote the competence and
value of government in general. According to the advisory panel, not only
can performance measures promote the value and success of individual
programs, such measures have the potential to enhance public trust by
communicating accomplishments and results.?*

Promoting accomplishments, as well as highlighting failures, is a pow-
erful tool for developing loyalty and support. Every year, the New Jersey
Department of Education publishes an annual school report card in the
major newspapers throughout the state. The report summarizes perform-
ance data on every school in the state so that parents, teachers, students,
elected officials, school administrators, the media, and other interested
stakeholders can see how schools in their communities perform in com-
parison to other public and charter schools in the state. In addition to
reporting on the academic achievement of students, as measured by
performance on standardized tests like the New Jersey Assessment of Skills
and Knowledge (NJ ASK) and the High School Proficiency Assessment
(HSPA), the Department of Education includes indicators on the graduation
rate, dropout rate, student expulsions, student/teacher ratio, student/com-
puter ratio, average class size, and per-pupil expenditures. There are other
measures, too numerous to list here, but the point of mentioning this
report is to highlight how it promotes public education. High-performing
districts will promote their performance in comparison to private schools
in the area. Charter schools have used the report cards as evidence of
their success, and failing districts use the data to generate greater invest-
ments in their community. The publication of the annual report cards also
encourages healthy competition among and within school districts, with
districts and schools vying to be top performers.

Demonstrating results, in addition to developing loyalty within an
organization, enables public managers to win support and recognition
outside the organization. One of the major values of a performance
measurement system is its potential to increase transparency and enhance
public trust. Performance measurement initiatives can promote the com-
petence of specific policies and programs as well as the value of govern-
ment in general.

Celebrating

All organizations need to celebrate their achievements. Celebrations and
rituals unite people within an organization and provide a sense of indi-
vidual and collective relevance to the organization’s mission and goals.?
Achieving specific goals is a reason to celebrate, and people gain a sense
of self-worth and accomplishment from such celebrations.?® Celebration
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is not an end in itself; while parties and award ceremonies provide
meaning and unite people, celebrations are a way to motivate, acknowl-
edge, and recruit good people. Celebrations can promote organizations
and increase their visibility.

Celebrations need not be big, end-of-the-year blowouts, but can be
impromptu gatherings that acknowledge the achievement of interim goals
and small milestones along the way. It is a way to call attention to the
accomplishments and the people who made them happen. Such occasions
also provide an opportunity to reflect on what was achieved and focus
attention on what needs to be done to attain the next milestone.” The
National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) periodically holds
award ceremonies to recognize employees who have made outstanding
contributions to the overall performance of the agency. Special award
ceremonies are held throughout the year, and friends and family are invited
to share in the employee’s recognition, which can come in many
forms—certificates, honor awards, money, and even trips to the Kennedy
Space Center to observe a shuttle launch. The big awards include the
Annual Performance Award, the Superior Accomplishment Award, and the
Space Act Award, but smaller awards, such as the On-The-Spot Award or
the Time-Off Award, generate excitement and are cause for celebration.?’

One key problem with traditional awards is that many public managers
rely on them as their only mechanism for recognizing outstanding per-
formance. Critics see two problems with traditional award ceremonies: (1)
they only come once, maybe twice, a year and (2) with numerous
employees nominated for recognition, either too many or too few awards
are given.” Although many public managers have good intentions when
they recognize and reward as many employees as possible, the significance
of the recognition is minimized. Likewise, if only one individual is rec-
ognized and many employees have contributed to the overall performance
of the organization, those not recognized end up feeling slighted.

To create more opportunities to celebrate and make employee recog-
nition programs more effective, public managers need to consider these
strategies:

®  Think more strategically about how to tie awards directly to results.

B Reward employees for achievements in a timely manner.

B Use a wider venue for employee recognition as it is almost impos-
sible to provide too much positive feedback.

A word of caution is in order concerning the use of competitive awards
to generate higher levels of performance. Competitive awards can actually

Behn, 591.
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be counterproductive because only a few people can win them. Employees
who do not win, despite their outstanding achievements, may become
demoralized. In addition, competitive awards can distort employee
behavior. For example, employees focused on winning a competitive
performance award might neglect other areas of their work that do not
contribute to their competitiveness for the award, or they might cut back
on the quality of the service they provide in an attempt to increase their
level of productivity.

The important thing to remember here is that performance measure-
ment can be used to identify areas of improvement and accomplishment
that should be cause for celebration. Managers need not wait until an
end-of-the-year ceremony to recognize the achievements of an individual,
or group of individuals, who have contributed to the attainment of
organizational goals. It is important to recognize the achievement of
smaller, interim goals, as well as the long-term goals, as a way to acknowl-
edge, unite, and motivate employees and to keep them focused on
achieving the long-range goals.

Learning

Learning and evaluation go hand in hand. The objective of evaluation is
to determine what is working and what is not. The objective of learning
is to determine why.? Through the use of performance measures, public
managers can learn what is working, what is not working, and what is
stagnant—those initiatives that typically fall outside the radar screen
because they are not top performers. Those stagnant programs are like
the average student who often gets overlooked in the classroom. Attention
and resources go to the outstanding students and those at risk, but the
average students continues to produce just enough to get by without
being challenged to do more. To contribute to learning, and ultimately
improve services, performance measures should be linked to a managerial
process like budgeting, or strategic planning, or personnel management.
Standalone measures may be interesting—it is nice to know that 300 miles
of roads were resurfaced in the last year, but if that measure is not linked
to the budget or to the strategic plan for the public works department,
the measure will not lead to learning, which leads to better decisions and
improved performance.

In order for learning to take place, performance measures should
provide some indication as to why a program or organization is performing
well (or poorly). What is contributing to the organization’s stellar perform-
ance? What might be done to improve the underperforming programs?
Learning from performance measures can be challenging. It is not always
obvious what the performance data are communicating, nor is it always
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obvious what lessons public managers should draw about which factors
contribute to good or poor performance. “The challenge of learning from
the performance measures is both intellectual and operational. Public
managers who use measurement to improve the performance of their
agencies face two challenges: First, they have the intellectual challenge
of figuring out how to learn which changes in plans, or procedures, or
personnel might produce improvements. Then, they face the operational
challenge of figuring out how to implement the indicated changes.”3

Performance measures should contribute to the understanding of what
an organization is doing well, what an organization is not doing well, and
what needs to be done in order to improve on what is not being done
well. Typically, the most obvious thing managers learn from performance
measures is how well they are doing over time or in comparison to other
programs and organizations. Has performance improved in the last quarter?
Has it declined? Is it static? Are we where we want to be? The challenge
is to determine why, so that decisions can be made regarding overall
strategy, program design, and program implementation. In a complex
environment like the public and nonprofit sector, performance measures
should not be the sole driver of complex decisions. They should, however,
inform the manager and influence the course of action taken in an effort
to improve performance.?!

Kravchuk and Schack rightly assert that “organizational learning cannot
depend on measurement alone” and that “performance measurement
systems cannot replace the efforts of administrators to truly know, under-
stand and manage their programs.”? Performance measures should indi-
cate to the manager when the organization should make a serious effort
to learn. Within the existing political, social, and cultural environment of
the organization, what are the data telling them? Performance indicators
that are unexpected create an opportunity to learn. According to Neves,
Wolf, and Benton, “management indicators are intended to be provocative,
to suggest to managers a few areas where it may be appropriate to
investigate further why a particular indicator shows up the way it does.”??

Improving

As stated earlier in this chapter, the ultimate goal of performance meas-
urement is to improve performance. Every purpose that has been discussed
so far—from reporting, planning, budgeting, and controlling, to commu-
nicating, promoting, motivating, celebrating, evaluating, and learning—all
contribute to performance improvement. To measure performance in a
way that can actually improve an organization’s performance, public
managers need to think seriously about what it is they are going to
measure, why they want to measure, and how they are going to use the
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measurements to inspire managerial thinking and ultimately improve per-
formance. Without understanding how the measurements will be used to
improve performance it is difficult to determine what to measure.

In order to improve the performance of an organization the perform-
ance data that are collected and reported need to inspire managerial
thinking, a term David Ammons, a professor at the University of North
Carolina, uses when he discusses the reasons why public managers should
measure performance. “The key to designing measurement systems that
will produce performance gains, especially in organizations with empow-
ered departments and employees, is the careful development of measures
that cause supervisors and operating personnel to reflect thoughtfully on
the adequacy of services and to consider strategies of service improve-
ment—in short, measures should inspire managerial thinking.”3*

Managerial thinking is inspired when the data collected tell a story
and prompt managers to ask further questions. Are high-school dropout
rates climbing to an unacceptable level? Is the HIV/AIDS infection rate
increasing? Is the average police response time slower to certain neigh-
borhoods than others? When performance data provide answers to ques-
tions like these, managerial thinking is inspired. Outcome data provide
information that lets managers and staff know whether program objectives
are being realized, and if not, how alternative methods of service delivery
can be explored. Should the after-school mentoring program be expanded?
Should the sex education curriculum be modified? Should police officers
be deployed in a different manner? Measurements like the number of
students enrolled, the number of condoms distributed, or the number of
emergency calls answered do not tell a story, they tell you how much,
and while that is important to know, these measurements do not inspire
managerial thinking.

THE LIMITATIONS OF PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT
What the Skeptics Have to Say

Performance measurement skeptics will argue that it is nearly impossible,
if not downright impossible, to accurately measure what they do. The
public sector, unlike the private sector, is mission driven, not profit driven,
so there is no bottom line to strive for. The skeptics will also claim they
have tried performance measurement and they were not able to deliver
on any of the benefits listed earlier. Skeptics also argue that they do not
have sufficient financial and human resources to invest in a performance
measurement program and that it makes more sense not to attempt to
measure what they do. Rather than invest in a performance initiative that
will be underfunded and poorly staffed, they would rather invest in the
actual delivery of services.
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David Ammons will tell you that advocates have to demonstrate the
value of performance measurement before they can convert the skeptics
into believers. “Unless performance measurement proponents and
researchers can provide tangible evidence that measurement is practical
for their function and that the service improvement value of measurement
outweighs its cost—and can provide plenty of such evidence—these
skeptics are not likely to be swayed.”® He goes on to make some
interesting observations about the challenges that advocates face when
trying to convince the skeptics that it is worth the time, energy, and
resources:

B Many performance measurement systems are poorly designed for
performance improvement and, not surprisingly, produce few gains.
Many performance measurement systems consist solely of output
measures or raw measures of workload. These measures tell you
how much of something is being produced or delivered and how
many people are served, but they convey nothing about how well
a program or organization is doing. A performance measurement
system based on these types of measures alone will not result in
significant improvements or performance gains. Output and work-
load measures are necessary for account giving and performance
reporting, but are insufficient for performance improvement. Skep-
tics who rely on this type of measurement alone are correct in their
criticism of the value of measurement initiatives; however, if they
included outcome measures to reflect the quality of a program or
service and efficiency measures to demonstrate effectiveness and
resource utilization, then they could realize improvements in per-
formance. The criticism that performance measurement systems fail
to deliver on the promise of improved performance or enhanced
productivity is typically based on a poorly designed effort.

B When small performance gains occur, they are usually unhberalded.
Too often, small performance gains are barely recognized at all,
but small improvements add up over time. Some of the skeptics
expect dramatic returns on their investment in performance meas-
urement, but that is rarely the case. Incremental improvements do
make a difference—like the compounding of interest on a long-
term investment or the combined and lasting effect of a sensible
weight-loss program where you drop a pound or two a week.

B When performance measurement is the catalyst for large perform-
ance gains, something else usually gets the credit. Performance
measurement serves as a catalyst for change, but is rarely cited as
the reason that change occurred. Instead, a new approach to service
delivery, or the introduction of a new technology, or the inspiration
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of a charismatic department head, is credited with the resulting
improvements. However, returning to our sports metaphor, without
keeping score you might not be aware that performance was down
or that changes needed to be made. A manager, or employee,
might feel that performance was off, but a subjective measure, like
how you think or feel, is lacking the hard data that indicate changes
are in order. A case manager might think it’s taking too long to
process a claim, but without the data to support that assumption,
improvements will not be made.

Gloria Grizzle, a professor at Florida State University, has written about
the dark side and dysfunction of performance measurement. “In public
administration we are aware that some measures are reactive and that the
ways people react when their performance is measured cannot always be
described as positive behaviors. Yet we have spent little time thinking
about this dark side of performance measurement and about how to
design measurement systems that minimize these unintended bad
effects.”® “Creaming off the easy customers” is one of the unintended
consequences of measuring outcomes that she has identified. In other
words, if a performance target specifies that “500 clients must be placed
in jobs by the end of the quarter,” the easiest way to meet that target is
to place the more skilled clients and avoid placing the more hard-to-
employ clients. With creaming, the neediest clients are the least likely to
be served. When measuring outputs and placing pressure on employees
to increase their numbers, two dysfunctions can occur that pertain to the
quantity and quality of services provided. One example is “definition
creep.” When a clerk typist reports on the number of letters he typed in
a month, he might count memos and referral slips as letters in an effort
to appear more productive. And quality can suffer when sanitation workers
are expected to collect refuse from more houses in a day and as a result
they work faster with less concern for quality and more litter remains on
the sidewalks and streets.

Certainly when we talk about why public managers should measure
performance, the dark side and dysfunction in behavior, as described
here, is not what we envision. The dysfunctional behavior occurs because
employees believe that the performance information will be used to apply
sanctions or provide awards. They do not want to be singled out as a
poor performer, and thus there is motive to fudge the numbers. They
want to be considered for a performance award, so there is an incentive
to cut corners in order to increase the number of outputs. In an effort to
avoid, or at least reduce, dysfunctional behavior, public managers should
create work environments that contribute to encouraging employees to
do the right thing. Grizzle identifies two steps that can be taken to establish
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such an environment: (1) use performance measurement to empower
rather than disempower employees and (2) create an environment of trust
that fair use of the performance measures will be made. Creating such
an environment may require a more thoughtful approach to designing
and implementing a performance measurement system. Public managers,
when articulating what indicators to utilize, should think about the behav-
ior that may result. If the performance of police officers is going to be
evaluated on the number of parking tickets they write, what behavior can
be anticipated? Public managers should recognize that not all programs
need to be measured in terms of quantity and efficiency.

Donald P. Moynihan, an assistant professor at the University of Wis-
consin, makes a persuasive argument, in the pessimistic interpretation of
his research, when he states that results-based reforms, which assume
public managers will use performance information to make better deci-
sions, is not likely to be realized. He states, “Such reforms have been
interpreted and implemented without consideration of factors that will
enable learning—and therefore, more efficient and effective govern-
ment—to occur.”¥ He states that performance improvement is based on
learning, but the willingness to engage in learning reflects the manager’s
assessment of whether the learning can be put to good use. The public
manager who believes that learning from performance information is
unlikely to be used because of controls that limit their authority and their
ability to bring about organizational change is less likely to engage in the
serious process of learning from the data in the first place. Lower-level
managers, who have the time, interest, and expertise to study performance
information and make informed decisions lack the authority to make the
appropriate changes. Senior managers or elected officials who have the
authority to bring about change are likely to lack the interest, motivation,
and operational expertise to consider the performance data and make
informed judgments. “As a result, performance information is likely to
remain unused, potential learning opportunities untaken and ineffective
managerial processes unchanged.”®

CONCLUSION

Performance measurement is essential to managing for results. An effective
performance measurement system can help public managers make better
decisions, motivate employees, celebrate accomplishments, promote orga-
nizational achievements, communicate results, and ultimately improve
performance. Performance data can provide valid, reliable, and timely
information to public managers, but the data alone do not improve
performance. The data can tell managers how well, or how poorly, a
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program or organization is performing, but it is up to these managers to
figure out how to use the information to ultimately improve performance.

Although there are critics of performance measurement who question
its contribution to improved performance and greater accountability, and
there are problems associated with the collection and appropriate use of
performance data, the effort to effectively measure government perform-
ance remains a critical element of good public management. The perfect
performance measurement system does not exist, but that does not mean
public managers should abandon their efforts to meaningfully measure
what they do. Instead, they should work with citizens, colleagues, elected
officials, and other stakeholders to build and use more effective perform-
ance measurement systems. Public managers would do well to recognize
that a “good enough” performance measurement system is better than no
working system at all. To paraphrase Harry Hatry, it is better to be
somewhat informed than completely clueless.
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3

WHAT TO MEASURE?
HOW TO MEASURE?

Performance measurement systems come in all shapes and sizes, from
program-specific measurement systems focusing explicitly on the quantity
and cost of service delivery on a weekly or monthly basis to a global
measurement initiative that might look at a few measurements on an
annual basis. Some measurement systems are concerned with efficiency
and productivity, whereas others attempt to measure the broad policy
outcomes of national and international programs. Some measurement
systems are citizen driven and focus on measures of quality and citizen
satisfaction. Others are linked directly to budgets and focus on the unit
cost. While these systems are dramatically different, they can be designed
and implemented using a common framework. It is important to remember
two things before implementing a performance system: (1) the perform-
ance measurement system should be designed with a specific purpose in
mind and (2) the system should reflect the capacity of the people and
the organization responsible for the successful implementation.

WHERE TO BEGIN

The question for many public managers is: Where do we begin? As
discussed in Chapter 2, the first thing a manager must do is figure out
why they want to measure performance. Remember the questions Bob
Behn posed: How well is my agency performing? How can I convince
political superiors, legislators, stakeholders, journalists, and citizens that
my agency is doing a good job? What exactly should we do differently
to improve performance? Once the reason is determined, and there can
be multiple reasons, the best place to begin is in the area where public
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managers are most likely to experience success. This is done for several
reasons, but most importantly to demonstrate to those involved that it can
actually be done. Small steps that demonstrate success and make people
realize the effort is worthwhile are powerful motivators. Start small, keep
it simple, and collect and report on a few compelling measurements that
resonate with the public, elected officials, staff members, and other stake-
holders, both within and outside the organization. Do not try to be all
things to all people. Do not try to measure everything. Measure what
matters. As Albert Einstein said, “Not everything that can be measured is
important, and not everything that is important can be measured.”

A good place to begin is in an area where performance data are already
collected but are not used for performance reporting. For example, police
departments collect tremendous amounts of data for the Uniform Crime
Reports, such as the total number of crimes over a period of time, the
violent crime index per total population, and the nonviolent crime index.
It is possible the data are collected for the federal reports exclusively and
not used as an internal management tool. How can this existing data be
transformed so they can inform management? Can the data be linked to
the budget? Can the data be meaningfully communicated to the public?
Another example might be a health department that collects a variety of
information for different funding sources. When reporting to the Office
on Aging, they provide data on the health status of clients over the age
of 65; when reporting to the Division of Youth and Family Services, they
provide information on the health status of children. Even though they
collect this information for the various funding sources, the information
is fragmented and a coordinated system to pull the information together
and report on the overall health conditions of the community does not
exist. How can this fragmented data be better coordinated to inform
management and enhance decision making?

Another good place to begin is to identify the area where the most
significant problem or greatest opportunity exists. Is there a specific
program or service that is not performing as expected? Is the program
facing large backlogs, missed deadlines, high turnover, or numerous
complaints? An area that has the most consequential deficit can be an
area that demonstrates the most impressive improvements once a meas-
urement system has been put in place. Likewise, it makes sense to target
functions where new techniques, procedures, or emerging technologies
seem to offer promising improvements.

Yet another good place to begin is to measure what matters most to
citizens. What is the most common concern or complaint raised at meet-
ings, at community gatherings or in the letters to the editor? Is there a
vision statement that articulates community goals and objectives? If citizens
are most concerned with the quality of education, start there. If they are
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concerned about the number of homeless people on the street, or an
increase in gang violence, start there. Begin by measuring what matters
most to citizens; demonstrate that resources have been targeted to improve
the conditions that generate the greatest concern.

WHAT TO INCLUDE?

A good performance measurement system should include a variety of
measures: input (how much?), output (how many?), outcome (how well?),
and efficiency (at what cost?). It should include a few poignant and easy-
to-understand indicators that relate to the broader goals and objectives
for an organization or program, rather than numerous scattered indicators.
Keep in mind that less is better. Identifying four or five meaningful
measures for each service is more valuable than collecting reams of data
that have little practical, or social, relevance. Too much information
overwhelms the reader and does not contribute to enhanced knowledge
or decision making. Likewise, a good performance measurement system
should not include data for data’s sake. Just because the data are collected
does not mean it adds value to the decision-making process and perform-
ance improvement. The usefulness of a performance measurement system
increases to the extent that the measurement system reflects and relates
to a coherent set of goals and strategies covering major agency programs
and activities. Data not tied to a vision, goal, or objective is less valuable
than data linked to a broader picture.

It is helpful to think of performance measurement as a process or
system of measures and procedures whereby organizations assess how
well they are doing compared to previous performance and to other
organizations, as well as in terms of how effectively they are achieving
their stated goals and objectives. A well-designed performance measure-
ment system should clearly articulate service goals and objectives, define
service outputs and outcomes, and specify the expected quality levels for
these outputs and outcomes and the time period in which the service
goals will be met. Keep in mind that the data collected should, in some
way, inform the stakeholders that progress is being made (or not) toward
the achievement of the overall mission. Performance measures can be
quantitative (average response time) and qualitative (how safe people feel
in their neighborhood). They should demonstrate efficiency, productivity,
service quality, cost effectiveness, and citizen satisfaction.

PERFORMANCE INDICATORS

A performance measurement system that incorporates several different
types of measures, sometimes referred to as key performance indicators
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or a family of measures, is a far more powerful management tool than a
measurement system that relies exclusively on one or two types of
measures. Here is an explanation of the various types of indicators that
can be used to measure performance.

B Input indicators. These measure the resources expended on a
program, such as the amount of money spent or the total number
of employee hours needed to deliver a service. The input measures
should reflect the resources actually used, not the resources
allocated. Input measures, when related to output and outcome
measures, produce efficiency and productivity measures, which are
described below.

B Workload or process indicators. These measures reflect the
amount of effort expended to create a product or provide a service.
Some people refer to workload measures as inputs, and some people
refer to them independently as workload or process measures. Do
not get caught up in the semantics of whether it is an input measure
or a workload measure or an output measure, but be cognizant of
the amount of work (cases, clients) that comes into an organization
but that is not yet completed (outputs). In addition to representing
clients and caseload, workload measures can represent things like
the miles of road that need to be paved or plowed, or the number
of applications that must be processed in a day.

B Output indicators. These report the quantity of products or units
of service provided to a service population within a specified period
of time. Examples of output indicators include number of meals
delivered, miles of road paved, or number of students taking the
high-school proficiency test. Output indicators typically tell how
much or how many and, by themselves, say nothing about how
well. Outputs are expected to contribute to the desired outcome,
so it is wise to think about the results that are expected from each
output measure.

B Qutcome indicators. These measures report the results of pro-
grams and services. Outcome indicators have both quantitative and
qualitative aspects. Examples of outcome indicators include the
number of individuals employed six months after participation in
a job training program, or the percentage of residents who feel
safe in their neighborhood. Outcome measures typically tell how
well something was done. Outcomes are linked to the overall
mission of an organization or program, and indicate the progress
that has been made toward the achievement of the mission and
objectives. Outcomes are the events, occurrences, or changes in
conditions, behavior, or attitude that indicates progress has been
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made toward the achievement of the mission. Outcomes are not
indicators of what the program did (outputs) but rather the con-
sequences of what the program did.! Some examples that illustrate
the difference between output and outcome are provided through
law enforcement data. The number of inmates released from prison
(output) is not the same as the percentage of released inmates
capable of successful reentry (outcome), just as the number of
arrests (output) is not the same as the percentage of reduction in
the crime rate (outcome).

Efficiency and cost-effectiveness indicators. These measures
focus on how a goal is achieved rather than what was achieved.
Specifically, efficiency indicators refer to the ratio of input; in other
words, the cost in dollars and labor of providing a service to the
level of service (tons of refuse collected, number of meals deliv-
ered, number of condoms distributed) actually provided. They
measure the cost per unit of an output or outcome. Examples of
efficiency indicators include cost per meal delivered, cost per ton
of garbage collected, and cost per condom distributed.
Productivity indicators. These measures are the flip side of
efficiency indicators. Productivity refers to the ratio of the amount
of output (or outcome) to the amount of input. An example of a
productivity measure would be the number of clients seen per
caseworker in one day. These measures, according to Ammons,?
combine the dimensions of efficiency and effectiveness in a single
indicator. For example, the number of meals delivered per hour
measures the efficiency; the number of meals delivered on time
(and warm) measures the effectiveness. The unit cost (Iabor-hour)
per on-time delivery measures productivity.

Service quality indicators. These measures capture how well
services are delivered. Typically, quality indicators include wait
time, accuracy, convenience, courtesy, safety, accessibility, and
thoroughness. For example, subway riders are concerned with the
on-time performance of the trains, the safety of the lines, the
convenience of the stops, and the likelihood they will get a seat.
Likewise, when you renew your driver’s license you are concerned
about the accessibility of the location, the amount of time you are
going to have to wait in line, and the accuracy of the paperwork.
Some people are also concerned with the way they will be treated.
Service quality can be subjective and is best captured at the point
of service with a survey or postcard asking clients to evaluate the
quality of the service they received. Frequently, measures of service
quality can be captured by set standards prescribed for particular
services. If the national standard for processing an unemployment
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application is six minutes, the quality in terms of the length of
time it takes to process an application can be compared to this
standard.

B Customer satisfaction indicators. Measures of customer satis-
faction are closely related to service quality measures. Citizen
satisfaction surveys and customer surveys are the most frequently
used method of obtaining a satisfaction indicator. Residents of a
community might receive a survey on an annual basis that asks
them to indicate their level of satisfaction with basic services like
police and fire protection, public works, and parks and recreation.
They will most likely be asked to indicate their overall level of
satisfaction with community services. Point-of-service surveys cap-
ture immediately the quality of service provided. The private sector
does this on a regular basis by asking customers to rate their
satisfaction with the service they received at a restaurant or hotel.
The public sector is adopting this technique in a variety of service
areas. For example, crime victims might be asked to report on
their level of satisfaction with the initial police response to their
case; students standing in line to register for classes and pay their
term bills at a public university might be asked about their level
of satisfaction with the service they received. Customer satisfaction
ratings are very subjective and might not correlate with the
more objective measures of outputs and effectiveness, but it is
important to capture the level of satisfaction as it provides a
complementary perspective that might raise questions and inspire
managerial thinking.

Table 3.1 provides examples of performance indicators that could be
used for an HIV/AIDS education program.

Designing a good performance measurement system can seem chal-
lenging to public managers not accustomed to measuring or setting
performance targets. However, this effort should not be dismissed as too
complex or difficult. Developing a system involves an understanding of
what the program is trying to accomplish, as well as who the main users
or customers are, and a basic knowledge of the current level of services.
It begins with securing the support of top management and proceeds
through a sequence of steps that are common to all performance meas-
urement initiatives—whether they are program-specific and track outputs
and efficiency measures or global policy goals that will be measured with
annual outcome and productivity measures.
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Table 3.1 Examples of Performance Indicators for an HIV/AIDS Education
Program

Input
Level of funding
Number of staff members
Number of health professionals
Number of social workers
Number of volunteers
Output

Number of clients served

Number of classes provided

Hours of instruction offered

Hours of counseling provided

Hours of counseling provided to family members

Workload

Number of clients enrolled

Number of family members involved
Number of clients on waiting list

Rate of HIV/AID infection in the community

Outcome

Percentage of clients practicing safe sex

Percent decrease in risky behavior

Percentage of clients effectively monitoring their medications
Percentage of clients maintaining healthy diet

Efficiency
Cost per client
Cost per class
Cost per counseling hour
Productivity

Number of clients completing program per staff hour invested
Number of clients monitoring their medications per counseling session provided

Service Quality
Course evaluation ratings
Counseling evaluation ratings
Average wait time to see a health professional
Customer Satisfaction

Percentage of program participants reporting satisfaction with the program
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BEFORE GETTING STARTED

Ideally, before an organization implements a performance measurement
system, several elements should be in place.

1. Obtain High-Level Support for the Effort

The commitment of top management is a necessary first step in imple-
menting a performance measurement system. Leaders must be committed
to the design, implementation, and use of the performance measurement
system as well as to the overall improvement in performance of the
organization. That commitment is more than just a statement that they
support the effort; it is essential that they communicate the sincerity of
their support, the value they see in the initiative, and their intent to use
the system and integrate it into the overall management strategy of the
organization. High-level commitment is needed to secure the adequate
time and resource commitments needed to design, implement, and sustain
the initiative. It is also needed to help ensure the commitment of other
high-level managers to increase the likelihood that the performance data
will be used throughout the organization. The commitment of top man-
agement should also reflect their desire to create an ethical climate in
terms of the dissemination and use of performance indicators. Ideally, this
support should come from the top of the organization, but if that is not
possible, strong support from a division or department head can be
sufficient to support a performance measurement system within that
division or department.

2. Ensure Reasonable Program Stability

Programs or organizations that are undergoing a major restructuring or
reorganization are not good candidates for introducing a performance
measurement system. A climate of uncertainty is not a good one for
introducing any new initiative. Managers should wait until the environment
is stable so that personnel and resources can be focused on the perform-
ance measurement system. However, a change in leadership can be an
opportune time to introduce a new management concept. For example,
when Martin O’Malley was elected Mayor of Baltimore he introduced
CitiStat, a comprehensive performance management system described in
Chapter 11. The recent change in mayoral leadership in Newark, NJ will
likely result in similar strategies being introduced.
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3. Make Sure Sufficient Capacity Exists to Implement the System

Before implementing a performance measurement system, managers
should ensure that they have sufficient resources in terms of staff, time,
knowledge, and technology. A performance measurement system designed
without sufficient capacity is doomed to failure. It is essential that the
necessary human and fiscal resources be in place to support the initiative.
Who will be responsible for the overall system? How many staff members
are needed to support the system? Will job descriptions have to be revised
and new people hired? What type of training is necessary? Is the technical
capacity sufficient for data collection, analysis, and reporting?

4. Make Sure Front-line Staff Buy into the System

In order to be successful a performance measurement initiative requires
the commitment and support of the front-line staftf who will be collecting
the data. Managers should make sure they have a say in identifying
appropriate indicators and in establishing realistic performance targets. A
system designed without the input of the people who are most directly
involved is bound to fail, or if not fail it will likely encounter resistance
from a staff that was not consulted in the design.

Once those elements are in place, the following steps should be taken.

CLARIFYING THE PURPOSE OF THE PERFORMANCE
MEASUREMENT SYSTEM

To clarify the purpose behind implementing a performance measurement
system, the question of “Why are we measuring? must be explored. Only
when public managers clearly understand the purpose, or answer the
question “What are we measuring?” can they identify or create specific
measures appropriate for each purpose. Will this system be used to
monitor and report? Will it be tied to the budget and the strategic plan?
What is the scope of the performance measurement system? Who are the
intended users? What type of information do they need? How will the
data inspire managerial thinking and form decision making? What type of
data best support the intended purposes? How will they be collected and
how often do they need to be collected?

Once the purpose has been clarified, Theodore Poister, a professsor
of public administration at Georgia State University, recommends that the
scope and constraints of the performance measurement system be
explored.?> He recommends that designers of the system should address
the following types of questions early on in the process:
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B What is the scope of the performance measurement system?

B Should the system cover an entire multifaceted initiative or one
particular service?

B Who are the most important decision makers and what type of
information do they need?

B Are there multiple audiences? Will the data inform internal and
external stakeholders?

B Who will receive reports based on the performance information?
How will they be produced?

B What are the resource constraints? Are there any apparent obstacles
to the development of a workable performance measurement
system?

B [s there likely to be resistance to the measurement effort on the
part of elected officials, managers, employees, and other stake-
holders?

B Who are the advocates and supporters of the performance mea-
surement system? How can their support be used to champion the
system and minimize resistance?

BUILDING A TEAM

Performance measurement initiatives are much more likely to succeed as
bottom-up rather than top-down or externally driven efforts. Ideally, a
performance measurement team should include members of the program
staff, representatives from related program areas, a representative from
upper management (to provide a broader perspective as well as evidence
of organization-wide support), a representative from the budget office,
someone experienced in performance measurement, someone knowledge-
able about information processing, and direct beneficiaries of the specific
program. When employees are involved in developing the system, they
are likely to suggest which barriers or obstacles need to be overcome;
which tasks can be done more efficiently, dropped, or simplified; and
which workloads are unrealistically high or low. More importantly, when
employees are involved in developing the system, they are more likely
to see the value and relevance of collecting performance information and
will be more likely to support the effort. Likewise, citizens and direct
beneficiaries of services should be included on the team. It is important
to understand from the perspective of the people being served what
service quality looks like and how it should be reported.
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ARTICULATING THE OVERALL MISSION

A good performance measurement system should be linked directly to
the mission statement of the organization or program. Why does the
organization exist? What is the organization or program intended to
accomplish? If an organization does not have a mission statement, or if
the existing mission statement is outdated or rambling and confusing, a
new one should be developed. The mission statement should be a clear,
concise statement that articulates what the organization or program does,
who it serves, and, if appropriate, where it serves. The mission statement
for the United States Department of Labor provides an example of a well-
written mission statement: The Department of Labor fosters and promotes
the welfare of the job seekers, wage earners, and retirees of the United States
by improving their working conditions, advancing their opportunities for
profitable employment, protecting their retirement and bealth care benefits,
belping employers find workers, strengthening free collective bargaining,
and tracking changes in employment, prices, and other national economic
measurements.* This mission statement tells us what they do, who they
serve, and where they serve. It presents a clear and concise reason for
being. Here is another good example of a mission statement: It is the
mission of the Los Angeles Police Department to safeguard the lives and
property of the people we serve, to reduce the incidence and fear of crime,
and to enhance public safety while working with the diverse communities
to improve their quality of life. Our mandate is to do so with honor and
integrity, while at all times conducting ourselves with the bighest ethical
standards to maintain public confidence.

Ultimately, a good performance measurement system should enable
public managers to see whether their mission has been realized. The data
collected should answer questions about what they do, who they serve,
and how well they serve.

DEVELOPING MEASURABLE OBJECTIVES

People often confuse mission statements with goals and goals with objec-
tives. An easy way to sort them out is to remember the mission is the
broad, overarching statement that captures the purpose of what an orga-
nization or program hopes to achieve. A goal is similar to the mission in
that it is a broad statement, but it is focused on a specific aspect of the
program or organization. Goals are broad statements that indicate what
the program hopes to accomplish. They are far reaching and provide an
ideal, but they do not specify how that ideal will be met. A goal statement
focuses on how a situation will be changed as a result of a successful
project, not what a project will do.
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Here are several examples of goal statements:

To provide adults with disabilities with a comprehensive health
and nutrition program that will allow them to remain in the
community.

To reduce the degree of malnutrition in children.

To provide education and job skills to vulnerable populations so
they can lead independent lives.

Objectives are much more specific and help define goals by specifying
what will be done (process) and what changes will take place (outcomes).
Objectives are operational and measurable; they describe specific things
that will be accomplished, and include the desired amount or level of
achievement or change.

Measurable objectives should state:

Who is involved—The people whose behaviors, knowledge,
and/or conditions are to be changed as a result of a program
The desired outcomes—The intended behavior, knowledge, and/or
condition changes that should result from the program or activities
When the outcome will occur

Amount of change—Realistic criteria for success

Some examples of measurable objectives are

To provide 650 home-delivered meals to disabled adults living in
Essex County on a monthly basis (process and output).

To decrease by 10% the number of disabled adults in Essex County
admitted to nursing homes and psychiatric hospitals on an annual
basis (outcome).

By the end of the project year, 80 percent of the participants will
be reading at or above grade level (outcome).

An easy way to remember the characteristics of measurable objectives
is with the acronym “SMART.” Measurable objectives should be

Specific—Concrete, action verbs

Measurable—Numeric, descriptive, quantity, quality, cost
Attainable—Feasible, appropriately limited in scope; agency has
capacity

Results-focused—Outputs, outcomes, accomplishments
Time-bound—Able to identify the target date for accomplishment
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Table 3.2 Fairfax County Health Department: Mission, Goals, Objectives

Mission: The Health Department is dedicated to the protection of the health
of the people and the environment, the prevention of disease and
disability, and the promotion of healthy behaviors and conditions for the
people of Fairfax County.

Goals: To provide maternity, infant, and child care and/or case management
to at-risk women, infants, and children in order to achieve optimum health
and well-being.

Objective: To improve the immunization completion rate of children served
by the Health Department by 1 percent, from 80 to 81 percent, toward a
target of 90 percent, which is the Healthy People Year 2010 goal. (An
outcome indicator that could demonstrate achievement in this area would
be the immunization rates for children using Health Department services.)

Setting a few measurable process- and outcome-based objectives estab-
lishes a solid direction for a program plan and evaluation. Public managers
and the project design team should keep in mind that goals and objectives
can be overwhelming and burdensome if they are not realistic or are too
numerous. They should develop goals for a program to use as a tool to
help prioritize what they most want to achieve. Approximately three to
four measurable objectives should be established for each goal, and they
should set realistic targets for what the program will do (the process) and
accomplish (the outcomes).

Table 3.2 provides an example of mission, goals, and objectives a
county health department might use.

IDENTIFYING THE PROGRAM TO BE MEASURED

The programs to be measured must be clearly defined. If too broad and
vague, they can create uncertainty and confusion. Typically, programs are
groupings of routine activities that provide support for specific public
services. Groupings of individual activities make up a program. For exam-
ple, four activities—street resurfacing, street patching, seal coating, and
curb repair—constitute a program that is traditionally called street main-
tenance. The bike patrol, teen police academy, child fingerprinting, com-
munity police academy, and neighborhood block watch are activities that
make up a community policing program. Programs are typically the major
headings on an organizational chart, or they are identified as program
areas within the operating budget. Activities are usually listed within the
program specific budget.

Choosing which programs to measure is a matter of judgment. On the
one hand, programs should not be too few so that only a small portion
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of services are covered or the information collected is insufficient. On the
other hand, too much reporting can be excessively costly or overwhelming
and impractical. Generally, performance measurement systems work best
when they concentrate on collecting limited but essential information
about basic programs that need the most managerial oversight and where
accountability reporting is most important. When appropriate, citizens and
other stakeholders should be involved in determining what to measure.
It is important to remember the old adage, “What gets measured, gets
done.” So, ideally, what gets measured should be what matters most to
the recipients of the programs and services.

STATING THE PURPOSE AND IDENTIFYING THE
DESIRED OUTCOME

Typically a public sector organization or agency initiates a strategic plan-
ning process to clarify its mission, goals, and objectives. Through this
process, the organization can identify the outcomes, or results, it wants
to achieve through its programs. A manager can only measure the per-
formance of a program if its purpose is clearly stated. Preparing a well-
articulated statement of purpose that is program specific is a critical first
step. The next step is identifying what the desired outcome should look
like.

SELECTING MEASURES OR INDICATORS

A good system uses a few selected indicators to measure outcomes and
performance. Most government programs that have established perfor-
mance measurement systems incorporate the indicators described earlier
in this chapter: input, output, outcome, efficiency, productivity, service
quality and customer satisfaction. For example, in a maternal health
program the input measures could include the number of personnel hours,
the operating budget, the number of clinics, and the cost of supplies.
Output measures could include total population served, number of women
served, and number of prenatal visits provided. Outcome measures might
include the number of full-term deliveries, number of premature births,
and number of low-birth-weight babies. Efficiency measures could include
labor hours per woman served, dollars spent per 1000 infants, and dollars
saved as a result of healthy babies. Productivity indicators could include
measures such as the cost per full-term delivery and the cost per 100
deliveries. Service quality indicators could include the average wait time
for appointments and the ratio of licensed medical professionals per
patient. Customer satisfaction indicators might include the percentage of
women who indicate they are satisfied with the quality of service provided.
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Identifying good performance indicators is not as simple as it sounds.
Think about what constitutes a good high-school education program. Is it
the percentage of students passing the high-school proficiency test? The
graduation rate? The number of advanced placement courses offered? The
student-teacher ratio? The number of teachers with advanced degrees? What
about airport security? What performance indicators would communicate
that air travel is safe and airport screeners are doing a good job? What
constitutes a good prenatal care program? Because selecting performance
indicators can be difficult, it is important to include a variety of stakeholders
when determining what indicators to use because achieving agreement that
each potential indicator is essential to demonstrating results, validates the
strength of the indicator.

CLARIFYING THE LINK BETWEEN PERFORMANCE
TARGET AND MISSION

The importance of a clear mission and the need for clearly articulated
goals and objectives have been discussed independently; however, it is
critical to ensure a solid link between established performance targets and
the mission. Will the selected measures communicate that progress in
being made toward goal attainment? When the targets are realized, does
that mean the mission has been accomplished? Do the performance targets
speak to the mission? Will the data collected provide evidence that the
mission has been realized?

SETTING STANDARDS FOR PERFORMANCE AND OUTCOMES
(TARGETS FOR ACCOMPLISHMENT)

During this step, public managers specify the conditions under which
program goals and objectives are met. Managers need to determine what
service effectiveness and quality mean for a particular program and
explicitly state how they are going to determine whether the stated terms
of effectiveness and quality have been met. This involves comparing actual
program outcomes or results against some agreed-upon standards, such
as previous performance (the percentage of residents who feel safe in
their neighborhoods this year compared to last year); the performance of
similar organizations (the percentage of residents who feel safe in their
neighborhood compared to the percentage in a neighboring community);
the performance of the best organizations (the percentage of residents
who feel safe in their neighborhoods compared to the percentage of
residents who feel safe in their neighborhoods in the recognized “safest
communities” in the country); preset targets (next year 85 percent of all
residents will feel safe in their neighborhoods, and in three years 95
percent will feel safe). In addition, the performance targets should specify
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the time frame in which these accomplishments should be realized. A
performance target provides a definition of success.

LOCATING MODELS

Many successful performance measurement systems have been implemented
at all levels of government and in all functional areas and there is much to
be learned from these existing programs. There is no need to start from
scratch, no need to reinvent the wheel. Technology makes it possible to
explore the universe of options rather quickly. Models can be found for
replication and modification in other communities and other organizations.
Looking at performance indicators other people use for those difficult-to-
measure services can generate ideas and stimulate discussion about how to
measure those hard-to-quantify outcomes. In some instances, step-by-step
instructions on how to design and implement a performance measurement
system are posted on the Internet. Fairfax County, Virginia, provides one
of the best online manuals. Easy to understand and well written, it offers
step-by-step instructions and provides numerous examples. Cities like Albu-
querque, New Mexico,” and Portland, Oregon?® demonstrate how they
include citizens in the goal-setting process and explain how socially relevant
indicators of performance are identified and collected and how those indi-
cators link directly to the established goals. Baltimore’s CitiStat” program
demonstrates the use of advanced technology in the collection, reporting,
and use of performance indicators as does the New York City “My Neigh-
borhood Statistics” program. These existing systems can serve as models for
public managers interested in introducing performance measurement to their
organization, or for managers looking to improve the system they currently
use. In addition, professional organizations like the International City and
County Managers Association!® and the National Center for Public
Productivity!! provide technical assistance and provide examples of best
practices nationwide. There is a wealth of information on long-established
and newly established programs, and much can be learned by looking at
what has been accomplished and identifying processes and indicators worthy
of modification and duplication.

DEVELOPING A DATA COLLECTION AND
REPORTING SYSTEM
It is impossible to finalize the set of performance indicators without taking

into account how the data will be collected, analyzed, and reported.
Performance data can be collected in several ways.

B Program records: Performance indicators can be extracted from
existing transactional data collected for a program. Attendance records
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can be used to calculate workload and output. The number of
complaints received, number of crimes reported, number of applica-
tions processed—these things all contribute to output and outcome
measures. Factors such as budget expenditures and employee hours
can be used as input measures. When determining what data to
incorporate into the performance measurement system, it is important
to identify data that (1) speak directly to program goals and objectives,
(2) are relatively easy to transform into performance indicators, and
(3) are readily available at a low cost.

Citizen/customer surveys: Surveys are an ideal way to gather
information on satisfaction, behaviors, experiences, expectations, and
conditions. There are numerous ways to design and administer sur-
veys, but one of the most important steps is to consider what type
of information is needed to strengthen and enhance the performance
measurement system and what method of dissemination will yield
the most valid responses and highest response rate. It can be costly
and time consuming to administer surveys, and working out these
factors ahead of time can help facilitate the entire process.

Special equipment: Handheld computers, digital cameras, 311 call
centers, and computer programs like CompStat can be used to
identify problem areas and community conditions that can be
transformed into performance indicators. This equipment can also
enhance performance reporting through the use of maps and
photographs as well as the computer generation of data that can
be analyzed on a regular basis.

Trained observers: The concept of trained observers involves sim-
ply training people to rate the conditions in a community. For
example, volunteers can be trained to use some of the special
equipment listed above to track neighborhood conditions. They can
take photographs of street or park conditions, or use handheld
computers to enter information on street cleanliness or code viola-
tions. The Fund for the City of New York uses trained observers to
measure street conditions in New York City.!? These observers use a
laser-scanning device called a profilometer to measures every dip
and rise in a road’s service. Two indicators, a smoothness score and
a jolt score, communicate a dimension of smoothness on randomly
selected streets. The key element with trained observers is that sys-
tematic rating scales, such as the smoothness and jolt scores, be used
to provide reliable values. For example, the street smoothness score
assesses smoothness on a scale of 1 to 4, with 1 being the smoothest
(good) and 4 being the bumpiest (terrible). The jolt score captures
the number of significant jolts per mile, as measured by the profilo-
meter. Trained observers obviously need to be trained so they know
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how to use the equipment and the rating scales. The goal, according
to Hatry, is to “ensure that different observers at different times give
the same or very similar ratings to similar conditions.”3

MONITORING AND COMMUNICATING RESULTS

Each performance target should be monitored on a continual basis. Moni-
toring provides the manager with the results needed to determine whether
the performance targets have been met. Systematic and periodic monitoring
gives the manager an opportunity to keep tabs on the operation of the
program, and take corrective action when necessary. Usually, monitoring
will vary depending on the program and target accomplishments. For the
most important programs and services, monthly or bimonthly data collection
and reporting systems that indicate results will be necessary.

PERFORMANCE REPORTING

A good performance measurement system reports program results on a
regular basis. The report focuses on what was accomplished and what it cost
the public. Reports should be concise, convey information graphically, and
include minimal explanatory information. Information should be presented
in such a way as to facilitate comparisons over time, with similar organizations,
with the best programs nationwide, and against preset targets. Chapter 4 is
devoted entirely to performance reporting and communicating results.

Using Outcome Performance Information (Analysis and Action)

Information from an effective performance measurement system should
be used in program planning to reevaluate goals and objectives and to
adjust priorities. Another use is in managing for results where outcome
information is used to promote continuous improvement in program
operations and results. A well-developed performance measurement sys-
tem will enable managers to spot weaknesses and challenges to program
delivery as well as program strengths and opportunities for improvement.

Benchmarking

The usefulness of a performance measurement system is enhanced when
it includes benchmarking. In this process, performance indicators are
compared to other performance indicators or to established standards of
performance. Baseline data provide a standard or a norm against which
the performance of a program or service can be compared. Programs can
be benchmarked over time. How do the performance indicators for this
quarter compare to last quarter? Are numbers up? Has service quality
improved? Programs can compare their performance to that of similar
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programs. How does the performance of the Austin police department
compare to that of the Houston police department? How does the on-
time performance of the Long Island Railroad compare to that of Metro-
North trains? Benchmarking performance over time and against profes-
sional standards is fairly straightforward; benchmarking against other pro-
grams, both internally and externally, is a bit more complicated. Although
two programs or localities appear to have similar populations and similar
resources, many other variables exist that can influence performance.
Benchmarking can be a powerful tool and useful for identifying red flags,
but caution should be taken when comparing small differences. Bench-
marking over time, with neighboring communities and against similar
organizations, encourages competition and ultimately helps improve per-
formance. Individuals and units will strive to outperform each other and
better last year’s performance.

Using Logic Models

Logic models, sometimes referred to as outcome-sequence charts, depict
the underlying logic of a program’s design (see Figure 3.1). Such models
are valuable tools for performance measurement because they indicate
how various inputs and activities contribute to the desired results of a
specific program. The purpose behind a logic model is to clarify what
goes into a program, who its customers are, what services it provides,
what its immediate outputs are, and what outcomes are supposed to be
generated. A logic model provides a visual depiction of how a program
works in order to achieve the desired benefits, and is a helpful tool for
identifying potential outcomes. The diagram captures a series of “if-then”
changes that a program can influence through a series of inputs, activities,
and outputs. A logic model should

B Enable an organization to think through the steps and develop a
realistic idea of what a program can accomplish.

B Provide a useful framework for identifying outcomes.

B [dentify important program components that must be tracked in
order to assess program effectiveness.

An inherent weakness in the use of logic models is they almost always
start with existing activities, and outcomes are identified that flow from
those activities. This limits creativity and innovative thinking because
people tend to focus on existing services and the potential outcomes that
can be realized from those activities, rather than focusing on desired
outcomes and then identifying activities that could bring about those
desired outcomes.
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Including Citizens as Part of a Comprehensive Strategy

Citizen involvement in the design of performance measurement systems
may help public managers stay focused on what really matters in their
organizations and their communities. Citizen involvement can increase the
impact of performance measurement by encouraging managers to look
beyond traditional output measures (that often have little meaning to
citizens) and instead focus on results—quality-of-life issues and organiza-
tional goals. Citizens and public managers can work to establish perform-
ance measures that are meaningful to both. So, for example, instead of
just calculating the tons of refuse collected, public managers might also
ask citizens to rate the cleanliness of their streets. Rather than counting
the number of squad cars deployed to specific neighborhoods, public
managers could ask citizens how safe they feel in their own neighborhoods
or in city parks. Such performance measures are socially relevant; not
only do they inspire managerial thinking, they also communicate value
to citizens.

The relevance of performance measures increases when managers
incorporate citizens’ perceptions. A powerful management tool results
when public managers combine or compare traditional output measures
with outcome measures that reflect citizens’ perceptions. For example,
city managers might learn that an increased police presence in a residential
area has no correlation to a citizen’s feeling of safety in that neighborhood.
Yet, increased police presence in public areas, such as city parks, directly
impacts a citizen’s feeling of safety. Meaningful measures that the average
citizen can understand provide citizens with the opportunity to assess
government performance, and influence how government services can be
made more responsive to community needs and priorities.

Socially relevant data speak to the interest of all stakeholders, whereas
managerial-driven data speaks to the managers and others inside the
organization. Table 3.3 makes the comparison between managerial-driven
performance data and socially relevant performance data.

While it may appear costly and time consuming to include citizens in
the measurement of government performance, ultimately the performance
measurement system developed will be more useful and meaningful. The
data collected will have an impact on policy and program administration.
The performance measurement system, rather than focusing on managerial
accomplishments and administrative achievements, will address quality-
of-life and organizational goals. Government will be measuring to make
government more responsive to the needs of the citizens they serve, and
citizens will develop a broader understanding of public sector services
and an increased sense of ownership of programs that serve the public.
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Table 3.3 Socially Relevant Performance Measures

Examples of Managerial-Driven Data Examples of Socially Relevant Data

Miles of roads paved Safety of the streets
Percent of drivers who rate street
conditions as excellent.

Tons of garbage collected Cleanliness of the streets

Number of condoms distributed Percent reduction in HIV/AIDS
Average police response time Percentage of residents who feel safe
Number of streetlights replaced in their neighborhood

DEVELOPING CRITERIA FOR A GOOD SET OF
PERFORMANCE MEASURES

David Ammons, a leading expert on performance measurement and a
senior associate at the Carl Vinson Institute of Government at the University
of Georgia, believes that a good set of performance measures should
possess the following characteristics:'4

B Valid—They measure what they are supposed to measure, that is,
a high score on a given measure does in fact reflect the underlying
dimension of quality; at the same time, a poor score reflects a lack
of quality.

B Reliable—The measure is accurate and exhibits little variation due
to subjectivity or use by different raters (for example, a measuring
tape is a reliable instrument in that it is highly objective, and two
different people using the same instrument are likely to get very
similar measurements).

B Understandable—Fach measure has an unmistakably clear meaning.
B Timely—The measures can be collected and disseminated rather
quickly to be of value to public managers and policy makers.

B Resistant to perverse behavior—The development of perform-
ance measures raises the profile of the dimension being examined.
That higher profile sometimes bring unintended consequences or
strategies to “beat the system”—for instance, if the police depart-
ment measures performance solely by the number of tickets issued,
police officers might become overzealous in writing tickets (espe-
cially at the end of the month). If sanitation workers are rated
solely on the weight of the garbage collected, a few enterprising
crews may decide to have the garbage watered down before having
it weighed. The best set of measures have little vulnerability to
such actions because they have been devised carefully and also
because they typically include multiple measures that look at
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performance from several dimensions and thereby hold the per-
verse behavior in check.

B Comprehensive—The most important performance dimensions
are captured by a set of measures that measure such things as
quantity, quality, and cost. Some minor facets of performance may
be overlooked, but the major elements are addressed.

B Nonredundant—By favoring unique measures over duplicative
measures, each measure contributes something distinctive. A few
distinct measures that capture the various dimensions of perform-
ance can limit information overload for public managers and other
decision makers.

® Sensitive to data collection cost—Most dimensions of govern-
ment performance can be measured directly or indirectly through
transactional data that is relatively cost effective to collect. In some
cases, however, measurement costs may exceed their value. A good
set of measures includes the best choices among practical meas-
urement options.

B Focus on controllable facets of performance—Without necessar-
ily excluding important, overarching, and perhaps relatively uncon-
trollable characteristics relevant to a particular function, a good set
of measures emphasizes outcomes of performance that are control-
lable by policy initiatives or managerial action. For example, while a
police department’s set of measures might include the number of
domestic violence cases in the community, a good set of perfformance
measures would include indicators of public safety more widely
considered controllable by law-enforcement efforts.

CONCLUSION

The steps outlined in this chapter have been gleaned from the experience
of state and local managers and from select writings on this topic. In
particular those of David Ammons, Paul Epstein, Harry Hatry and Theodore
Poister. It represents what the top researchers in the field advocate and
what leading practitioners practice. Developing a performance meas-
urement system requires a certain amount of flexibility. There is no “one
right way” to design and implement a measurement system and the most
successful efforts are the ones that recognize and reflect the unique
characteristics and particular needs of the organization and the programs
to be measured. Flexibility is the operative word. No matter how carefully
the system may have been designed and implemented, problems are
bound to emerge. If the performance measurement system is not providing
worthwhile information, if it fails to provide an accurate picture of how
well the program or organization is doing, and most importantly, if it does
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not inspire managerial thinking, look for ways to strengthen and improve
the system. Listen to what the users have to say and make improvements
based on their feedback.

It is essential that performance measurement be considered an inherent
and indispensable part of the management process. Measurement for
measurement’s sake alone is insufficient. David Osborne and Peter Plas-
trik,’® in their book Bamnishing Bureaucracy, state, “We have not listed
performance measurement as an approach because we do not believe
the act of measuring itself has enough power to force fundamental change
in public organizations. It is critical; competent organizations need it. But
some public organizations have measured performance for years with
virtually no impact.” Measurement by itself will not improve performance.
Public managers use the information to make decisions and take action
to improve performance. Performance information helps people make
better decisions and take better actions. Performance measurement also
lets them know the consequences of their actions, how good their deci-
sions were, and how well those decisions were implemented.®

Public managers cannot just set performance targets at the beginning
of the year and then forget about them. A good performance measurement
system requires a good performance leader, someone who will champion
the effort, who will give performance improvement their constant atten-
tion, and who will look at the data on a regular basis, be it on a weekly
or monthly basis, but certainly more often than annually. A performance
measurement system does not function automatically or independently;
the system requires constant attention. The public manager needs to
monitor the data and communicate results, internally and externally. To
be of any value, the system has to inspire managerial thinking and enhance
decision making to ultimately improve performance.

REFERENCES

1. Hatry, H., Performance Measurement: Getting Results, Urban Institute: Wash-
ington, DC, 1999, p. 15.

2. Ammons, D., Municipal Benchmarks: Assessing Local Performance and Estab-
lishing Commumity Standards, Sage: Thousand Oaks, CA, 1996.

3. Poister, T., Measuring Performance in Public and Nonprofit Organizations,
Jossey-Bass: San Francisco, 2003, p. 25.

4. U.S. Department of Labor, www.dol.gov/opa/aboutdol/mission.htm

Los Angeles Police Department, www.lapdonline.org/general_information/dept_

mission_statement/mission_stmnt.htm

Fairfax County, VA, co.fairfax.va.us

Albuquerque, NM, cabq.gov

Portland, OR, portlandonline.com

Baltimore, MD, ci.baltimore.md.us

International City and County Managers Association, icma.org

e

© Y XN



What to Measure? How to Measure? ® 71

11.
12.

13.
14.

15.

16.

National Center for Public Productivity, www.ncpp.us

Fund for the City of New York, www.fcny.org, Center on Municipal Govern-
ment Performance

Hatry, Performance Measurement, 86.

Ammons, D., Performance measurement in local government, in Accountability

Jor Performance, Ammons, D., Ed., ICMA: Washington, DC, 1995, p. 21.

Osborne, D. and Plastrik, P., Banishing Bureaucracy, Addison-Wesley, Reading,
MA, 1997, p. 131.

Epstein, P., Using Performance Measurement in Local Government: A Guide to
Improving Decisions, Performance and Accountability, Van Nostrand Reinhold:
New York, 1984.






4

COMMUNICATING RESULTS

Edward R. Tufte, a Professor Emeritus at Yale University and one of the
world’s leading experts on the visual presentation of information, believes
that the 1986 explosion of the space shuttle Challenger can be partially
blamed on the poorly designed presentations to NASA officials about the
potential failure of O-rings in cold weather. Tufte felt that if the potential
risk had been presented properly, decision makers would have understood
the extreme risk involved and would have postponed the launch. Tufte’s
perspective reflects a rational point of view that ignores the political
pressures that influenced NASA’s decision to launch, but it is a critical
perspective, nevertheless, and one that reflects the importance of data
presentation. Every day, public managers rely on good data to inform
decisions. Granted, lives may not be at stake, but if the data do not tell
the story they are supposed to tell, or if they are misleading, ill-informed
decisions will be made.

Critical to the success of any performance measurement system is the
way the information is communicated. No matter how good the perform-
ance data are, they are only useful when effectively communicated. Overly
technical and detailed reporting is enough to put all but the most detailed-
oriented people to sleep. At the same time, oversimplified data that fail
to inform is equally useless. Unfortunately, more often than not, the
presentation of quantitative data fails to communicate information clearly
or efficiently. Many data displays are difficult to read because they are
filled with too much information, and the tables and graphs can often be
misleading. To inspire managerial thinking, performance data must be
communicated in an easy-to-understand format that can be interpreted
and acted upon. In this chapter, strategies for effective communication
will be presented, as well as examples of effective performance reporting.

A good performance measurement system can and should stimulate
intelligent conversation about the quality of government services that

73
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ultimately lead to improved performance. In order for intelligent conver-
sation to take place, for managerial thinking to be inspired, for informed
policy decision making to take place, and for citizens to be able to hold
government accountable, results must be effectively communicated on a
regular basis. The data reported should provide a balanced and compre-
hensive picture of the results achieved, and they should do so in a way
that is easy to understand. Since people process data in different ways,
a varied format that includes a narrative, traditional tabular reporting, as
well as the use of graphs and pictures, will enhance the value of the
information being communicated and increase the likelihood that it will
be used. The communication should be simple and straightforward, and
should take advantage of various communication strategies, including
newsletters, newspaper reports, public meetings, cable television, e-mail,
and Web sites. In many cases, two levels of reporting are necessary: a
detailed profile of performance that includes numerous indicators might
be necessary for an internal report, while a summary of the most essential,
and socially relevant, indicators is communicated externally to citizens,
the media, and elected officials.

Internal performance reports effectively communicated at all levels of
an organization allow staff members to know if their performance is on
target or off course. If off course, decisions about mid-course corrections
can be made. If on target, acknowledgement of the achievement can be
made and discussions surrounding what needs to be done to remain on
course can be generated. When performance is reported on a regular
basis and in a timely fashion throughout the entire organization, different
departments or units are able to see how they contribute to the realization
of organizational goals. In addition, they can see areas where services are
duplicated and identify areas for possible coordination of services. (The
Baltimore CitiStat program, described in Chapter 11, provides an excellent
example of this type of coordination.) External reports inform citizens,
elected officials, the media, and the business community about perform-
ance gains and losses, and enable citizens and other stakeholders to hold
government accountable for its performance and expenditure of public
resources. Communication with the public on a regular basis increases
transparency, accountability, and ultimately trust in government.

A good public performance report should appear more than once a
year. Yes, the splashy annual report is important for a variety of reasons,
but reporting performance data only once a year is not sufficient. Indi-
vidual organizations need to determine what time frame makes the most
sense for them. A large city serving over a million people a year might
want to report performance data on a weekly basis; other organizations
may determine that monthly or quarterly reports are appropriate. Again,
the purpose of reporting performance data is to provide easy access to
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information that promotes problem-solving discussions, raises questions,
resolves critical issues, inspires managerial thinking, and, ultimately,
improves government performance.

CCAF-FCVI, Inc., a national, nonprofit research and education founda-
tion in Canada, has spent more than 20 years researching public sector
governance, accountability, management, and auditing. In 2002, after a
multiyear public performance reporting program, CCAF published Report-
ing Principles: Taking Public Performance Reporting to a New Level, in
which they present nine principles for performance reporting that support
critical thinking, discussion, and action.! In the introduction to their report,
Jean-Pierre Boisclair, the president of the foundation, states, “This docu-
ment aims to help government advance the quality of their formal reporting
on performance, in keeping with the results-oriented and values-based
approaches they are taking. Better communication, understanding and
transparency of performance are crucial to the success of government
efforts to improve their operations and improve public confidence in
them.”? Their recommendations include

1. Focus on the few critical aspects of performance that add value.
In doing so, look forward as well as back; at a minimum, identify
and explain goals and expectations, and relate the results achieved
to previously established expectations.

3. Explain key strategic risks and their influence on policy choices
and performance expectations. Relate results achieved to the risks
and level of risk accepted.

4. Explain key considerations affecting capacity to sustain or improve
results and meet expectations.

5. Explain other factors critical to the successful implementation of
strategies or to understanding performance.

6. Integrate financial and nonfinancial information to show how
resources and strategies influence results.

7. Provide comparative information about past performance and
about the performance of similar organizations when doing so
would significantly enhance the clarity and usefulness of the infor-
mation reported.

8. Present credible quantitative and qualitative information that has
been fairly interpreted.

9. Disclose the basis for reporting, including the selection process for
the few critical aspects of performance, any changes in the way
that performance is measured or presented, and the basis on which
those responsible for the report feel confident in the reliability of
the information being reported.
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WHAT TO INCLUDE IN A PERFORMANCE REPORT

Before deciding what information to include in a performance report, the
organization should consider the needs and expectations of its audience.
Who is the intended audience? Employees, citizens, elected officials, other
stakeholders? Is it a document for internal use, external use, or both? How
will the information be used? What is the nature of the data? What
information should be reported? Which formats are best for displaying the
data and making it user friendly? Some data will be displayed as raw
numbers, others as averages, percentages, or ratios. What level of aggre-
gation makes sense? Which criteria should be used in deciding what
performance measures to select for reporting? Which criteria should be
used in deciding how performance measures are to be communicated?
How can the report foster informed and continuous use of the data?

A good format to follow for a formal report is one put forth by the
Government Accounting Standards Board. The board acknowledges that
most governments will be unable to meet all the suggested criteria, but
contends that this fact should not discourage them. Instead, the board
encourages public organizations to use the criteria outlined here and
suggests that when they cannot provide the data for a specific category,
they explore the reasons why and then figure out what needs to be done
in order to report on those criteria in the future. In doing this, public
organizations make an effort to continually improve the quality of their
performance reporting.?

Criterion 1: Explanation of Purpose and Scope of the Information

The purpose and scope of the report should be communicated up front.
What is the information intended to communicate? Who is the intended
audience? What level of detail is presented? What programs or services
are included? When readers have answers to these questions, they can
quickly determine whether the information is of significance to them. The
purpose could be stated as “communicating this information meets the
organization’s commitment to manage for results and be open and account-
able.” Depending on the intended audience, the purpose could be stated
as “the publication of this information is intended to improve public
accountability and assist citizens in making decisions.” As far as scope is
concerned, an explanation as to why certain data have been selected for
inclusion should be made. Major programs, such as one that comprises
the largest allocation of resources, or critical programs, which are identified
as being of significant importance, are typically included in performance
reports. For example, the city of Portland, Oregon, in their annual report
on government performance indicate the report’s scope and limitations:*
“As illustrated below, the nine services covered in this report comprise
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about 79% of the City’s budget and 86% of its staff. These services are
generally considered the most visible and most important services provided
to the public.”

Criterion 2: Statement of Major Goals and Objectives

A concise statement about the organization’s mission, goals, and objectives
should answer the following questions:

1. What is the organization trying to accomplish?
2. How do its programs attempt to achieve results?
3. Who benefits?

Readers need to understand what an organization does, why it exists,
and what it intends to accomplish. They also need to see how the mission
is more clearly articulated through its goals and objectives. This provides
a basis for determining whether the outcomes and results achieved con-
tribute to the accomplishment of the stated goals and objectives and
whether the performance information offers a basis for assessing the
effectiveness of the organization in meeting its objectives. By clearly stating
its mission, goals, and objectives, the organization ensures that the reader
can easily determine whether the performance data being reported are
relevant to what the organization is trying to accomplish. For example,
in Table 4.1, the City of Albuquerque clearly states its vision and directly
links that vision to eight community goals that will help them realize the
vision, and for each goal the desired community or customer conditions
it would like to achieve are listed. These conditions are objectives for
performance and, when realized, provide evidence that the goal has been
achieved.

Criterion 3: Involvement in the Establishment of the Goals and
Objectives

A statement indicating who was involved in the establishment of the goals
and objectives is helpful in communicating whether citizens, elected
officials, management, employees, and other interested stakeholders were
involved in the development of the goals and objectives. If not clearly
stated, it is safe to assume the goals and objectives were developed by
the administration with little input from the people who will likely benefit
from, or be accountable for, the service provision. “By suggesting a
disclosure about the involvement of both citizens and elected officials,
this criterion recognizes the balance in government between citizen
engagement and representative democracy. The addition of management
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Table 4.1 Adopted 2002-2006 Vision Statement, Five-Year Goals, and

Desired Community Conditions

Vision Statement: Albuquerque is a Thriving High-Desert Community of
Distinctive Cultures Coming Together to Create a Sustainable Future.

Goal Statement

Desired Community or Customer Conditions

Human and Family Development

People of all ages have the 1.

opportunity to participate in

the community and 2.

economy and are well
sheltered, safe, healthy, and
educated.

Citizens are safe, feel safe and 1.

secure, and have trust and
shared responsibility for

maintaining a safe 2.
environment.
3.
4.
5.

Residents are literate and educated and
engaged in the educational processes.

All levels of government, educational
institutions, and the community
collaborate to ensure that youth achieve
desired educational outcomes.

Residents are healthy and have access to
health care, mental health care, and
recreation.

Safe, decent, and affordable housing is
available.

The community collaborates to support
the responsible social development of
youth.

Families are healthy and stable.

Senior citizens live and function in
optimal environments.

Public Safety

Residents feel safe in their
neighborhoods, schools, and the
community.

Residents are safe from crimes against
persons and property.

Drivers, cyclists, and pedestrians operate
knowledgeably, safely, and courteously,
so that travel on city streets is safe.

Residents, including youth, and public
safety agencies work together to prevent
crime and respond to life safety issues
in order to create a safe community.

Domestic animals are responsibly cared
for and provided safe and healthy home
environments.
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Table 4.1 Adopted 2002-2006 Vision Statement, Five-Year Goals, and
Desired Community Conditions

Vision Statement: Albuquerque is a Thriving High-Desert Community of
Distinctive Cultures Coming Together to Create a Sustainable Future.
(Continued)

Goal Statement Desired Community or Customer Conditions

6. The community is prepared to respond to
emergencies, natural disasters,
catastrophic acts, and other events that
threaten the health and safety of the
public.

Public Infrastructure

Ensure that all existing 1. Areliable water system meets health and
communities are adequately safety standards
and efficiently served with 2. Wastewater systems meet quality
well-planned, coordinated, standards.
and maintained sewer, 3. The storm water systems protect lives and
storm, water, and road property.
systems and an integrated 4 Technological infrastructure is accessible
multimodal regional to all.
transportation system. 5. Residents have safe and affordable

Ensure that new
development is efficiently
integrated into existing
infrastructures and that the
costs are balanced with the
revenues generated.

transportation options that meet the
public’s needs.

6. The street system is well designed and
maintained.

Sustainable Community Development

Guide growth to protect the 1. Parks, open space, recreation facilities,

environment and the and public trails are available,
community’s economic accessible, and strategically located,
vitality and create a variety of designed, and maintained.

livable, sustainable 2. Neighborhoods with civic and
communities throughout commercial destinations within walking
Albuquerque. distance are an available choice.

3. Medium- to high-density neighborhoods
that contribute to a more compact urban
form are an available choice.

4. The downtown area is vital, active, safe,
and accessible.
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Table 4.1 Adopted 2002-2006 Vision Statement, Five-Year Goals, and
Desired Community Conditions

Vision Statement: Albuquerque is a Thriving High-Desert Community of
Distinctive Cultures Coming Together to Create a Sustainable Future.
(Continued)

Goal Statement Desired Community or Customer Conditions

Environmental Protection and Enhancement

Protect and enhance 1. Air, land, and water systems protect
Albuquerque's places and health and safety.
natural environment—its 2. Water resources are sustainably
mountains, river, Bosque, managed, conserved, and protected to
volcanoes, arroyos, clean air, provide a long-term supply and drought
and underground water reserve.
supply. 3. Solid wastes are produced no faster than

natural systems and technology can
process them.
4. Open space, Bosque, the river, and
mountains are preserved and protected.
5. Residents participate in caring for the
environment and conserving natural
resources.

Economic Vitality

Achieve a vital, diverse, and 1. The economy is diverse and broad-based.

sustainable economy in 2. The economy is vital, prosperous, and
which businesses and consistent with local and regional
residents have opportunities resources.

for success. 3. There are abundant, competitive career-

oriented employment opportunities.

Community and Cultural Engagement

Residents are fully and 1. Residents are active participants in civic
effectively engaged in the and public affairs.
life and decisions of the 2. Residents participate in community
community to: organizations and sporting and cultural

* promote and enhance our events.
pride, cultural values, and 3, Residents are well informed of current
resources; and community conditions.

* ensure that .Alb.uql{erque’s 4. Residents appreciate, foster, and respect
community institutions are Albuquerque’s arts and cultures.

effective, accountable, and
responsive.
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Table 4.1 Adopted 2002-2006 Vision Statement, Five-Year Goals, and
Desired Community Conditions

Vision Statement: Albuquerque is a Thriving High-Desert Community of
Distinctive Cultures Coming Together to Create a Sustainable Future.
(Continued)

Goal Statement Desired Community or Customer Conditions

Governmental Excellence and Effectiveness

Government is ethical and Elected and Appointed Officials
accountable; every element 1. Leaderswork together for the good of the
of government contributes community.
effectively to meeting public 2, Leaders cooperate and coordinate with
needs. the other governments in the MRCOG

region.

3. Government and its leaders are
responsive to changing community and
customer conditions.

All Levels of Government

4. Customers can conveniently access city
services and officials.

5 Customers can participate in their
government by accessing information
about services, policies, community
conditions, regulations, etc.

Internal Services

6. Financial assets are maximized and
protected, and analyzed and reported
accurately, understandably, and usefully.

7. City assets are protected while
responding fairly to inappropriate City
actions.

8. Products, services, and materials are
obtained efficiently, fairly, and in a timely
manner.

9. Cityservices, operations, and finances are
measured and audited, as needed, and
meet customer needs.

10. Competent, well-trained, motivated
employees contribute to the
achievement of City goals and
objectives.

11. The work environment for employees is
healthy, safe, and productive.
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Table 4.1 Adopted 2002-2006 Vision Statement, Five-Year Goals, and
Desired Community Conditions

Vision Statement: Albuquerque is a Thriving High-Desert Community of
Distinctive Cultures Coming Together to Create a Sustainable Future.
(Continued)

Goal Statement Desired Community or Customer Conditions

12 City staff is empowered with information
and have information-processing
capacity.

13. Rights of way are obtained and managed
and their use maximized for the public’s
benefit with fair compensation for use.

14. City real property is effectively obtained
and managed in the public’s interests,
and disposed of when public purpose
has changed.

15. City fixed assets, property, and
infrastructure meet City goals and
objectives.

Source: http://www.cabg.gov/progress/pdf/adopted-goals. With permission.

and employees adds further balance by disclosing how those actually
responsible for the results of the programs and services are involved in
setting forth what they are expected to achieve.”

Again, using Albuquerque as an example, they clearly state how the
goals and desired conditions were formulated: “As a result of Community
Goals Forums held in the summer of 2002, goals and the resulting com-
munity conditions were developed by several hundred citizens. These
goals and desired conditions were formally adopted by the City Council
and approved by the Mayor.”®

Criterion 4: Multiple Levels of Reporting

The way performance data is presented really matters, and using one
approach and providing one level of information is a format that is bound
to fail. One level of reporting does not reflect the diverse use of perform-
ance reports. People have different needs, interests, levels of understand-
ing, and purposes for performance information, so it is important to
communicate the performance information at various levels of detail. One
individual might only want summary data that provide an overall picture
of what the organization does and how well it delivers results. Another
might want more detailed information about a specific program, let us
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say parks and recreation, and would want to see data on park usage,
dollars spent, and level of satisfaction of park users. Another person might
want that information broken down by individual parks or neighborhoods
and desire information on the demographics of park users—how many
elderly, young children, women, Latinos, and organized sports leagues
use the parks on a regular basis? To satisfy the multiple needs of multiple
users, effective reports should present performance information at multiple
levels of detail. Reporting information in this way acknowledges the
various levels of interest, knowledge, and analytical sophistication.

A good way to present performance information is to begin with an
overview, followed by an introductory summary, then information about
specific programs and services, and finally performance data broken down
by specific activities or demographic characteristics. Some organizations
present performance information as internal and external reports, with
the internal-level reports providing excruciatingly detailed information for
managers and staff, and an external report that simplifies and summarizes
the detailed information for public consumption.

The Mayor’s Office of Operations in New York City provides perform-
ance data by neighborhood through a program called My Neighborhood
Statistics. My Neighborhood Statistics lets New York City residents know
how City agencies are performing in their neighborhood by viewing locally
mapped performance information. Residents just enter a street address or
intersection, and color-shaded maps pop up that allow for easy comparison
of highs and lows in different neighborhoods. Maps can be reconfigured
based on community boards, police precincts, or school districts. The Web
site provides year-to-year neighborhood and citywide comparisons for
agency performance data, as well as month-to-month and citywide com-
parisons for select services requested through the 311 Citizen Service
Center. The 311 statistics typically center on complaints surrounding
parking violations, noise complaints, and restaurants and bars violating
the smoking law. Users can search for performance information by the-
matic agency groupings, such as health, education, and human services,
or public safety and legal affairs. Performance indicators under health,
education, and human services include such things as infant mortality,
deaths due to drug abuse, number of persons receiving food stamps,
substantiated child abuse cases, and percentage of students meeting or
exceeding national standards in math and English. The user just has to
keep on clicking in order to peel away the layers and get at more program-
or neighborhood-specific data. In addition, the neighborhood statistics
data can be saved and opened in several different spreadsheet programs
so that the information can be analyzed and further communicated.
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Criterion 5: Analysis of Results and Challenges

This section of a report provides a summary of the major management
challenges confronting the organization. It provides evidence that the key
decision makers within the organization have analyzed the performance
information and what it means to the organization. This analysis summa-
rizes significant achievements and the reasons behind those achievements.
These achievements should be goal related. For example, a drop in the
crime rate could be attributed to a new community policing strategy, or
an increase in the high-school graduation rate could be attributed to a
revised curriculum. This section should also outline the challenges con-
fronting the organization and the strategies that will be undertaken to
address the challenges. According to the GASB report, “An executive or
management analysis provides users with condensed information about
the general performance of the organization that they can use to select
areas that they wish to investigate in more detail. It also provides a basis
for assessing whether the organization has been making overall progress
in achieving its objectives and what challenges have been identified that
will affect results.””

Criterion 6: Focus on Key Measures

Like the performance measurement system itself, the performance report
should focus on a few key measures that are critical to goal attainment
in the organization. Just because the data are available and make a terrific-
looking graph does not mean they should be included in the report. It
is important to include performance information that communicates critical
results, both the failures and successes. Performance information is more
effective when it is concise and easily understood. This is easier said than
done. How does a public manager make the decision on what data to
include? State and local governments provide myriad services that are
often complex, and a few key measures may fail to capture the results.
The best advice is to report on the most critical areas—the services that
are most visible, the ones that require the most funding, the programs
that have the most profound impact on constituents. Organizations should
attempt to achieve a balance between the number of services reported
on and the capability of readers to understand and act on the information.
The key measures should be outcome measures that reflect how well an
organization did in realizing its goals. Too much information about too
many things confuses rather than clarifies, and as a result the report
overwhelms readers rather than informing them.

Selecting just a few measures to report is difficult because the expected
outputs and outcomes of government activities are not always clear and
because user interests and needs are so diverse. It is important to be
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rigorous in the selection of the measures that will be reported, and
explaining how the measures were selected and why they were included
is a good idea. Sometimes an explanation of the measure and what it
means is equally important. King County, Washington, does a terrific job
of communicating a few key measures of performance with an explanation
of what each measures means. In Figure 4.1 the King County Department
of Community and Human Services explains the meaning of an outcome
measure of an employment training program.

Criterion 7: Reliable Information

To instill confidence in the performance information communicated, the
source of the information should be made clear. How were the data
collected, and who collected them? It is important that the information
itself be verifiable and free from bias, and it should accurately represent
what it is intended to represent. If questions exist about the reliability of
the information but the data in question are the most appropriate data to
include, a statement addressing the concerns surrounding the data should
be included. For example, Prince William County, Virginia, in their Service
Efforts and Accomplishments Report, includes a statement that indicates
the data were reviewed and discussed in focus groups comprised of
executive management, agency management, and staff to question unusual
variances in the data, but that it was not possible for them to fully analyze
or address every variable. When the data have been reviewed by the audit
division staff, or some other review body, the report should clearly state
that the accuracy and reliability of the data were checked and briefly, in
a sentence or two, explain how that was done. The bottom line is simple
as this: The performance information presented should be fair, accurate,
consistent, relevant, reliable, and understandable.

Criterion 8: Relevant Measures of Results

The two R’s are most important—relevance and results. Relevance relates
to mission, goals, and objectives. To what degree has the organization
achieved its mission, goals, and objectives? Does the performance infor-
mation provided answer that question? Outcome measures communicate
results and should be the primary focus, but the report should also include
input, output, efficiency, and productivity measures. This really is the heart
of the report. Worcester, Massachusetts (Figure 4.2), includes a discussion
of what the city is trying to accomplish, a narrative explanation of how
the city is performing and what it means, as well as an explanation of
the measure used and why it is important.
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Department of Community and Human
Services

Measure: Percent of adult displaced workers completing
employment programs who get jobs paying similar to their
pre-displacement wages

100% T

80% T 72%

9 58% °'%
59%  60%  93% E——"—— Target, 65%

60% +

40% T
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20% T
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2000 2001 2002 Q12003 Q22003 Q32003
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What does this measure tell us?

This measure is one of six related measures included in the Federal
Workforce Investment Act, which funds worker retraining programs.
Research nationwide has shown that displaced workers with formal
retraining and support services receive a higher wage recovery rate than
those who seek employment on their own. This measure tells us that those
who are becoming unemployed in King County are receiving placements
after re-training that closely approximate an earnings range consistent with
their pre-program earnings. Goal being measured: Provide education
and job skills to vulnerable populations so that they can lead independent
lives.

Figure 4.1 King County Department of Community and Human Services.
(Source: King County Managing for Results, www.metrokc.gov/exec/perform)
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INDICATOR

1 Crime Rates

Why is it important?

Crime rates are the major indicator of a city’s level of safety.
When disaggregated by neighborhood, these rates can highlight
how to allocate police resources to respond to problematic areas.
Because external conditions such as the economy and changing
demographics affect the level of crime in a community, crime rates
do not directly reflect how well a police department is functioning.
Nonetheless, high and increasing crime rates can cause residents
and businesses to leave a city, while low and falling crime rates

indicate a safer community in which to live and conduct business.

Chart1.1: Historical Trend: Major Crimes in Worcester,
1994-2002 (per 100,000 people)
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Chart 1.2:  Historical Crime Index Rates for Northeastern
Cities, 2000-2002 (per 100,000 Population)
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1 The central zone is comprised of the area between Main Street/Southbridge Street/
Canterbury Street and Park Avenue from Salisbury Street in the north to the Webster
Square area in the south.

How does Worcester perform?

Despite a small (1.1%) increase in major crimes from 2001 to
2002 (the latest year for which data is available), Worcester’s
rates for murder and non-negligent manslaughter, robbery,
aggravated assault, burglary, larceny, and motor vehicle theft
(see Page 4 for definitions) have fallen significantly since 1994,
as shown in Chart 1.1. In 1994, there were 6,579 instances of
these crimes per 100,000 people. In 2002, this level had
dropped 27.9% to 4,741 per 100,000 people. (It should be
noted that larceny is the largest category of those listed,
representing 2,517 crimes per 100,000 population in 2002.)

Because of these falling rates for major crimes, Worcester
ranks fairly well compared to similarly-sized cities in the
nation. As shown in Table 1.1, for the major crimes speci-
fied, Worcester ranked between 23rd and 64th of 95 cities
with populations between 125,000 and 250,000. Several of
these categories have decreased significantly over the last
several years. For example, burglaries declined by 56% from
3,234 in 1994 to 1,421 in 2002, although it increased slightly
from 2001 to 2002. Although aggravated assault in Worcester
remains higher than in some other cities, it has declined 22%
since 1998 (from 1,278 to 996 in 2002). Worcester also ranks
well when compared to cities in the Northeast, as shown in
Chart 1.2.

Quality of life is affected not only by the rate of the major
crimes discussed above, but also by the amount of nuisance
and disorder - loud parties, fights and disorderly conduct -
in a neighborhood. Table 1.2 shows the number of viola-
tions of public order in the various city police zones from
1999 to 2002. (See the Page 4 for situations considered part
of public-order violations.) Because the area, residential
population, and daytime and nighttime influx populations
differ in these zones, for assessment purposes disorder in a
zone should be compared only against prior levels in the
same zone, rather than against the level in other zones.

‘The central zone! saw the only increase in violations of
public order from 2001 to 2002 (8.5%), but still had a
decrease in violations from 1999 of 1.3%. The downtown
and east zones both had significant decreases (13.8% and
16.9% respectively) from 2001 to 2002. (See the Appendix
for a more detailed map of the violations of public order in

these areas.)

Figure 4.2 Worcester, Massachusetts, crime rates. (Source: Worcester Police
Department, www.ci.worcester.ma.us)
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The Straphangers Campaign in New York City measures the efficiency
of city subways in a unique way that speaks directly to the value of service
received for each dollar spent. The Straphangers developed a weighted
index that measures the quality of subway service and that includes data
on frequency of service, reliability of service, likelihood that a rider will
get a seat during rush hour, the cleanliness of the car, and the quality of
the in-car announcements. Using this index they calculated the value of
a ride on each subway line. So, for example, a rider pays $2 to ride the
W line. Service on this line is sporadic—the rider is unlikely to get a seat,
the trains run infrequently, and the cars break down at a higher rate than
the average—according to the Straphanger rating, riders on the W receive
75 cents worth of value for their $2 fare. Figure 4.3 shows how quality
and performance are communicated in an attractive and easy-to-under-
stand format.

Criterion 9: Resources Used and Efficiency

Performance reporting should focus primarily on communicating the
results, or outcomes, of programs and activities, but in addition to reporting
what has been achieved, the costs associated with delivering the desired
results need to be communicated. Public organizations are accountable
for results and for the efficient and effective use of public resources.
Citizens, as well as other stakeholders, want to be assured that they are
receiving value for their tax dollar. Public managers are expected to deliver
quality services at a reasonable cost, and these costs should be clearly
communicated. To provide a complete picture, performance information
should include data about the resources expended. The cost of providing
a service and achieving a specific outcome can be communicated in a
variety of ways. The unit cost of delivering a meal, or paving a mile of
roadway, or processing an application can be communicated. This is
referred to as an efficiency measure. Productivity measures can also
communicate costs: the number of meals a driver delivers in a day, or
the number of miles one work crew paves in a day, or the number of
applications an intake officer processes in an hour. Cost effectiveness can
be communicated as the number of meals delivered on time and hot by
each driver, or the percent of applications processed in an hour that are
complete and accurate. Expenditures or inputs can be communicated in
a variety of ways as well. The total expenditures for each division can be
provided, as can the total personnel expenditures or the total number of
employees needed to provide the services measured.

Montgomery County, Maryland, reports on a “family” of measures,
including input, output, efficiency, service quality, and outcome.
Combined, these measures provide a comprehensive view of program
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Straphangers Campaign

W/ . SUBWAY LINE PROFILE
_—

The W line ranks tied for 18th place out of the 21 subway
lines rated by the Straphangers Campaign in 2005. Our
ranking is based on the MTA New York City Transit data
below, using a method described at www.straphangers.org.

The W has less-than-average service,
and doesn't run at night.

scheduled minutes between weekday trains
as of February 2004

AM Rush Noon PM Rush Overnight
W line 10 10 9 -

System Average 5:43 8:26  5:55 20

The W line arrives with below-average
regularity. . .

% of trains arriving at regular intervals
(without gaps in service or train "bunching")
between 6 a.m. and 9 p.m.
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and its cars break down at a higher rate
than the system average.

average miles traveled between delay
caused by mechanical failures, 2004
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Your chance of getting a seat on the W is
next to worst.

% of passengers with seats at most crowded poin
during rush hour
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The W is tied for the cleanest line. . .

% of cars with 'light or no interior dirtiness'
as defined by NYC Transit
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40%
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and performs above-average on in-car
announcements.

% of cars with correct announcements
(as defined by NYC Transit)

100%
80% 94% 90%
60%
40%
20%

0%

W line System Average

Suggestions? Complaints? Call the W line superintendent at (718) 521-3507.

Figure 4.3 Straphangers campaign—W subway line profile. (Source: Straphang-

ers Campaign, www.straphangers.org.)

performance from multiple perspectives. Figure 4.4 shows the family of
measures for the civil cases heard in circuit court. Efficiency is commu-
nicated as the number of cases terminated per staff member on an annual

basis and the average cost per case.
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PROGRAM: PROGRAM ELEMENT:
Management and Adjudication of Civil Cases

PROGRAM MISSION:
To administer justice in a fair, timely, and efficient manner when adudicating civil matters

COMMUNITY OUTCOMES SUPPORTED:
* Provide for fair and timely administration of justice
+ Foster respect for the law

~ o o FY01 FYo2 FY03 FY04 FY05
PROGRAM MEASURES ACTUAL  ACTUAL  ACTUAL  BUDGET  CEREC
Outcomes/Results:
Civil judgments entered 1,141 1,178 1,330 1,176 1176
Civil cases terminated (resolved)® 12,188 11,668 12,029 11,668 11,668|
Civil cases resolved through Alternative Dispute Resoluti 470 432 472 432 432
Service Quality:
[Average time to dispose of civil cases” (days)
Track NT - Litle or no trial time necessary (fargel - 165 days)® 114 116 130 165 165
Track 0 - No discovery necessary (large! - 167 days) 13 141 141 167 167}
Track 2 - 1/2 to 1 day trial estimate (farget - 271 days) 208 202 199 omn omn
Track 3 - 1 to 3 day trial estimate (farget - 416 days) 327 306 309 416 416
Track 4 - 3 day trial or more (targe - 481 days) 413 431 389 481 481
(Overall average time for disposition of civil cases (all cases and tracks) 187 184 189 233 23|
Efficiency:
Cases terminated per staff year (civi, criminal, family, and juvenile)” 258 397 335 33 351
terminated (civil, criminal, family, and juvenile) ($)* 247 248 258 258 274
12,040 11,866 11,893 11,870 11,870]
5,501 5,496 5,798 5,781 5,781
203 166 166 166 166
187 146 166 166 168|
Civil cases ordered to Alternative Dispute Resolution 542 504 577 450 490]
Civil cases filed as a percentage of total Circuit Court filings 315 330 330 no 310
Total Circuit Court filings (civll, criminal, family, and juvenile) 3218 35915 36,038 37,889 37,889
(civil, criminal, family, and juvenile)® 32,242 35,773 36,175 38,078 38,078
1083 108.3 108.1 "100.0 1032
7.978 8,879 9,326 9541 9,926/
*Civil terminations include cases that are tried, dismissed, setled, or administratively closed due to lack of prosecution.
*For civil cases, the disposition time is from initial filing to disposition (i.e., trial, or dismi

“The figures in italics represent targets (guidetines) for the time to dispose of ¢ivil cases when using the given track. Cases that were formerly classified as
Track 1 represent family cases and are reported under the "Management and Adjudication of Family Cases® program.

“Workyears, expend and the ponding efficiency include the of civil, criminal, family, and juvenile cases because it is not
feasible to separate expenditures and workyears by type of case. (Stalf responsibilities and F ing are not ized by type of case: one person
may process several types of cases.) Because workyears and expenditures cannot be split by type of case, both efiiciency measures are based on alf Circuit
Court terminations: civil, criminal, family, and juvenila {this total is shown for reference under “Werkload/Outputs).

*Expenditures include the Family Grant. The Juvenile Division is partially funded by the Family Grant.

'The State of Maryland assumed the funding for the judicial law clerks, resulting in a permanent decrease in workyears for FY04,

“Civil filing data includes the Register of Wills caseload.

[EXPLANATION:

One of the Circuit Court's primary functions is the adjudication of civil cases. The Court has integrated the Differentiated Case M; (DCM) concept
into the daily operations of all units supporting the Circuit Court's functions. DCM is an approach designed to improve the afficiency of case procassing and
reduce the demand for judicial intervention (confinuances, hearings, efc.) at every phase of litigation. Mechanisms have been designed to avoid multiple
court appearances and assure the imely provision of resources for the expedifious processing and resolution of cases on each frack

The results for the average time to dispese of cases are based on cases that were disposed in the fiscal years indicated, regardless of the date on which a
case was filed. Timely case lermination based upon track quidelines depends upon the availability of sufficient resource levels in the Circuit and District
Courts, the Public Defender’s Office, Parole and Probation, and the Stale's Attorney, Criminal litigation takes precedence over civil itigation as criminal
cases mus! be tried within 180 days from the Rule 4-215 hearing.

PROGRAM PARTNERS IN SUPPORT OF OUTCOMES: Clerk of the Circuit Court, Maryland and N y County bar

MAJOR RELATED PLANS AND GUIDELINES: State lagislative mandates, Maryiand Rl of P Maryland A Code, M
County Code, Court of Appeals of Maryland.

Ch L}

Figure 4.4 Montgomery County, Maryland Circuit Court—Efficiency measures.
(Source: Montgomery Measures Up, www.montgomerycountymd.gov.)
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Reporting on results without relating them to the resources used to
achieve those results provides an incomplete picture. To inspire managerial
thinking and engage the public in meaningful discussions about the
expectations and outcomes of the public sector programs, the costs
associated with service delivery need to be clearly communicated.

Criterion 10: Citizen and Customer Perceptions

The perception of citizens and customers should be communicated to
complement the objective measures of performance in a performance
report. Managerial measures of performance capture one aspect of per-
formance and, when combined with measures that capture how satisfied
citizens are with the quality of services in their community or how well
a customer was treated in a particular office, provide a much better picture
of service quality. For example, a performance report on a police depart-
ment that includes both crime rates and measures of how safe citizens
feel in their neighborhood is more powerful than a report that just includes
crime rates. Likewise, a performance report for a motor vehicle inspection
station could include data on the number of cars inspected in an hour,
the average wait time, and the level of customer satisfaction with the
service provided.

Citizen and customer satisfaction can be measured in a variety of ways,
such as tracking complaints and/or comments and convening focus
groups, but the most common way to assess citizen and customer satis-
faction is through a survey. When communicating performance informa-
tion collected through a survey, it is important to mention how the data
were collected, the sample size, and the response rate. Survey data should
be collected, and reported, on a regular basis so that perceptions over
time can be tracked and compared.

The limitations of survey data should also be discussed, such as the
nonresponse bias on the external validity and generalizability of the results.
It can become overwhelming to report on the level of citizen or customer
satisfaction with every service provided, and for some services it may be
confusing, or misleading, to report on citizen and customer satisfaction.
Again, as with all performance information, data collected through citizen
and customer surveys should only be communicated if it adds clarity to
a report. If it fills a gap, or strengthens a managerial measure, it should
be included. If the usefulness of the measure is questionable, and it just
adds clutter, it should not be reported.

The Oregon Progress Board, an independent state-planning and over-
sight agency, is responsible for monitoring the state’s strategic plan. The
board publishes the Oregon Benchmarks on an annual basis and in an
effort to gauge how the state is doing, reports on a variety of performance
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measures, including citizen satisfaction. Figure 4.5 communicates citizen
satisfaction with police services, including the overall satisfaction with
police services by neighborhood and feelings of safety, both during the
day and at night, and provides comparative data over a four-year period.

Criterion 11: Comparison for Assessing Performance

Comparison data provide a frame of reference for assessing performance
information. Comparative data enable the user to see whether performance
is improving, remaining stable, or declining over time. How did the
program do this year compared to last? When performance targets are
established, performance information can be compared to that target. Did
the school meet its 90-percent graduation rate? If comparisons are made
with similar organizations, demographically comparable communities, or
national standards, a determination of quality can be made. How good is
the organization doing compared with similar organizations? Are the
citizens in El Paso more satisfied than the citizens in San Antonio? How
does police response time in Richmond compare to the national average?

Harry Hatry of the Urban Institute identifies the following as major
types of benchmarks, or data used to make comparisons for a particular
reporting period:

Performance in the previous period

Performance of similar organizational units or geographical areas
Outcomes for different workload or customer groups

A recognized general standard

Performance of other jurisdictions or the private sector

Different service delivery practices

Targets established at the beginning of the performance period®

When comparing performance to similar organizations or jurisdictions,
it is important to compare apples to apples. There will always be differ-
ences in operating procedures, technologies, staffing patterns, level of
service, and type of customer served, but obviously, the more similar the
communities and organizations, the more powerful the comparison. For
example, when comparing annual circulation per capita for public libraries,
it is important to note that some of the variation in circulation could be
due to such factors as hours of operation, the number of branch libraries,
the size and scope of the library holdings, as well as the economic or
demographic characteristics of the population served.

The International City/County Management Association (ICMA) recently
introduced the Virginia Performance Consortium, where 27 cities and
counties in Virginia will participate in a statewide performance consortium.
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Service Efforts and Accomplishments: 2004-05

Bureau of Police

CITIZEN SATISFACTION  Citizens say they feel safer in their neighborhoods during the day and night
over the last 10 years. As with City services in general, they also report a
decline in overall satisfaction with

police services. CITIZENS: OVERALL POLICE SERVICE, 2005
(percent "good" or "very good")

All areas report less satisfaction with
the Bureau in 2005 than in 1996, with
six reporting significant changes as
shown on the accompanying map.
The largest decline is in the Inner
Northeast (17 percent).

CITIZENS
(significant change
from 1996)

BUSINESSES: OVERALL POLICE SERVICE, 2005
(percent "good" or "very good")

Like last year, businesses continue
to rate police services higher than
residents. The average rating was
74 percent "good" or "very good"
for businesses, compared to 63
percent for residents. Businesses
in the North rate Police services
the highest, while businesses in
Southeast rate them lowest.

BUSINESSES

|l 'bad" or "very bad"
"neither"
"good" or "very good"

CITIZENS: CITIZENS: SAFETY IN CITIZENS: SAFETY IN
OVERALL POLICE SERVICE NEIGHBORHOOD DURING DAY NEIGHBORHOOD AT NIGHT
100%...‘...." 1000 mm e - 100%IIIIIIIIII
50% - - - - - - - - - 50% - - - - - - - - - 5090 | H e ol
0% 0% 0%
1996 1999 2002 2005 1996 1999 2002 2005 1996 1999 2002 2005

Figure 4.5 Portland, Oregon, citizen satisfaction with police service. (Source:
Oregon Progress Board, www.oregon.gov.)
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ICMA coordinates a National Center for Performance Measurement, and
15 service areas measured in the nationwide program will be used as the
comparative data for the Virginia project. These core measures will provide
the regional consortium with a uniform and broad set of measures to
compare their performance and enable them to identify high performers
and effective practices. No overall ranking or formal rating will be assigned,
although informally a ranking is bound to happen. This can spark com-
petition and generate improvements in service delivery, ICMA states the
goals of the statewide consortium but it can also generate tension when
comparisons are not valid due to operating procedures, staffing patterns
or budget size in this way:

B Identify similarities and differences in performance on specific
measures within the region (as well as compare regional perform-
ance to performance nationwide).

B Identify high-performing jurisdictions on particular measures (or
clusters of related measures) in order to identify key factors con-
tributing to high performance (e.g., effective practices, leading
practices).?

The Oregon benchmarks again provide an excellent illustration of
performance reporting (Figure 4.0), this time using comparison data over
time, between neighborhoods, and with others; a six-city average of crimes
per 1000 residents.

Criterion 12: Factors Affecting Results/Explanatory Information

The results of services provided by public organizations are not only
affected by factors within the organization itself, like staffing patterns, the
technology available, delays in acquiring supplies, or the size of the budget,
but they are likely to be affected by factors outside the organization, such
as the weather and changing demographics of the population served.
When communicating performance, an organization should explain the
factors that contributed to or inhibited performance. This information
provides a context for understanding the performance reported. Can the
improvement over last year’s performance be attributed to the use of a
new technology or additional resources? Can the decline in performance
be attributed to a growing at-risk population or the infrastructure damage
incurred by Hurricane Katrina? Whatever the factors, internal or external,
the information needs to be communicated so that their impact on per-
formance can be discussed and understood.

Prince William County provides a “comments” section for each
performance indicator reported. The example provided in Figure 4.7
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Public Safety

BUREAU GOAL:
Reduce crime and the fear
of crime

BUREAU GOAL:
Improve the quality of life in
neighborhoods

Over the past ten years, the City's crime rate has declined considerably.

The reduction in both property

. CRIMES PER 1,000
and person crime rates appears to

. PROPERTY PERSON

be part of a larger national trend. D —
! ) 2000 67.3 10.7
Portland's trend mirrors that of our — G a5
six comparison cities. However, 2002 730 8.4
while the decline in person crimes 2003 777 8.1
has been continuous, property 2004 76.0 73
crimes are trending upward. 5 years: +13% 329
10 years: -20% -59%

Crime clearance rates remain fairly

steady. The number of reported

crimes per detective, however, is high compared to other cities, as Audit
Services found in a recent audit.

The Bureau has responded quickly to high priority calls, exceeding the
response time goal for four of the past five years.

SAFETY IN NEIGHBORHOOD DURING DAY,

More residents report feeling safe
2005 (percent "safe" or "very safe")

in their neighborhoods both during
the day and at night over the last 10
years. Most areas of the City report
gains in feelings of safety in their
neighborhoods, with three reporting
significant increases.

CITIZENS
(significant change
from 1996)

In addition, the number of drug
houses complained about has
decreased approximately 51 percent
over the last 10 years.

CRIMES/1,000 COMPARED TO OTHERS
O Portland 6-city average

150
100&"1

w

50

o
1995 2004

AVERAGE RESPONSE TIME TO HIGH CLEARANCE RATES
PRIORITY CALLS (goal=5 mins. or less) O Property crimes Person crimes

7 60%

sw GOAL  40% |

3 20% |
%

of
2004 1997 2004

Figure 4.6 Portland Oregon, trends over time and neighborhood comparisons.
(Source: Oregon Progress Board, www.oregon.gov.)
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Prince William County 2003 Criminal Justice Services SEA Report

Authorized E mployees Per Thousand R esidents Comparisons

Offender Supervision Employees per Thousand R esidents
By Jurisdiction, Fiscal Years 2000, 2002, and 2003

Farfax

] ' CRIMINAL JUSTICE
SERVICES

Prince Wiliam

SECTIONLOCATOR

OFY2000

DE¥§88§ OVERVIEW
o

Loudoun

SPENDING AND STAFFING:
ing pe

Henrico

OUTPUTS:
Growthin Spendingand
Outputs
1 ‘ ‘ : Average Daily Caseload
Screening Investigations
Hampton (AEVEIS R DS e e we) 0.098 Referrals toSubstance Abuse
Groups

000 002 004 006 008 010 012 RESULTS:

Serious |ncidents

ADC Populationand CJS
Caseload

Average Length of Stay

Pince Wiiam  Chesterfield Fairfax Henrico Loudoun ACWCURE Cases Not Returning to

Number of Authorized F TE P csitions 2295 2130 2800 18.08 1338 3100 Court ona Violation

Sevice Ara Ppulation 371,128 298629 1,059243 276551 214842 kEIENR Cases Closedin Compliance

FTE sper thousand population 0.062 0.071 0.026 0.065 0.062 0.095 with Standards

Cost per Supervision Day

Chesterfield

Fiscal Year 2003

Compared to Other Jurisdictions:

¢ Ofthesix jurisdictions reporting supervision FTEs, Henrico, Hampton, and
Chesterfield had a higher number of FTEs per 1,000 residents than Prince William,
Fairfax, and Loudoun. Only Fairfax has a lower rate of staffing per thousand
residents than Prince William.

Comments:

¢ Thenumberof FTEsina program s driven in part by availability of funding
support and caseload (the number of cases each probation officer handles).
Aloughth Prince William has relatively fewer FTEs per thousand residents, additional
resources are spent on contract workers and services. Prince Williams hires hourly
interns to assist officers and also provides many services in-house (such as substance
abuse services and anger management). Also, OCs offers extended evening office
hours in addition to the standard government hours. Other localities may not offer
additional office hours.

Figure 4.7 Prince William County explanatory comments. (Source: Service
Efforts and Accomplishment Report, www.co.prince-william.va.us.)
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communicates why Prince William County has fewer full-time employees
per thousand residents when compared to other counties in Virginia.

Criterion 13: Aggregation and Disaggregation of Information

Information communicated at only one level of aggregation can paint a
misleading picture of performance. For example, statewide averages of
student achievement can hide critical differences among students based
on racial and ethnic backgrounds, just as citywide averages of emergency
response time can mask the discrepancy in response time in different
neighborhoods. Generally speaking, aggregate data should be presented
in the summary or overview of a report; disaggregate data, based on
geography or demographics, should be communicated at more detailed
levels. Tt is quite common to see performance information communicated
by geographic area (neighborhood, census tract, school district), service
unit (regional office, school, hospital), and demographic characteristic
(income level, age, race, gender). Disaggregated information allows for
comparisons and enhances the usefulness of the information. Managerial
thinking is inspired when differences in outcomes based on neighbor-
hoods or specific populations can be seen. Why are residents of the
Central Ward more satisfied with city services than residents of the South
Ward? What contributes to the achievement gap between Asian and Latino
students? Why do trains on the W line break down more often than trains
on the D line?

The level of aggregation can be determined by the nature of the data
available and by the intended audience. Performance information should
be easy to understand and should resonate with the reader. People want
to see how the information relates to them personally; thus, information
communicated at the neighborhood or district level or on the basis of race,
gender, or age carries greater impact than information communicated at a
broad or generic level. Performance reports should include a variety of key
measures reported at aggregate and disaggregate levels. Again, reports
should strive for balance and clarity. Too much aggregate data fails to
adequately inform, and too much disaggregation can overwhelm the reader.

The New Jersey Department of Education publishes an annual school
report card that communicates performance information on the public
schools. Statewide data are available, as are districtwide and school-specific
data. The examples provided here show statewide results on the High
School Proficiency Assessment in math and English (Figure 4.8) and a
breakdown of student performance on the math portion of the test based
on gender, race, and income (Figure 4.9).
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ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE [y

High School Proficiency Assessment(HSPA)

Lgnguage Arts Total N Percen Proficiency Percentages
Literacy Year |Enrolment| Tested NotTested

All Students 2003-04 86,989 86,138 0.4 16.3 65.7 18.0
2002-03 87,677 86,291 1.6 18.9 65.5 15.6
Mathematics Proflr:lency Percentages
Total Number | Percent
Year |Enrollment| Tested [Not Tested
All Students 2003-04 86,989 85,951 0.5 28.3 46.2 255
2002-03 87,682 86,163 1.7 33.1 46.9 20.0

LANGUAGE ARTS LITERACY MATHEMATICS

ADVANCED
18.0%
PROFICIENT
65.7%

PARTIAL

PROFICIoENT
16.3% 46.2%

PARTIAL
28.3%

ALL STUDENTS ALL STUDENTS
2003-2004 2003-2004

New Jersey
Department of Education

2004
NCLB State ReportCard

Figure 4.8 Aggregate performance information. (Source: New Jersey Depart-
ment of Education, http://education.state.nj.us/rc/nclb04/state04.)
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ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE P

High School Proficiency Assessment (HSPA)

Language Arts Literacy Wiy
2003-2004 Tested

Percent

Proficiency Percentages

Not Tested| Partial | Proficient | Advanced

Studentswith Disabilities 12,611 12,274 2.7 55.8 4141 3.1
Limited English Proficient Students 2,459 2,426 1.3 74.0 254 0.7
Male 43,768 43,262 12 19.7 67.4 12.9
Female 43,080 42,745 0.8 127 64.1 23.2
White 55238 54,900 1.0 9.5 68.3 22.1
Black 12,698 12,407 2.3 32.3 62.4 52
Asian & Pacific Islander 6,178 6,147 0.5 10.6 59.4 30.1
American Indian/Alaskan Native 157 157 0 21.7 52.9 5.1
Hispanic 11,455 11,296 1.4 32.4 61.1 6.5
Other Race 1,263 1,231 25 349 56.9 8.2
Migrant Students 13 13 * * * *
Economically Disadvantaged 13,004 12,772 1.8 35.8 59.5 47

The state standard for Adequate Yearly Progress(AYP) for language arts literacy is 73% proficient for the school and each subgroup.

New Jersey
Department of Education

2004
NCLB State ReportCard

LANGUAGE
ARTS
RESULTS

Figure 4.9 Disaggregate performance information. (Source: New Jersey Depart-

ment of Education, http://education.state.nj.us/rc/nclb04/state04.)
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Criterion 14: Consistency, Easy Access, and Regular and Timely
Reporting

Consistency in communication means measuring and reporting the same
indicators in the same way over the same time period. Doing this increases
the ease in understanding what is being communicated and enhances the
ability of decision-makers and citizens to make comparisons over time.
Consistency does not mean that changes cannot be made. Changes in the
way measures are calculated or presented can be a good thing as long as
the changes are recognized and explained. The recommendation for con-
sistent reporting is to say that, once a workable format has been developed
and communicated, it should be used on a regular basis. Readers of the
report should not have to decipher a new format, or read instructions on
how to use the report each time it is published. Performance reports should
keep acronyms, jargon, and abbreviations to a minimum. Visual techniques
such as headings, graphs, maps, tables, and photographs should be used
to simplify and clarify what is being communicated. The information should
be presented in a recognizable and practical format that communicates in
a way that makes sense and aids understanding.

Performance information should be broadly communicated through a
variety of formats to increase its accessibility. Performance information can
be disseminated in various ways. The most familiar format is the annual
report printed in full color on expensive paper. A more affordable print
version can be realized with a newsletter or newspaper format. As Internet
access increases and Web-based applications are easier to use, more and
more public organizations are turning to computers to communicate their
performance. Technology has the potential to take performance reporting
to a new level. Performance information can be kept current, manipulated,
and presented in visually appealing formats that can bring data to life. With
technology a greater volume of data is available for those who have interest
in more detailed performance reporting. Mapping can be used to graphically
depict performance on a variety of levels, from global performance to
reporting by zip code and street address.

In terms of accessibility, people should know where and how to look
for performance information. It should not require an advanced degree
to access information from a Web site or to obtain a print copy. The New
York City Mayor’s Management Report is easy to access through the
nyc.gov Web site. Links are provided so that readers can easily access
certain sections of the report, and a phone number and URL (Web site
address) are provided for those who want to obtain a printed copy of
the report. In addition to ease of access, information should be provided
in a timely fashion and on a regular basis. The Internet has made access
and timeliness easier to achieve; however, all too often information
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provided on a Web site can be out of date. Many Web sites accessed for
this chapter presented 2001 data as the most current information.

Regular and timely reporting of information increases the likelihood
that the information will be accessed and used to enhance decision making
and increase accountability. At a minimum, performance information
should be communicated on an annual basis and linked to the budget
and planning process. Information that is communicated more frequently
can be acted upon in a more responsive fashion. Some public managers
insist that performance information be communicated on a monthly or
quarterly basis. The City of Baltimore requires reporting on a biweekly
basis. According to the mayor, the frequency of reporting increases the
urgency of the situation and allows for improvements in service delivery
throughout the year. If the city only looked at performance every year at
budget time, the mayor said he would be old and gray before anything
would change. Granted, it is not necessary to provide external reports on
such a frequent basis; annual reports to citizens and customers may be
sufficient. However, if performance information is tracked and reported
on a Web site, interested stakeholders could have access to real-time data
whenever they want it.

REPORTING FORMATS

As demonstrated with the various examples provided in this chapter,
performance can be communicated using a variety of formats. Some
performance information can be communicated effectively in a simple
spreadsheet. Spreadsheets are obviously useful for communicating revenue
and expenditures, but they are also effective for comparing performance
over time, to national standards and to other organizations or jurisdictions.
Spreadsheets are easy to use, access, and export. They are also economical
to produce and easy to update. Entering too much information on a
spreadsheet is a common problem, with all those potential rows and
columns to fill. When using spreadsheets, the aim should be for balance
and clarity.

Graphs have the advantage of quickly communicating performance
information and are especially useful for showing trends over time and
the comparison of performance to other organizations or units. Graphical
displays are easily absorbed and understood, and people are likely to
remember them more vividly than raw numbers. It is much easier to
understand and recall performance over time with a line graph, and
comparisons with other organizations are easier to communicate with a
bar graph than with words and numbers. Common graphical displays
include pie charts, bar graphs, and line graphs, but organizations are
increasingly introducing creative graphs, maps, and pictorial displays in
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their performance reports. For example, the Straphangers Campaign uti-
lizes common bar graphs as well as a picture of a MetroCard with the
dollar value of the service provided (Figure 4.3). Staying with New York
City, the Fund for the City of New York uses maps to communicate and
compare street smoothness, and the Mayor’s Office of Operations utilizes
maps that enable residents to compare the quality of city services in their
neighborhood with the quality of city services in other neighborhoods.
Creative displays attract attention to the data being communicated in a
way that is relatively easy to understand.

It is important to remember that a significant amount of time and
resources went into the design and implementation of the performance
measurement system. Failing to effectively communicate the findings is a
tremendous waste. Effectively communicated performance information
helps organizations determine what steps need to be taken or what
changes must be made in order to improve service. Effective communi-
cation can help organizations identify the conditions under which a
program is doing well or poorly, stimulate discussion on what can be
done to improve performance, and pinpoint factors that contribute to high
performance so they can be replicated in other areas. Performance infor-
mation can generate questions regarding service delivery that can help
staff develop and carry out improvement strategies, as well as provide
clues to underlying problems. Again, referring to what the expert has to
say, Harry Hatry suggests that organizations perform a systematic exami-
nation of performance data on a regular basis that includes the following
steps:

1. Examine changes over time.

2. Examine comparison data to assess where performance is good,
fair, or poor.

3. Compare the program’s outcomes to those of similar programs;
look for best practices.

4. Use exception reporting—that is, look particularly at indicator
values that fall outside the target range.

5. Obtain and examine explanatory information.

6. Determine whether the data on major types of performance indi-
cators are consistent with each other.

7. Focus individual outcome indicators on areas in which the program
or agency has particular responsibility or influence.

8. Examine multiple outcomes together to obtain a more comprehen-
sive perspective on overall performance.

9. Use past performance data to trigger trials of new procedures and
to help evaluate their success later.'®
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CONCLUSION

Communicating the results of government programs is an integral part of
any performance measurement system. Performance information that is
communicated in a simple and straightforward manner has the potential
to bring about improvements. When stakeholders can act on the perform-
ance information—whether it is to improve processes and procedures,
request additional funding, hold elected and appointed officials account-
able, celebrate accomplishments, motivate employees, or inspire manage-
rial thinking—the value of a performance-measurement system is realized.
When performance information is reported within government, it supports
better decision making, fosters cohesion through the communication of a
shared sense of purpose, and promotes organizational learning. The
bottom line is simply this: It helps government perform better. When
results are effectively communicated to the public, information about
performance promotes dialogue, helps build confidence in government,
and strengthens the accountability relationship between government and
the people they serve.
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SECTION i

INTRODUCTION TO
PUBLIC SECTOR
ACCOUNTABILITY

Measuring government performance and effectively communicating the
results are essential components of good governance. Demonstrating results,
or a lack thereof, enables citizens, elected officials, and the media to hold
government accountable for its performance. Without the objective commu-
nication of results, the assessment of government performance would be
subjective, based on first impressions and public opinion. Objective data give
people something concrete to hold onto, something they can use to docu-
ment their frustration with or support of public sector services. Ideally,
objective data enables people to hold government accountable. In this section
of the book, we explore the concept of public sector accountability and the
dilemmas associated with holding individuals and organizations accountable
for results. Accountability is a central theme in discussions about good
governance, politics, and administration. Its role in the governing process
has increased with the introduction of various administrative reforms calling
for improved performance and greater accountability.

In Chapter 5 we begin by discussing the prevalence of the call for
greater accountability. It is everywhere you look—on the evening news
and on the front page of major newspapers—yet what does it really mean?
The various definitions of accountability and accountability relationships
are introduced, beginning with the traditional notion of accountability,
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which is based on the ability to control and direct administrative behavior
by requiring “answerability” to some internal or external authority that
has legitimate expectations of power as well as a clearly articulated chain
of command. Other approaches to accountability presented in this chapter
include bureaucratic, legal, political, and professional accountability. The
concept of accountability for performance is discussed, along with the
concept of accountability environments, which provide evidence that
people are held accountable horizontally as well as vertically. Colleagues,
customers, and clients all have legitimate expectations for the administra-
tive behavior of the people who work next to them or for them. The
accountability environment is complex, and public administrators and
public organizations struggle in a changing and fluid environment to meet
and fulfill the multiple and often competing obligations and expectations
for their performance.

In Chapter 6 we identify several dilemmas surrounding the idea of
accountability, beginning with the very dilemma of meaning. There is a
significant difference between the word accountability and the concept
of accountability. Accountability, the word, has taken on a meaning similar
to answerability and responsibility. With an emphasis on the need to
demonstrate results, public administrators are concerned about account-
ability for outputs and outcomes—for example, how many claims were
processed and how fast? Accountability, the concept, has a historical
meaning that reflects democratic values, social justice, and moral ideals,
but the concept of accountability is losing ground to the word. An
accountability paradox exists that recognizes that external demands for
accountability require sound administrative judgment, but the institutions
and mechanisms used to monitor compliance often threaten and constrain
the very ability to demonstrate responsible judgment. The most brilliant
and creative public administrators cannot succeed when constrained by
numerous rules, regulations, and procedures that make it virtually impos-
sible to demonstrate sound character and perform well. There are dilem-
mas associated with holding people and organizations accountable for a
process and ensuring that all the rules and regulations have been followed,
just as there are dilemmas associated with holding people and organiza-
tions accountable for performance when the most basic definition of
performance is wrought with contradictions and ambiguity. The account-
ability environment is changing—and changing quite rapidly—and the
proliferation of demands for greater accountability and accountability for
performance are changing the very nature of public administration.
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PUBLIC SECTOR
ACCOUNTABILITY

Everywhere you look, people are talking about accountability or, more
precisely, the lack of accountability, on the part of elected officials,
appointed officials, public agencies, and government in general. Any time
something goes wrong, the immediate response from elected officials and
the media is “We need more accountability” or “They will be held account-
able for their actions.” Look around the room when statements like these
are made and you will see a roomful of people nodding in agreement.
How could anyone disagree? Accountability is at the heart of American
governance.

Accountability is a central theme in our discussions about government,
administration, and politics. It is generally associated with words like
responsibility, fidelity, answerability, and ethics, and in recent years it has
become a symbol of good behavior.! It is a term that is overused and
whose true meaning becomes all the more elusive as it is bandied about
as the remedy for what ails government. A review of the headlines in
recent weeks—from Chicago, to Washington, DC, to New York—shows
how frequently the topic appears in the news:

® “City Tries GE Plan to Boost Efficiency: Intense Accountability
System Keeps Bosses, Workers on their Toes,” Chicago Sun Times,
January 22, 2006

B “‘Mayor Makes Pledge of Accountability in Girl’s Death,” New York
Times, January 17, 2006

B “Judicial System Working toward Accountability, Efficiency,” Asso-
ciated Press, January 16, 2006
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B “Rep. Rogers Unveils Principles for Restoring Accountability and
Trust,” US Federal News, January 11, 2006

B “Inspector General Proposed for Metro: Improved Operations,
Accountability Sought,” Washington Post, January 5, 2006

In these examples, accountability is called for in the day-to-day oper-
ations of city subways to improve operations, in the administration of
children’s services to lay blame, in the federal workforce to restore trust,
in the judicial system and in city government to improve efficiency and
ensure answerability.

An advanced search in LexisNexis using the word accountability
coupled with coal mines* or Katrina in the headline or lead paragraph
yielded this response, in bright red letters: “This search has been inter-
rupted because it will return more than 1000 documents.”? This search
was not a national or international search; it was limited to articles
appearing in New York news sources over the past 12 months—and it
still yielded over 1000 articles. When the search was narrowed to the past
6 months, the same message appeared. It is overwhelming—over 1,000
articles in 6 months in the New York press alone. When the search was
narrowed to the “previous month,” 264 articles were referenced. Account-
ability is everywhere. According to H. George Frederickson, “Accountabil-
ity is now the air we breathe, the new oxygen of politics and
administration.” Yet, what exactly do we mean by accountability?

For citizens, it is fair to say that public sector accountability is the
obligation of authorities to explain publicly, fully, and fairly, how they
carry out, or fail to carry out, responsibilities that affect the public in
important ways. It is an obligation to account for one’s actions. As New
York City Mayor Michael Bloomberg said in reference to the case of 7-
year-old Nixzmary Brown, who was killed by her stepfather while in the
city’s child protective service system: “...I want to ensure [sic] every New
Yorker that a full investigation is under way to determine exactly how
this breakdown occurred. People will be held accountable for their actions
in this tragedy.” His comments were well received by the parishioners
of Canaan Baptist Church in Harlem, who clapped their hands and cheered
at his pledge of accountability. But who will be held accountable? The
child-welfare caseworkers assigned to her case? The police detectives who
accompanied the caseworkers on a visit to Nixzmary’s school in December?

* On the morning of January 2, 2006, a coal mine explosion in Sago, West Virginia
trapped thirteen miners underground for nearly two days. The owners of the mine
waited more than ninety minutes before notifying the Federal Mine Safety and Health
Administration. Additional breakdowns in communication and coordination contrib-
uted to the deaths of twelve miners.
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(The breakdown in communication between the police department and
children’s services is at the heart of the investigation.) Or should the
commanding officer of the Special Victims Division, which oversees all
child abuse squads, be held accountable? What about John B. Mattingly,
the director of the Administration for Children Services (ACS)? Should he
be held accountable for neglecting to address the structural problems at
ACS, or for making inadequate efforts to correct them? Did the caseworkers
do all that was humanly possible within an underfunded and overbur-
dened bureaucratic organization? And what about Mayor Bloomberg him-
self—should he be held accountable for a failure that occurred in his
administration? In the real world, it is not that easy to account for the
obligations of authorities to carry out responsibilities that affect the public
in important ways.

Throughout the remainder of this chapter various definitions of
accountability and accountability relationships will be discussed. What
follows is a compilation of what the leading experts—Mel Dubnick, Bob
Behn, Terry Cooper, Barbara Romzek, Kevin Kearns, Paul Light, Beryl
Radin, Phil Jos, Mark Tompkins—have to say. Accountability is a topic
they have long studied, and I consider their insights and explanations the
best. They are straightforward in their analysis and discussion of a concept
that seems to defy simple explanation and you will no doubt see a
recurring theme in what they say and how they express the concept of
accountability.

WHAT EXACTLY DO WE MEAN BY PUBLIC SECTOR
ACCOUNTABILITY?

According to Melvin J. Dubnick, one of the leading academic authorities
on public sector accountability, “Accountability has traditionally been
regarded as the means used to control and direct administrative behavior
by requiring ‘answerability’ to some external authority.”> Barbara Romzek
and Patricia Ingraham, who have written extensively on accountability in
government, note that “Accountability, in its most fundamental sense,
refers to answerability to someone for expected performance. In the
American system of governance, those to whom one is answerable must
be legitimate sources of control and their expectations for performance
must be legitimate as well.”® James Fesler and Donald Kettl divide account-
ability into two dimensions: “One is accountability; faithful obedience to
the law, to higher officials’ directions, and to standards of efficiency and
economy. The other is ethical behavior; adherence to moral standards
and avoidance of the appearance of unethical behavior.”” Jay Shafritz
defines accountability in broader terms: “Administrative accountability is
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the concept that officials are to be held answerable for general notions
of democracy and morality as well as for specific legal mandates.”®
There is a bureaucratic bias in many definitions of accountability that
assumes there is a clearly defined higher authority; that standards of
efficiency, economy, and performance are clearly stated and unambiguous;
and that processes and procedures are in place that promote accountable
behavior.? But is that all we need to do to hold individuals and organi-
zations accountable? Evidently not. The bureaucratic bias implies that we
live in a rational world and that public programs and services are admin-
istered through bureaucratic agencies. It implies that a clear chain of
command, a defined higher authority with legitimate power of oversight,
and specific rules and regulations that clearly spell out how programs and
services are to be delivered exist in all public agencies and organizations.
The world has changed quite a bit since Max Weber described his
ideal organization. Bureaucratic models of management have been
replaced with networked models of service delivery.!® The devolution of
service delivery to the state and local level, as well as contracting with
private companies and nonprofit agencies, has complicated the account-
ability relationship in American government. Public administrators find
themselves at the center of a complex web of overlapping and many
times ill-defined accountability relationships. The case of Nixzmary Brown
reflects this complex web of accountability, as do countless other cases
of abuse and neglect. Questions surrounding accountability relation-
ships—who is accountable to whom and for what—are central in an
environment not clearly defined by hierarchy and chain of command.

ACCOUNTABILITY, RESPONSIBILITY, AND OBLIGATION

Kevin Kearns of the University of Pittsburgh states that “the notion of
accountability has become the catchall term referring to everything from
cost control to professional ethics,” and he goes on to explore the concept
of accountability in broad and narrow terms.!! “The literature presents us
with some fairly clear distinctions between strict accountability (answer-
ability) and broader notions such as responsiveness to public needs and
adherence to democratic and moral principles.” The narrow notion of
accountability is easily codified in law, regulations, bureaucratic proce-
dures, or hierarchical reporting relationships, but the broader notion of
accountability is defined by the public good and the implicit expectations
of citizens, taxpayers, clients, and other stakeholders. Accountability to
the public good and the public interest expands the notion of answerability
to a higher authority by implying that citizens, not some supervisor or
oversight agency, are the ultimate guardian of democratic values. Public
sector accountability involves not only “formal oversight but also public
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scrutiny in terms of citizen confidence and trust”'? and, as such, account-
ability involves the exercise of “lawful and sensible administrative discre-
tion” and efforts to “enhance citizen confidence in ... administrative
institutions.”'? In this broader context of accountability, the responsibility
and moral obligation of public administrators to promote and protect the
democratic principles of fairness and social justice come to light.

Administrative responsibility reflects a combination of individual moral
judgment and responsible behavior informed by that judgment. It also
involves taking one’s administrative responsibilities seriously. The difficulty
of exercising individual moral judgment in bureaucratic environments has
long been documented in the public administration literature as has the
discussion of the attributes, virtues, and behaviors needed to exercise
good judgment in a “morally ambiguous administrative world.”¥ According
to Philip Jos and Mark Tompkins, “Foremost in the pantheon of virtues
that enable sound judgment are those that are needed to ensure the
individual will not mindlessly rely on rules or directives, or deceive him
or herself about the consequences of a decision, or use multiple obligations
as an excuse for moral relativism or passing the buck.”!

Administrative responsibility and obligation open a Pandora’s box of
issues related to but very much different from the concept of accountability
in bureaucratic terms.' Terry L. Cooper, the Maria D. Crutcher Professor
of Citizenship and Democratic Values at the University of Southern Cali-
fornia, makes a distinction between accountability and obligation.!” He
says accountability is responsibility and answerability to someone—a boss,
a funding source, an elected official. Obligation, on the other hand, is the
responsibility for something, such as a specific performance target or an
intangible like the public good or “the public interest.”!® In terms of
obligation for serving the public interest and preserving the public trust,
Cooper says the hierarchy of responsibility changes. Instead of serving
those at the top of the chain of command, public administrators’ most
important obligation is to serve citizens first and foremost.

The notions of accountability, responsibility, and obligation are distinct;
however, they are often treated as if they were synonymous. Accountability
and ethics are often treated as if they were synonymous as well. However,
ethics primarily addresses personal or organizational responsibility for
making decisions according to an accepted (or defensible) moral code
that distinguishes right from wrong, whereas accountability has tradition-
ally been regarded as the means used to control and direct administrative
behavior.? Clearly, an important aspect of accountability in protecting the
public interest and preserving the public trust is the assurance that public
administrators will make ethical choices that uphold democratic values.?
“Ethics cannot be reduced to rules and formulas that can be inculcated
in a mechanical way. Ethical knowledge must grow to be a part of oneself.
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Values have become central to one’s life; the person of character is willing
to publicly defend and act on these values. That is, the person of integrity
takes responsibility for his or her own judgments and choices.”?

Issues surrounding the relationship between ethics and accountability
are central to the Friedrich-Finer debates of the early 1940s, considered
one of the classic debates in public administration. Friedrich argued that
the traditional means for holding administrators accountable—compliance,
control, oversight—were ineffective. He believed that an administrator’s
sense of professional responsibility and loyalty could be trusted and would
guide them as they carried out public policy.?* Finer rebutted with the
widely held view that despite a sense of professional responsibility among
public administrators, democracy still requires the ability to control and
direct the action of administrators. Their exchange remains the classic
expression of the relationship between accountability and ethics. The
assumption that the commitment of administrators to conduct themselves
responsibly, to recognize their legal, political, and moral obligation to the
public, and to behave in accordance with the will of the people was
insufficient and that external accountability mechanisms that could constrain
and control administrative behaviors were also necessary. Ethical behavior,
in short, required the presence of external accountability mechanisms.

APPROACHES TO ACCOUNTABILITY AND
ACCOUNTABILITY FRAMEWORKS

There are multiple types of accountability systems in the public sector,
and many of them focus on the punitive and formal aspects. Traditional
accountability can be defined in terms of constraints, the enforcement of
rules and regulations to guide behavior, and the infliction of sanctions
and punishment when rules are broken. This narrow view of accountability
focuses on compliance and answerability to a higher authority. A broader
view of accountability moves beyond the formal and legal framework and
recognizes the complexity of managing in the public sector.?? This broader
view of accountability takes into consideration the multiple and competing
expectations that confront public employees on a regular basis. This
broader perspective addresses responsiveness to public needs and adher-
ence to democratic and moral principles. It also recognizes the limits of
traditional accountability and the hierarchical control approach. A further
discussion of the different approaches to accountability in the public sector
follows, beginning with traditional accountability and concluding with
more comprehensive perspectives.



Public Sector Accountability = 113

TRADITIONAL ACCOUNTABILITY

Traditional accountability is typically viewed in negative terms. It is about
control, sanctions, and punishment. Traditional accountability is not for-
ward thinking; it is not about preventing indiscretion or abuse from taking
place—it is about identifying an abuse after it has been made. It is not
about creating healthy environments that promote accountability. It is
about making sure there are rules, regulations, and operational procedures
in place to assure compliance. Compliance-based approaches to account-
ability primarily involve controls over administrative behavior such as
monitoring and investigating possible wrongdoing after the ethical or legal
transgression has occurred. As Jos and Tompkins observe, “Accountability
exercised through audits, investigations, and court reviews of agency
decision making typically turn on whether rules have been broken, how
to impose a punishment that will be appropriate to the violation, and
whether the punishment will deter future transgressions.”?*

The dominant definition of accountability is one of command and
control. It centers on the enforcement of rules and regulations that limit
bureaucratic discretion. Traditionally, there are two approaches to limiting
bureaucratic discretion: external accountability that involves controls by
legislatures through mechanisms like legislative oversight, by the courts
through mandates and administrative law, and by citizens through active
participation and elections; and internal accountability that involves com-
pliance with organizational procedures, administrative rules and regula-
tions, and professional standards and ethics.?>2

Beryl A. Radin, a Scholar in Residence at American University, and
author of the Accountable Juggler, l1ooks at traditional accountability from
a variety of perspectives, including in terms of constraints and expecta-
tions.?” She identifies several different forms of constraints and expecations:
legal constraints, fiscal constraints, political constraints, and efficiency
expectations. While each of these forms is discussed separately, in the real
world they constantly interact with one another. Legal constraints minimize
the discretion of public administrators by establishing rules and defining
sanctions to deter those who might be tempted to act outside the defined
parameters of their position. These constraints include laws, standards,
rules, regulations, and procedures. Fiscal constraints are the requirements
that reflect the fiduciary responsibility of public administrators. These
constraints are evident at various points in the budget process—from the
initial request and appropriation process to the establishment of financial
systems and reporting procedures that are in accordance with nationally
accepted standards. Political constraints are defined by the various actors
who have authority and influence over the public administrators who run
government agencies and organizations. Political constraints can be
imposed by elected officials, high-level administrators (members of the
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executive branch), and by citizens. They all have expectations about specific
programs and agency operations. Efficiency expectations are built into
traditional accountability mechanisms and rest on the beliefs that govern-
ment is inefficient and can provide services cheaper and quicker than they
currently do. Efficiency can be realized through the adoption of certain
workplace procedures (according to Frederick Taylor there is one best
way) that most efficiently enable workers to carry out their responsibilities.

As the title of her book indicates, public managers juggle numerous
and competing demands and expectations in terms of service delivery
and performance. While juggling the multiple and competing expectations
that greet them on a daily basis, public managers are expected to effec-
tively manage and be accountable in an environment largely shaped by
legal, fiscal and political constraints.

MULTIPLE AND COMPETING EXPECTATIONS

Barbara Romzek and Melvin Dubnick developed one of the most widely
accepted conceptual frameworks of public sector accountability that rec-
ognizes accountability as a much more complex undertaking than the
formal and legalistic approaches prescribe.? Their framework views public
sector accountability as a strategy for managing multiple and competing
expectations. They demonstrate that legitimate performance expectations
and accountability relationships often emerge from different sources whose
priorities and perspectives are at odds with one another.? These multiple
and competing expectations makes public sector accountability extremely
complex. They identify four alternative systems of accountability—bureau-
cratic, legal, professional, and political—that are based on wvariations
involving two critical factors: the source of control (whether the ability to
define and control expectations is held by some entity inside or outside
of the organization) and the degree of control that entity is given over
defining organizational expectations (whether it involves a high degree
of control and careful observation or a low degree of control and minimal
observation). The interplay of these two dimensions generates the four
types of accountability systems described below.

Bureaucratic Accountability

Bureaucratic accountability, which is sometimes referred to as hierarchical
or organizational accountability, is the most familiar, and possibly the most
widely practiced form of accountability. It requires a clear-cut chain of
command that clarifies the relationship between a supervisor (principal)
and a subordinate (agent), as well as a clear set of regulations and
procedures that guide administrative behavior. This type of accountability
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reflects the obligations and responsibilities individuals have to the orga-
nization, and it emphasizes compliance with rules, regulations, and orga-
nizational directives. Under this model, the priorities of those at the top
of the organization take precedence, and managerial or supervisory control
is obtained through clearly stated rules and regulations. Accountability is
obtained through the ability of supervisors to reward or punish subordi-
nates and the need to follow orders is unquestioned—subordinates do as
they are told. The principal characteristics of bureaucratic accountability
are internal mechanisms, supervisory relationships, rules and procedures,
and a high degree of control.

Legal Accountability

Legal accountability is similar to hierarchical accountability in that it
involves the frequent application of control over individuals and programs,
only in this model the controls come from outside the organization. Legal
accountability reflects an organization’s obligation to elected officials or
the courts, and relies on compliance with established mandates. Under
this type of accountability framework, managers are subject to external
oversight, such as court reviews of policies and procedures, fiscal audits,
and legislative oversight hearings. For example, public schools are held
legally accountable for ensuring that all teachers and professional support
staff hold appropriate certification; they are also held legally accountable
for providing mandated services to special-needs children; and they are
legally required to provide a thorough and efficient education to all
students. In each case, schools are legally obligated to carry out these
responsibilities, and enforcement of these obligations comes from outside
the organization. The principal characteristics of legal accountability are
external mechanisms, contractual relations, legal obligations, and a high
degree of control.

While Romzek and Dubnick’s framework for accountability identifies
four discrete approaches to accountability, they would be the first to
acknowledge that, in practice, the distinction is rarely as neat and clean
as their framework depicts. There can be overlap between the account-
ability mechanisms they identify and while managers might rely on one
approach more than others, they often adopt several approaches at once.
In time of crisis, they are likely to adopt all four.

Professional Accountability

Professionally trained public administrators, such as doctors, lawyers,
engineers, social workers, and accountants, expect a certain amount of
discretion in performing their jobs, yet they still recognize they will be
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held accountable for their actions. Professional accountability is charac-
terized by deference to expertise; the internalized norms of appropriate
practice that reflect professional standards, training, and socialization. The
key to professional accountability is the deference to professional expertise
within the organization. Professional accountability provides a higher
degree of autonomy to individuals within an organization who base their
decision making on professional standards. Professionals are evaluated,
or held accountable to, determinations of whether their behavior or
judgment is consistent with accepted professional practice. Is their behav-
ior consistent with what other lawyers, accountants, social workers, or
educators would do under similar circumstances? Professional account-
ability requires that professionals in the public sector balance the code
of their profession within the larger context of serving and protecting
the public interest.*® The principle characteristics of professional account-
ability are internal mechanisms, deference to expertise, and high levels
of autonomy.

Political Accountability

Political accountability is best characterized by responsiveness to external
stakeholders, whether they are elected officials, citizens, agency heads,
or special-interest groups. There is a high level of discretion with this
type of accountability, as individuals or agencies decide whether to
respond to the expectations of certain external stakeholders and then face
the consequences of that decision. This type of accountability is central
to the democratic pressures imposed on public administrators. The key
relationship, according to Romzek and Dubnick, is between public admin-
istrators and the constituents they serve. The primary question becomes
whom do we represent and therefore to whom are we accountable? Public
administrators have the discretion to decide who, when, and how to
respond to these key stakeholders. This form of accountability might seem
to promote favoritism, or even corruption, but Romzek and Dubnick argue
that it can also serve as the basis for more open and representative
government.?! The principal characteristics of political accountability are
external mechanisms, low degrees of direct control, and responsiveness
to stakeholders.

COMPLIANCE, PERFORMANCE, AND CAPACITY

In his book Monitoring Government, Paul Light examines the role of
Inspector Generals as monitors of government performance. He writes,
“Despite experiments with performance incentives ... the definition of
accountability in government has remained relatively constant over the



Public Sector Accountability = 117

past fifty years: limit bureaucratic discretion through compliance with
tightly drawn rules and regulations.”? He discusses three dominant
approaches to government accountability that he believes are often at
odds with one another.

The first approach is compliance accountability, which is based on
the efforts to assure conformity with carefully written rules and regulations.
Under this approach, negative sanctions are targeted at individuals who
break the rules. It is punitive and reactive in nature. The action is taken
against individuals after the violation to punish them, and, it is hoped,
deters others from similar behavior. The second approach is performance
accountability, which centers on the establishment of incentives and
rewards for achieving the desired outcomes. This approach is proactive;
it attempts to prevent abuse and have an impact before something hap-
pens. “Using positive sanctions, again targeted primarily at individuals,
performance accountability puts its emphasis on moving individuals
toward the preferred result from the beginning.”* The third approach is
capacity-based accountability, which involves the creation of organiza-
tional competence through people, systems, and structures that encourages
moral and ethical behavior. “... capacity building focuses on building
organizations that are staffed, trained, structured, and equipped to be
effective.”* The idea is to create an environment that encourages respon-
siveness and accountability. Capacity-based accountability, like perform-
ance accountability, is a positive, proactive approach to accountability.

Although these three approaches exist within government, the domi-
nant approach, at least through the 1980s, according to Light, has been
compliance accountability. The reason for this is that compliance moni-
toring generates a greater number of cases; it is much easier to hold
someone accountable for complying, or failing to comply, with rules and
regulations than it is to build accountability capacity or hold someone
accountable for performance. The volume of findings of failures increases
the visibility of government efforts to hold individuals and organizations
accountable and thus creates more opportunity for elected and appointed
officials to take credit.

FINANCES, FAIRNESS, AND PERFORMANCE

Robert Behn acknowledges that the accountability environment is com-
plex, yet when people talk about accountability and holding people
accountable, they usually mean accountability for one of three things:
accountability for finances, accountability for fairness, or accountability
for performance.? Accountability for finances is pretty straightforward and
reflects the expectations for how public officials will handle public dollars.
Because there are very detailed expectations for financial accountability,
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rules, procedures, and standards that can be followed are clearly articu-
lated.3® In addition to holding government accountable for finances, citi-
zens want to hold them accountable for the broader values of a democratic
government—social justice and fairness. “We want government to be fair
to its employees and to its contractors. We want government to be fair
to all of the clients of its various programs. We want government to be
fair when it provides services to citizens, when it taxes citizens, when it
accuses citizens of violating the law.”¥ Behn acknowledges that account-
ability for fairness is a complicated proposition in part because most
Americans do not agree on even the most abstract principles of fairness.

Accountability for finances and accountability for fairness reflects con-
cerns for process—how government does what it is supposed to do.*
Accountability for performance reflects concern over what government
does and what it actually accomplishes. To hold government accountable
for performance, citizens need to establish “... expectations for what a
public agency will accomplish—and thus create a basis for holding it
accountable for performance—we citizens need to specify the results that
we want it to produce.”® Behn would be the first to admit that this is
easier said than done. Performance is not necessarily monitored through
a formal chain of command or specific rules and procedures. It is here
that we enter some of the murky waters of performance criteria and public
expectations.

Accountability for performance is different from compliance-based
accountability in that it focuses not only on what a public organization
does, but how well it does it. To hold a public organization accountable
for performance, expectations for outcomes and results must be estab-
lished. In an effort to demonstrate accountability for performance, gov-
ernments need to show their constituents if the policies, programs, and
activities they deliver are producing the results that they were intended
to produce. Accountability for performance requires an outcome focus
that reflects why a government program or policy exists in the first place.
Accountability for performance means holding government responsible
not only for its expenditures, the quantity of services provided, and the
fulfillment of reporting requirements, but also for the results of its actions.
Some of the dilemmas associated with accountability for performance are
discussed in greater detail in the following chapter.

ACCOUNTABILITY ENVIRONMENT

Kevin Kearns approaches accountability from possibly the broadest per-
spective of all when he talks about accountability environments. He
extends the discussion of accountability by exploring how it has been
operationalized through formal definitions of accountability and the
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specific mechanisms that are in place to ensure that public (and nonprofit)
organizations serve the public interest and preserve the public trust. “The
accountability environment is a constellation of forces—legal, political,
sociocultural, and economic—that place pressure on organizations and
the people who work in them to encourage them to engage in certain
activities and refrain from engaging in others.” Or put another way, the
accountability environment reflects the values and relationships between
and among co-workers, citizens, and supervisors. Internalized norms,
employee attitudes, and public opinion all influence the performance of
individuals and organizations as well as the relationship between them.
Accountability reflects multiple forces and is more than a collection of
rules and procedures and more than a one-way relationship between
superior and subordinate. People can be held accountable through hori-
zontal as well as vertical relationships.

According to Kearns, legal and regulatory forces comprise a major
portion of the accountability environment. They mandate certain behaviors
and prohibit others through a vast array of rules, procedures, reporting
requirements, and sanctions that are imposed by entities external to the
organization. Within an organization, the bureaucracy imposes its own
rules, regulations, and operating procedures to enforce accountability to
higher authorities within the organizational chain of command. Another
important mechanism for ensuring accountability in this accountability
environment is the role of public opinion, which can be influenced by
the news media and watchdog groups that monitor and report on the
performance of public organizations. Public opinion, whether it is positive
or negative, can have an economic impact and a political impact on an
organization. Obviously, favorable opinion can lead to greater political
support and more resources, whereas negative opinion will result in less
political and economic support.®! The accountability environment in which
public organizations exists is complex and quite volatile. Public adminis-
trators can become overwhelmed as they anticipate, define, and respond
to accountability issues in their own environment.

The case of Nixzmary Brown and the role of child protective services,
with which we opened the chapter, offers a glimpse into the complex
accountability environment that surrounds public administrators and sheds
some light on the power of the media in shaping public opinion. The
Administration for Children’s Services (ACS) in New York City, like its
counterpart in New Jersey, the Division of Youth and Family Services
(DYFS), operates under continual and intense public scrutiny. The failures
that occur within these systems are dramatic and heart wrenching. The
images of abused and neglected children are featured on the evening
news and on the front page of major newspapers. Sympathy for the
children, neglected by their families and the agencies established to protect
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them, is profound as is the anger and frustration with the government
agencies that failed to protect them. The pressure that these administrators
feel and operate under is intense, as is the pressure they place on their
caseworkers to perform and protect the vulnerable children assigned to
them. This intense pressure between and among co-workers and the
families they serve shapes the accountability environment.

Negative public opinion and political pressure from all levels of gov-
ernment require that top administrators spend a significant amount of time
defending their agency and the decisions that were made. They also spend
a tremendous amount of time before the media and in front of elected
officials explaining what they will do to ensure accountability and prevent
future failures from happening. These administrators demand greater
accountability from their workforce and impose sanctions on those whose
performance falls short. The economic impact from such highly visible
cases has typically been to provide more funding to strengthen the system
and protect children from harm.

ACCOUNTABILITY RELATIONSHIPS AND BEHAVIORS

Accountability refers to the obligations that arise within a relationship of
responsibility, where an individual or organization is responsible to
another for the performance of a particular service. The obligations include
accounting for the performance of a particular program or service and
the willingness to accept sanctions or redirection when the performance
is deemed unacceptable. Typically, the accountability relationship is one
of superior to subordinate, or principal to agent, where subordinates and
agents are held accountable to and receive directions from their supervi-
sors and principals. Bob Behn refers to this as a relationship between
accountability holders and accountability holdees. (Accountability holders,
he notes, do not have to do anything right; they just have to catch people
doing things that are wrong.)*?

Accountability, in its most basic sense, refers to answerability to some-
one for expected performance and outcomes. Answerability implies a
relationship. Without question, however, these expectations are frequently
in conflict and often unclear.®® As Romzek and Dubnick have noted,
numerous challenges are associated with accountability in general and
with accountability relationships in particular. Accountability relationships
focus the attention of public administrators “on a particular set of expec-
tations about their performance,” including those of determining who the
masters are, sorting out responsibilities, establishing expectations, dele-
gating tasks, verifying performance, maintaining responsiveness, assessing
blame, and managing under conditions of multiple accountability sys-
tems.* With multiple stakeholders, public organizations struggle to meet
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and fulfill their often competing obligations. Determining which masters
are most important at a particular time is a product of the political
environment, the organizational structure, the leadership and managerial
style, and the type of work or service performed.*

It is often difficult to determine who the “master” is in accountability
relationships when multiple masters are served. There are numerous
legitimate sources of expectations for public managers and public employ-
ees, including immediate supervisors, elected officials, colleagues, profes-
sional associations, and citizens.* Competing demands and competing
expectations make it difficult to sort them out and make it difficult to
determine which “masters” are most important and therefore given pre-
cedence. Multiple masters and multiple accountability systems result in a
complicated web of overlapping accountability relationships. Public
administrators must manage within these complex systems, meaning
accountability relationships can shift and the standards by which they are
judged are subject to change. So, for example, a teacher who based a
decision on professional standards (“I used my best judgment”) and
thought she would be held accountable to professional measures might
find instead she is held accountable to bureaucratic standards (“You did
not follow procedures”). Likewise, a principal operating under a political
accountability system who introduces a new program that reflects parents’
demands might be reprimanded for going against the district’s bureaucratic
regulations.?”” For the most part, public employees manage under one or
two types of accountability, and the other two types are underused.
However, in times of crisis and serious problems, the underused forms
of accountability come in to practice.®®

Accountability relationships are one of the great challenges for both
public organizations and those who seek to hold them accountable.®
There is the tendency to view accountability as a one-way relationship,
with the focus on the influence of the accountability holder on the
accountability holdee’s behavior; however, accountability and accountabil-
ity relationships can be confusing and complex. As Bob Behn writes, “Our
current system of democratic accountability is neither orderly, nor hierar-
chical, nor coherent. Instead, it consists of an overlapping set of indepen-
dent and competing mechanisms—and a variety of independently
operating accountability holders.”® Managing within this complex envi-
ronment and holding individuals and organizations accountable for
finances, fairness, and performance is a daunting responsibility. However,
the fundamental dynamic of accountability remains, ensuring that public
administrators pursue publicly valued goals and satisfy legitimate expec-
tations of performance within this complex web of accountability rela-
tionships.>® The bottom line, public accountability is the obligation of
authorities to explain publicly, fully, and fairly, how they carry out or fail
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to carry out responsibilities that affect the public in important ways. Clearly,
an important aspect of the accountability relationship is being able to
account for one’s actions according to some ethical framework.

CONCLUSION

In this chapter we explored the notion of accountability in narrow and
broad terms. We looked at the various definitions of accountability, and
the relationship of accountability to responsibility, obligation, and ethical
actions. We also explored the various approaches to accountability—from
compliance and control, to accountability for fairness and performance,
to capacity-based accountability, and accountability environments. We
recognized that accountability and accountability relationships are com-
plex and confusing. The different accountability frameworks presented in
this chapter illustrate the diverse and competing demands placed on public
administrators and also reveal some of the different types of responses
available to administrators as they address the mounting pressures placed
on them through the various accountability relationships. We touched
upon accountability for results, or more precisely accountability for per-
formance, and in the following chapter we will more closely explore the
dilemmas surrounding the concept of holding individuals and organiza-
tions accountable for performance.

Certainly what this chapter highlights are the challenges associated
with accountability and accountability relationships. As with the case of
Nixzmary Brown, how can you hold someone or some organization
accountable when you cannot determine who had primary responsibility
or where the breakdown or mistake occurred? The accountability envi-
ronment is complex and confusing and it grows in complexity and
confusion as additional expectations for performance and results are added
to the expectations associated with compliance, fairness, and fiduciary
responsibility.

What has been ignored, however, in these narrow and broad discus-
sions of accountability, and in the discussion of complex accountability
relationships, is possibly the most important thing that accountability brings
to governance and that is thoughtfulness.’ Hannah Arendt identified the
ultimate normative standard for those engaged in governance—that they
should conduct themselves in a thoughtful way that will force a reflection
on their own humanity and the humanity of those they are dealing with.>
It is the very act of thoughtful reflection that is so essential to account-
ability. Effective accountability mechanisms are the ones that prompt such
reflection and in the process helps us realize the promises of democracy,
ethical behavior, justice, and performance.
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ACCOUNTABILITY DILEMMAS

Accountability is at the heart of good governance. We have great expec-
tations for accountability as many people see it as the solution to a wide
range of problems, and yet accountability is not without its dilemmas and
paradoxes. Numerous expectations, some of them unrealistic, surround
the idea of accountability—it will increase performance, promote democ-
racy, encourage ethical behavior, and advance justice—to name a few.!
Reformers use the word accountability to signal that positive changes are
going to take place in their administration. Many politicians frame their
campaigns around being more accountable to the public. We expect that
if we hold people accountable their performance will improve. We expect
ethical behavior to take place on the part of public administrators as a
result of holding them accountable to professional standards and clearly
articulated rules and regulations. We expect a certain amount of justice
to result by holding people accountable for their behaviors and for
upholding the U.S. Constitution. We expect democracy to be advanced
through accountability mechanisms that make government officials more
answerable.

THE DILEMMA OF MEANING

The dilemmas and paradoxes surrounding accountability start with the
very meaning of the word itself.? What do we actually mean when we
say we are going to hold an individual or organization accountable?
Accountability is seen as the answer to many of the problems facing the
public sector. The failure to effectively respond to a crisis, the breakdown
in coordinated systems, the lack of leadership, the corrupt behavior of
elected and appointed officials—nothing that a little dose of accountability
cannot fix. According to H. George Fredrickson, accountability is a word
that has taken over public administration. “So important is the word
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accountability that sentences and paragraphs lacking the word, when
uttered in the public arena, seem weak and incomplete.”?Accountability
is the word we use most often when we attempt to sort out issues of
right and wrong, good and bad, honest and dishonest, fair and unfair.*
However, relying too much and too often on any word reduces its long-
term value and credibility.

Accountability, the Word—Accountability, the Concept

A distinction needs to be made between accountability, the word, and
accountability, the concept. As a word, accountability has come to take
on a meaning similar to answerability and responsibility. As a concept,
accountability has historical meaning that reflects democratic values, social
justice, and moral ideals—ensuring that public administrators pursue pub-
licly valued goals and satisfy the legitimate expectations of the people.>
The reality in today’s managerial environment is that many public admin-
istrators feel the pressure of the word accountability, not the obligation
of the concept of accountability. The expectation to measure everything
they do and to give detailed accounts of their performance has relegated
the broad concept associated with good governance to a narrow mana-
gerial concept. Public administrators are concerned about accountability
for outputs and outcomes. How many claims did their unit file and how
fast? How many clients did they serve, and has the job placement rate
gone up? They have little time to reflect on the broad concept of account-
ability and their moral commitment to serve the public and uphold the
Constitution. This emphasis on account giving and answerability stifles
creativity and thoughtfulness, and it denies public administrators the ability
to reflect on what it is they do and why they do it.

According to Mel Dubnick, a leading authority on public sector
accountability, the core concept of accountability is at risk as a result of
our preoccupation with managerial reforms and the role of accountability
in realizing those reforms. This managerial focus has displaced the broader
meaning of accountability and we are slowly, but certainly, losing sight
of the concept of accountability as a core term that is central to modern
governance. And how does this threatened concept of accountability
impact us? Again, according to Dubnick, “The role of accountability in
achieving justice, performance, democracy, and ethical behavior depends
on the capacity of reformers to establish and nurture the requisite moral
communities that underlie successful governance approaches. Merely cre-
ating mechanisms that call for answerability or responsiveness is not
enough. Accountability as a form of modern governance requires much
more.”®
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The focus on creating mechanisms for answerability and responsiveness
reflects the power of the word accountability—the importance of account
giving and documenting results. Ensuring the concept of accountability is
much more complicated than a collection of rules and procedures designed
to elicit certain behaviors and outcomes. Accountability, the concept,
requires a moral community within which the legitimization of expecta-
tions between the governed and those who govern can be formed and
given credibility.” Accountability is expected to advance justice, increase
performance, ensure ethical behavior, and promote democracy. As a word
it falls far short of realizing these expectations, but as a concept it holds
the potential to advance democratic governance. The unfortunate dilemma
is that accountability, the word, is far more prominent in the language of
administrative reforms than accountability, the concept.

Administrative Rhetoric and Reform

Just about every new piece of legislation introduced at the federal and
state level is designed to improve accountability in one way or another,
from the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA), to the Per-
formance Assessment Rating Tools (PART), to No Child Left Behind
(NCLB). The legislative intent behind each of these efforts is to enhance
accountability and ultimately improve performance. Administrative reforms
are designed under the assumption that accountability can somehow
improve performance. If we measure efficiency, efficiency will increase.
If we measure performance, performance will improve. However, as Paul
Light says, “The problem with the federal government today is not too
little reform but too much.”® Light's research on administrative reform
suggests “that the deluge of recent reform may have done little to actually
improve government performance. On the contrary, it may have created
confusion within government about what Congress and the President
really want, distraction from needed debates about organizational missions
and resources, and the illusion that somehow more reform will somehow
lead to better government.”

The assumption that reform efforts that emphasize greater accountabil-
ity will result in improved performance remains unchallenged and reflects
an observation that Frederickson recently made that accountability is one
of the power words in modern political rhetoric.!® The belief that greater
accountability will result in better performance, according to Dubnick, is
accepted at face value and is rarely questioned, but in fact the relationship
between the two has never been proven. As Janet Kelly states, adminis-
trators jump on the bandwagon and embrace the idea of accountability
because it is the heart of American governance and because it is far better
to look reformed than actually be reformed.!! Public administrators and
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public organizations are perceived to be more effective when they talk
about issues of accountability and performance. Public administrators will
embrace the concept even if they are uncertain about the relationship
between the two. It is intuitively appealing, and we all want good
government. According to Kelly, “It is because accountability for outcomes
is such powerful rhetoric for this time in our administrative history that
we are squeamish to subject the practice of performance measurement to
the same harsh scrutiny we level at other administrative reforms.”!?

Current administrative reforms reflect a convergence of economic,
political, and cultural forces as well as the spread and advancement of
technology, the devolution of service delivery to the state and local level,
globalization, and the lack of trust in government’s ability to effectively
serve the people. Most of the administrative reform efforts are intended
to address these changes and emerging issues as well as increase account-
ability, or more precisely answerability. Yet, what many researchers have
found is that these reform efforts end up increasing paperwork and the
level of formal oversight, but have little impact on program improvement
or effectiveness, which is a primary concern with accountability-based
reforms.’31¢ Since the implementation of the Government Performance
and Results Act (GPRA) in 1993, performance measurement and program
evaluation have grown into their own little bureaucracies at the federal,
state, and local levels.!” Public administrators spend a tremendous amount
of time and money collecting data to document performance improve-
ments and results, yet it remains unclear whether accounting for one’s
performance has a direct impact on improving one’s performance.

Dubnick, one of the first authorities to challenge the rhetoric of
accountability reform efforts, assumes an entirely pessimistic perspective
when he says, “For what passes as accountability in most discussions
today is merely meaningless rhetorical babble for the most part, and in
those instances where a serious attempt is made to try and use so-called
accountability to achieve some positive objective, one can only point to
failures—or much worse.”’® However harsh his assessment, he may be
on to something.

A recent report prepared by the Government Accountability Office
(GAO) assessing the impact of GPRA challenges the assumptions many
people hold about the relationship between accountability and perform-
ance. GAO researchers found that while federal agencies are collecting
more data to comply with GPRA, managers are not using the additional
information to inform decision making and improve the effectiveness
of their agency’s performance.’” Frustrated by the poor utilization of
performance information and the resulting lack of improvement in gov-
ernment performance, the White House introduced a new approach to
measuring performance and for advancing accountability (the Performance
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Assessment Rating Tool) with these exact words: “Nearly 10 years have
passed since the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) was
enacted. Agencies spend an inordinate amount of time preparing reports
to comply with it, producing volumes of information of questionable value.
If one were to stack up all the GPRA documents produced for Congress
last year, the pile would measure over a yard high. Policy makers would
need to wade through reams of paper to find a few kernels of useful
information. As a result the administration has decided to take GPRA in
a new direction.”®® Additional studies by GAO provide evidence that
Congress itself has not used any of the GPRA measures to make informed
decisions, nor have they used any of the information collected and
reported to authorize new programs, appropriate funds, or conduct over-
sight.! Unfortunately, GPRA turned into a costly and largely symbolic
exercise that was unable to deliver the much-hoped-for performance
improvements.

The administration has not given up on the relationship between
accountability and performance, nor should we, but we should look for
ways to better demonstrate the relationship, if in fact a relationship exists.
Janet Kelly believes there is a “significant middle ground between rejection
of performance measurement as a fool’s errand and embrace of perform-
ance measurement as the second coming of public administration sci-
ence.”?? While holding people and organizations accountable for
performance through GPRA has not delivered on its promise, it does not
mean that government should stop measuring what it does. Performance
measurement systems, when properly implemented, are powerful mana-
gerial tools. GPRA did not work, but that does not mean performance
measurement does not work. The demands placed on public administra-
tors and public organizations through GPRA were burdensome and con-
tributed to dysfunctional behavior, a topic that will be addressed later in
this chapter. Too much data was collected, which led to an overload of
information that was nearly impossible to act upon. A few compelling
measures of performance for an organization or program can do more to
inspire managerial thinking and enhance government performance than
the stack of documents currently gathering dust in Washington, DC. GPRA
and other accountability-based reforms were introduced to make govern-
ment more responsive and accountable to the public. While obviously
not perfect, aspects of the reform measures have, in fact, had a positive
impact on government performance. Public administrators are thinking
about the broader goals of public programs and public services, they are
thinking about outcomes and results and the impact public programs have
on the quality of life of the citizens they serve. Performance-based account-
ability has survived two administrations, and the best aspects of perform-
ance measurement and accountability will likely appear in the next wave
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of administrative reforms to come our way. Public administrators need
not wait for evidence of a link between performance measurement and
accountability before they adopt the practice or advance it, however, they
should certainly learn from the failed efforts of GPRA and identify what
works and what does not.?

ACCOUNTABILITY PARADOX

The increased demand for managerial accountability and the expanding
literature on public sector accountability reveal what Philip Jos, a professor
at the University of Charleston, and Mark Tompkins, a professor at the
University of South Carolina, refer to as an “accountability paradox.”? The
accountability paradox they identify is the result of the following dilemma:
“Responsible interpretation and application of external accountability
demands depends on the cultivation of the virtues that support good
administrative judgment, but the institutions and mechanisms that are used
to communicate these external standards, and that monitor compliance
with them, often threaten the very qualities that support responsible judg-
ment.”® They express skepticism about compliance-based accountability
that relies heavily on following rules and punishing those who do not obey
them; they also express reservation about performance-based accountability
that poses serious challenges to the “preservation of sound character and
responsible judgment.”” Both approaches to accountability require good
administrative judgment yet the framework and mechanisms suppress the
ability of public administrators to demonstrate sound judgment.

According to Jos and Tompkins, normal accountability demands, which
stress legal, ethical, and performance standards for administrators, may
actually undermine the individual capacities necessary to responsibly apply
those standards. The paradoxical nature of accountability recognizes that
even the most restrictive formal-legal accountability mechanisms cannot,
and should not, replace individual judgment and that responsible judgment
means taking seriously one’s responsibilities to serve the public and be
held accountable.?” “Instead of a reaffirmation of socially and politically
important values, the administrator may come to see external obligations
as irrelevant or fundamentally parochial and corrupt. Instead of a reaffir-
mation of the professional’s ability and obligation to reflect and choose
responsibly, these processes may, paradoxically, undermine the capacity
to take one’s obligation seriously and apply them sensitively as a matter
of habit and principle.”?

Contemporary management reforms emphasize eliminating bureau-
cratic rules and regulations and increasing administrative discretion so that
front-line managers can be more responsive to the people they serve.?
These reforms encourage entrepreneurial behavior and encourage
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traditionally risk-adverse managers and organizations to take risks in
search of greater responsiveness and better performance. While these
management reforms essentially promote risk-taking behavior, the
accountability mechanisms that are in place have not changed. So here
is another paradox: while management reforms are telling managers to
be creative, not to worry so much about process and procedures, and to
take risks to achieve better results, the accountability mechanisms that, in
part, shape their behavior rely on risk-adverse rules that emphasize process
and procedures.

The problem with compliance-based approaches to accountability is
that they are in direct conflict with values such as risk taking, creativity,
and innovation. As Frederick Mosher wrote: “I begin with the premise
that accountability, more than any other single value, is not an absolute.
If everyone were held accountable for everything he did or tried or thought
or imagined, this world would be a pretty sterile, dull, and static world.
Accountability is not commonly associated with invention or novelty or
serendipity, but rather with carrying out assignments .... Thus, at the very
outset there is a conflict between the value associated with accountability
and the values of originality, experimentation, inventiveness, and risk-
taking. New ideas may be wrong or may be judged wrong by superiors
or others who are called upon to judge them; experiments may fail. A
person who is held strictly accountable and is punished for a poor idea
or failed experiment is not likely to have much incentive to create or
broach new ideas or launch experiments in the future.”

THE DILEMMA OF COMPLIANCE

Accountability systems that focus on rules and regulations contribute to
the accountability dilemma. Compliance-based systems of accountability
are based on a lack of trust rather than trust to do the right thing, and
the negative construct of distrust frames the accountability environment
and shapes the behaviors of those who function in it. Accountability based
on distrust creates a negative environment that can suppress the moral
agency of individuals while, at the same time, accountability that is based
on compliance can frustrate and constrain the most dedicated public
managers when they are bound by numerous rules and regulations. The
focus on rules and regulations can trap managers in a vicious cycle that
emphasizes process and routines rather than outcomes and results, and
in doing so they design inflexible structures to keep everyone in line.
This rule-bound approach stifles innovation and limits administrative dis-
cretion. Paul Volcker, the former chairman of the Federal Reserve Board
and chairman of the Volcker Commission on Public Service, and William
Winter, the former governor of Mississippi and chairman of the Winter
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Commission on State and Local Government, note the demands of com-
pliance-based accountability and its impact on performance. “Not even
the most public spirited government workers can succeed if they are
hemmed in on all sides by rules, regulations, and procedures that make
it virtually impossible to perform well. The most talented, dedicated, well-
compensated, well-trained, and well-led civil servants cannot serve the
public well if they are subject to perverse personnel practices that punish
innovation, promote mediocrity, and proscribe flexibility .... [The] detailed
regulation of public employees is not compatible with productivity, high
morale, and innovation.”3!

In 1981, Elmer B. Staats, the Comptroller General of the United States,
identified several concerns he had surrounding government’s efforts to
enhance performance and increase accountability.’? His first concern
addressed the dilemma of accountability and the need for independence
when he said, “It is a fundamental tenet of democratic society that
individuals, organizations, or groups entrusted with public funds and
responsibilities must be held accountable for carrying out their duties
faithfully, efficiently, and effectively. The ever-present issue is how gov-
ernment can hold these organizations accountable without loss of the
essentials of independence, ingenuity, creativeness, and initiative that have
historically been associated with independent groups .... It is a challenge
to ... the entire public administration community to find ways to strike a
balance between accountability on the one hand and the need for inde-
pendence on the other.”

A compliance-based approach to accountability attempts to ensure that
the appropriate processes and procedures have been followed. While
important, this emphasis on rules and regulations stifles innovation, dis-
courages productivity, and undermines the desire to improve performance.
As a result, many public administrators uphold the status quo and follow
the established guidelines even when they know a different approach to
a problem or an opportunity could result in better service delivery, greater
responsiveness, and ultimately improved performance. The dilemma of
compliance-based accountability is that too many rules and too many
regulations constrain public administrators as they implement public policy
and administer public programs, and this undermines their ability to be
innovative and responsive to the needs of the public they serve.

THE DILEMMA OF PERFORMANCE

Just as accountability systems that focus on compliance with rules and
regulations contribute to the accountability dilemma, so too does an
accountability system based on performance. Accountability for perform-
ance assumes that when individuals and organizations are held to account
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for their behavior and the consequences of their behavior, their perform-
ance will improve.?* Accountability for performance has changed the way
we look at accountability and accountability relationships, and as such,
is fostering a dramatic change in basic governance relationships. Account-
ability for performance presents a whole new set of challenges, dilemmas,
and paradoxes, for while it encourages greater freedom and flexibility, it
presents problems associated with the definition of good performance.
Although no one would argue that every government program is useful
and operating at peak effectiveness, determining what good performance
looks like is fraught with ambiguity.%

Perhaps the most fundamental change associated with accountability
for performance is that the legal and political notion of accountability is
being supplemented by a form of accountability that essentially holds
public administrators more directly responsible for their performance and
the work of their agency.3® This new approach to accountability involves
a direct connection between the providers and consumers of public
services—that is, between public administrators and the citizens they serve.
As a result, the accountability role for elected officials has been significantly
reduced while the accountability role for public administrators has sub-
stantially increased.?”

This performance-based accountability environment seeks to grant
greater administrative discretion to front-line employees in an effort to
improve government performance while at the same time minimize the
role of compliance-based standards.’® Accountability for performance rep-
resents a fundamental shift in the way the public sector does business—a
fundamental shift in the nature of thinking, acting, and managing that
moves away from a focus on process and regulations toward a focus on
outcomes and results. Although it is not always appropriate to hold public
managers and public sector programs accountable for higher-level out-
comes like poverty reduction and increased literacy, public managers are
held accountable for a results orientation that demonstrates how the
outcomes of their specific programs and activities contribute to the overall,
higher-level outcomes that people expect.

In an effort to demonstrate accountability for results, governments need
to show their constituents whether the policies, programs, and activities
they deliver are producing the results that they were intended to produce.
Performance-based accountability requires an outcome focus that reflects
why a government program or policy exists in the first place. Account-
ability for performance means holding government responsible not only
for its expenditures, the quantity of services provided, and the fulfillment
of reporting requirements, but also for the results of its actions. However,
“The practice of assessing performance is laden with unexamined assump-
tions, unacknowledged limitations, and unforeseen consequences. These
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difficulties, in turn, hinder the exercise of good administrative judgment
and threaten the qualities that support the development of administrative
virtue.”¥

Quantifying the outcome of government programs, while it makes
good common sense (it does not matter if a program distributes 100,000
brochures about good nutrition—it only matters whether the information
is useful to people and makes them change their eating habits), it is never
going to be easy demonstrate, and in some cases it will prove downright
impossible to demonstrate. If a job-development program provides quality
job training to 500 people (output), but not very many people get jobs
(outcome), their performance is not going to be found effective no matter
what intervening factors might account for the failure of their clients to
get jobs. How can you demonstrate that the provision of HIV/AIDS
education to children (output) has lowered the number of deaths from
AIDS (outcome)? When the local police department introduces a commu-
nity policing program (output), how do they clearly demonstrate that there
has been a corresponding improvement in the safety of people living in
the community (outcome)? How do public administrators account for
external factors like the economy or improvements in medical care or
other effects that may hamper or foster their efforts?®® This is a major
problem with accountability for results. It is relatively easy to quantify the
outputs of good government programs, it is quite another thing to quantify
the performance outcomes and then demonstrate the causality between
the program outputs and outcomes.

Paul Posner, a former director with GAO and now a professor at
George Mason University, states that the use of performance as the primary
criterion for making decisions undermines other important values in the
budgeting and policy-making process. Many advocates of performance-
based accountability base their accountability systems on naive rationalism
or what he calls the “mechanical model.” If performance goes up, the
agency or staff gets rewarded with increased resources, but if performance
goes down they get penalized somehow. Although appealing on first
glance, this model neglects other important factors that need to be weighed
when making decisions, including the need for poorly performing pro-
grams to obtain greater resources. For example, under the mechanical
approach to performance-based accountability the response to dramatic
increases in the number of HIV/AIDS cases would be to penalize the
AIDS prevention and education programs and their administrators with a
loss of funds, but that is a rather unsophisticated response. Far more
realistic and supportable is what Posner calls the “agenda model” of
performance management, where performance is not expected to provide
the answers for resource allocation and personnel judgments but rather
prompts the raising of questions about service delivery, funding priorities,



Accountability Dilemmas ® 135

and the efficacy of existing process and procedures. So under the agenda
approach to performance management, the administrators and staff of the
AIDS prevention and education program would explore the internal and
external variables that would have contributed to the increase in infection
and develop an appropriate response.

Ironically, the focus on outcomes and performance intended to increase
risk taking and entrepreneurial behavior in an effort to improve outcomes
and results may actually have the opposite effect.#! Rather than acting as
the impetus for desired levels of improved performance, accountability
demands can slow down or stop program improvements altogether.*?
James March and Johan Olsen observed that accountability can “lead to
procrastination and excessive consideration of possibilities, reduce risk
taking, make decision-makers cautious about change and about risking
mistakes that might become public, and dispose them to persistence in
courses of action that appeared to have failed.”® The focus on account-
ability for performance may in fact encourage public administrators to
maintain the status quo and refrain from challenging the commonly held
assumptions about a particular service or mode of delivery. Fear of change
or fear of failure to meet new performance targets might result in the
failure to adopt new programs and introduce new procedures that could
ultimately improve government performance. There is no reason for a
manager to risk demonstrated success for the prospect of failure, even
though success is achieved by adapting to the status quo.*

UNINTENDED CONSEQUENCES

The dilemmas and paradoxes associated with the overuse and abuse of
the term accountability can prevent the realization of better government
performance and democratic governance in general. The increased
demands placed on public administrators and public employees to account
for results and document what they do and how they do it can contribute
to dysfunctional behaviors on the part of many people, which often results
in unintended consequences that undermine the efficacy of the public
sector.

When we focus on the narrow definition of accountability—account-
ability, the word—this is what we get: people and programs that spend
a disproportionate amount of time collecting and reporting data that may
actually have little to do with performance improvements. The New Jersey
Division of Unemployment Insurance (DUID), through the demands of
GPRA legislation, has to account to the Federal Department of Labor for
87 different measures of performance, most of which reflect the timeliness
in determinations of eligibility and in the disbursement of checks. With
this emphasis on timeliness, it is not surprising that one of the measures
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is how fast they process a claim—not how well or how accurately they
process the claim, but how fast. So while the DUI has the burden of
collecting data for 87 different measures of performance, an extremely
time-consuming and burdensome process, claims processors are only
allowed to spend six minutes with each person filing for unemployment.
Might the public be better served if the DUI was accountable for collecting
and reporting on far fewer measures of performance so that more time
could be devoted to serving the unemployed and improving processes?

Psychiatric hospitals are under increasing pressure to reduce the
amount of time patients are physically restrained. There is a national
standard that indicates psychiatric patients cannot be restrained for more
than five minutes at a time and the hospitals that demonstrate the lowest
levels of restraint time are considered to offer better quality care than
hospitals that exceed the national standards. And yet, does this indicator
really tell us anything about the quality of care? Are patients overly
medicated, thus diminishing their need for restraint? Hospital administra-
tors are under tremendous pressure to perform at or below the national
standards and the pressure to meet or do better than a standard that has
very little to do with the overall quality of care drives their behavior and
the behavior of floor nurses and orderlies.

Cities looking to lower their crime rates may be tempted to falsify data
as Philadelphia was caught doing in 1998. Philadelphia was once ranked
the third safest city among the ten largest cities in the United States and
in order to achieve this ranking from the Federal Bureau of Investigation
police officers systematically downgraded offenses. Assaults, rapes, and
robberies were recorded in police reports as hospital cases, threats, and
investigate persons.® The unintended consequence of holding police
officers accountable for lowering the crime rate was the corruption of
data. The corruption of data can occur in the opposite direction as well.
The U.S. Department of Justice was found to be overstating the number
of terrorist arrests and convictions they made in order to justify their
budget request. Erratic behavior by people with mental illness, passengers
getting drunk on airplanes, and convicts rioting to get better food were
all labeled as acts of terrorism.

The problem with many accountability systems is that they punish
people for not meeting standards rather than rewarding them for meeting
standards. No Child Left Behind (NCLB) punishes schools and teachers
when students do not meet standards rather than rewarding schools and
educators when students succeed. When the DUI satisfies all 87 measures
of performance, they are not rewarded; work goes on. However, if they
Jfail to meet the measures, they will be sanctioned and likely lose a portion
of their funding. In an effort to avoid punishment and sanctions, many
administrators have resorted to the management of measuring performance
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rather than the art of actually improving performance. NCLB and school
report cards tempt teachers and administrators to teach to the test, or
actually teach the test, rather than teaching to educate and enlighten their
students. Case managers at the Department of Labor are motivated to find
employment for the easiest to place clients rather than those in greatest
need. Social workers with the Division of Youth and Family Services
(DYFS) are encouraged to see as many at-risk families as possible within
a month rather than take the time needed to ensure a child’s safety and
well-being. Administrators and orderlies in psychiatric hospitals are
admonished to lower the amount of time agitated patients are physically
restrained and, as a result, may overmedicate their patients to reduce the
need for restraints. Listening to citizens and ensuring that they are treated
fairly and with compassion is not rewarded because this particular aspect
of service delivery is not frequently measured; and if it is measured it is
a measure that has less value than the actual number of people served
because it reduces the ability to meet performance targets. Employees
and supervisors naturally focus on the aspects of their work that are valued
in the reporting mechanisms and many of the performance targets estab-
lished by administrators have little to do with equity, fairness, and
value 7

Accountability systems can displace the overall mission of a program
or service by focusing on measures of performance that do not advance
the attainment of goals. New performance standards known as “Safe
Measures” have created problems for those working in the Department
of Human Services for the State of New Jersey in that they focus on how
many children are seen on a monthly basis rather than the outcomes of
those visits. An email exchange with a caseworker reflects the unintended
consequences of such performance standards. “The impact on perform-
ance is demonstrated by the negative, not the positive, outcomes for
children, despite Child Welfare Reform and the millions of dollars being
spent. Case managers are doing an enormous amount of work without
the ability to look at the big picture, without the focus on the overall
safety and well-being of children. The emphasis is on the quantity of
visits, there is no mention of quality of visits with the children—only the
need to get more done and see all the children .... I cannot emphasize
enough the negative impact this has had on our clients and the ability to
provide quality care and services. We identify safety issues, family needs,
and low functioning parents and then cannot bring about any changes to
ameliorate the situation. For case managers who really care about positive
outcomes for families and children this is absolutely depressing, frustrating
and outrageous.” The focus on quantity rather than the overall mission
of the agency has demoralized a workforce whose mission is to ensure
the safety and well-being of children at risk.
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When the rules are excessive, when investigations of wrongdoing are
commonplace, when rewards are rarely given but sanctions are the norm,
the moral character of public sector employees is undermined. Public
employees who are held accountable in environments such as these
demonstrate a weaker attachment to public service ideals.”! Aggressive
accountability systems do more to undermine moral character and judg-
ment than to support it.>> When individuals and organizations are held
accountable for outcomes they cannot achieve, outcomes they can con-
tribute to, but not realize on their own, morale suffers. And when indi-
viduals and organizations are held accountable for how much they do,
not how well they do it, the value of public service is diminished.

ACCOUNTABILITY FOR PERFORMANCE WITH
INTERAGENCY COLLABORATIONS

Many of today’s public policy initiatives, from welfare reform to environ-
mental protection to homeland security, require collaboration among
governmental and nongovernmental organizations. While collaborative
partnerships have the potential to increase government’s responsiveness
to people in need, they also raise some very interesting questions about
accountability and administrative discretion. In collaborative relationships,
a network of providers connected through lateral relationships replaces
the hierarchical order of things and makes it difficult, if not impossible,
to hold individuals and organizations accountable through traditional
bureaucratic or legal accountability mechanisms. Instead, they are likely
held accountable for results through political and professional account-
ability mechanisms.»

In this new governance model, it becomes increasingly difficult to
identify who is responsible for what. Accountability looks very different
in a system that loosens rules and regulations, flattens hierarchies, elimi-
nates a clear chain of command, and empowers front-line employees.>*
Holding collaborators accountable for results is challenging, to say the
least. Members of the collaborative are likely to disagree about which
results to measure. Some collaborators might resist being held accountable
because variables outside their reign of control and influence have an
impact on the outcomes. Focusing on specific measures may displace goal
attainment as collaborators, in an effort to demonstrate results, might focus
on what is easy to achieve and account for rather than what really matters.
Collaborative service delivery requires that partners determine who is
responsible for what and who is responsible to whom, yet in these
relationships, it is difficult to pinpoint who is the principal and who is
the agent, who is the accountability holder and who is the holdee.
Members of collaboratives need freedom and flexibility to function
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effectively, but the constraints associated with compliance-based account-
ability mechanisms prevent them from being effective. Collaboratives and
interagency networks are more likely to be effective under low-control
accountability mechanisms where the focus is on accountability to stake-
holders and professional norms.>

According to Don Kettl, the spread of horizontal relationships muddies
accountability and accountability relationships. For public administration,
the challenge is reconciling the management and accountability relation-
ships of interagency collaborations and networks with the bedrock that
hierarchical authority has long provided. Kettl asks, “How can government
ensure accountability in extended service networks where administrative
responsibility is widely shared and where no one is truly in charge? How
can government, structured and staffed for an era when vertical relation-
ships dominated, build the capacity to manage horizontal partnerships
effectively?”’

Another accountability dilemma associated with interagency collabo-
rations and networks is that government relies on independent actors to
achieve its goals yet they do not, and cannot, fully control these actors.
Third-party service delivery does not relieve government of its responsi-
bilities for performance; it just makes it all the more difficult for govern-
ment to ensure good performance. It is ironic that collaborative service
delivery came about as a result of the growing dissatisfaction with gov-
ernment service provision and a growing distrust in government in general.
Yet, do these third-party relationships lay the groundwork for even more
frustration and dissatisfaction with government because we are promising
more than we can deliver through these mechanisms? The challenge with
interagency collaboratives is how to design accountability systems that
promote confidence in third-party governance systems while still affording
them the flexibility and decentralization of authority that was the basis
for these arrangements in the first place.”®

Interagency relationships lead to well-documented problems associated
with unclear authority and responsibility. The House committee examining
the government response to Hurricane Katrina blames all levels of gov-
ernment, from the White House, to Governor Kathleen Blanco of Louisi-
ana, to Mayor Ray Nagins of New Orleans, for the delayed response to
the storm. “Our investigation revealed that Katrina was a national failure,
an abdication of the most solemn obligation to provide for the common
welfare.” The House report was comprehensive and detailed and yet
many people criticized it for its failure to hold enough individual officials
accountable. The question remains who was responsible to whom and
for what? The report itself states: “Too often there were too many cooks
in the kitchen, and because of that the response to Katrina was at times
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overdone, at times underdone. Too often, because everybody was in
charge, nobody was in charge.”®

Elaine Kamarck, a lecturer at the Kennedy School of Government at
Harvard University, who was in charge of the reinventing government
initiatives during the Clinton administration responded to the House report
this way: “How did so many people make so many disastrous judgments?
This is what happens when an agency is systematically undermined and
caught up in red tape. This is what happens when the leadership of an
agency is depleted and those who remain are fearful and uncertain of
their own authority and of their relationship to the rest of the govern-
ment.”" Kamarck states the failure of this interagency collaboration was
due in part to the overly rule-bound accountability systems that prevented
people who were in positions of authority from making decisions, as well
as the inability of those operating in this environment to truly understand
who was ultimately in charge.

CONCLUSION

The accountability environment is changing, and changing quite rapidly.
The complex web of multiple and competing accountability relationships
is growing all the more complex as accountability mechanisms that focus
on performance and results are being adopted at all levels of government.
Accountability for performance adds yet another layer of account giving,
of documentation, and reporting. This results-oriented approach to
accountability does not replace existing accountability mechanisms but
rather adds to them, contributing to an accountability landscape that is in
a state of “flux” as public administrators attempt to account for their
performance and the performance of their organization.%?

These expanding expectations for accountability are taking place in
an environment that is more dynamic and complex than at any other time
in history.® As the number of interagency collaborations and third-party
service contracts grows, accountability relationships get more complicated.
Contract management and contract monitoring responsibilities are more
extensive than ever before and include more and more services that are
hard to quantify and establish clear performance targets for, such as
welfare, foster care, and corrections.®* Public administrators, in an effort
to demonstrate accountability for performance, are shifting their focus and
their resources away from their policy and programmatic objectives toward
the demands of increasingly burdensome accountability systems. An inor-
dinate amount of resources, both human and financial, are spent on data
collection, documentation, and reporting rather than on actual improve-
ments in service delivery. A growing concern among many academics and
practitioners is that the accountability burden may actually undermine
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performance because more effort is going toward documenting perform-
ance rather than improving performance.

The proliferation of demands for accountability is changing the very
nature of public life and, in particular, public administration.® Feeling the
pressure to give account, public administrators can lose sight of the broader
purpose of their programs and organizations. Goals can be displaced when
people are expected to quantify all that they do. Their horizon becomes
shorter and shorter as they focus on documenting their daily or weekly
outputs instead of reflecting on the overall significance and value of what
they do and thinking of ways to do it better. This narrow focus can also
cause public administrators to lose sight of the broader concept of account-
ability that has historical connections to the construction and sustenance
of modern governance.®

Academics and practitioners have expressed frustration with internally
and externally driven accountability mechanisms that emphasize compli-
ance with what many see as bureaucratic red tape and regulations.
Accountability for performance, while still far from perfect, is an approach
to good governance that should be pursued. The onerous expectations
of GPRA led to its failure, but the failure of the legislation should not be
held as an indictment against performance measurement or accountability
for results. The dilemmas and paradoxes presented in this chapter obvi-
ously need to be addressed and the accountability environment must
adapt in order to keep up with the fluid and ever-changing environment
in which public administrators work. The dilemmas and paradoxes dis-
cussed in this chapter should not discourage efforts to improve government
performance, to make performance measurement and evaluation a more
public and open process, and to increase public sector accountability.

Government performance can be enhanced if we develop better
accountability mechanisms. An accountability system based on trust would
create a totally different operating environment that might actually
empower public administrators to be more effective stewards of public
programs and advance the concept of moral communities. It might also
empower administrators to make responsible administrative judgments.
Accountability systems that encourage thoughtful retrospection on the part
of public administrators, that allow them to think about their moral
commitment to democratic values and ethical behavior, will do more to
advance government performance than the punitive mechanisms in place.

We suffer from “accountability overload” and “accountability deficits.”®”
Accountability overload results from onerous and burdensome account-
ability mechanisms and sharp-toothed watchdogs. Accountability deficits
result from a lack of oversight, “toothless” watchdogs, and administrative
arrogance. The challenge confronting the public sector today is how to
develop accountability systems that promote thoughtful reflection and, in
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the process, advance moral communities and democratic governance.
These accountability systems should be developed around the broad
concept of accountability, not the narrow, managerial-driven word
accountability. In doing so, these new systems could possibly help us
realize the promise of democracy, ethical behavior, justice, and perform-
ance, and in the process restore accountability as a central concept of
effective governance.
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SECTION I

INTRODUCTION TO
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Citizen participation in the deliberative process of government is a concept
that generates a significant amount of controversy and debate. While the
ideal of an active and engaged citizenry is appealing to many, the practice
of direct citizen participation is far more troublesome. On one side of the
aisle are the advocates of direct participation, who believe citizens should
have an active and direct role in the governing process. Creating oppor-
tunities for people to be more meaningfully involved with their govern-
ment is seen as a way to build trust, increase transparency, and better
enable the public to hold government accountable for results. On the
other side of the aisle are the advocates of indirect participation, who
believe the decisions of the state are best left to elected officials and
professional administrators. The idea of opening the deliberative process
to the public is politically naive and untenable in the modern bureaucratic
state. It is unrealistic to expect people in power to share their power in
the name of participation.

In Chapter 7 the broad notion of citizen participation is explored with
arguments for and against direct participation put forth. An obvious tension
exists between the public’s desire for greater involvement in the decision-
making process and the prerogative of the public administrators to exclude
them from the process. Those who favor direct participation argue that it
promotes democracy, builds trust, ensures accountability, reduces conflict,
and advances fairness. Those who argue against it say direct participation
is unrealistic, time consuming, costly, disruptive, and politically naive.
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They also argue that citizens lack the knowledge and expertise to be
meaningfully involved and that they are motivated by their own personal
interests rather than the public good. A brief overview of the language
of reform shows how legislation introduced in the 1960s and 1970s
advanced the notion of “maximum feasible participation” and “adequate
opportunity for citizen participation,” and as a result, citizen participation
has become an integral part of the governing process. Conventional
participation, which is typically confrontational and controlled by the
administration, is compared to collaborative governance, where citizens
meaningfully engage in dialogue and have the opportunity to influence
the process of deliberation as well as the outcome. The chapter ends with
a discussion of the dilemmas associated with direct citizen participation
and how these dilemmas contribute to the ambivalence many public
administrators feel toward direct citizen participation.

In Chapter 8 various models of citizen participation are presented that
enable us to envision the different relationships between citizens and
administrators as well as the patterns of behavior that are associated with
each relationship. The very language we use to describe ourselves, be it
customer, client, citizen, shareholder, or owner, influences our behavior
and the dynamics of the interaction with public organizations and public
administrators. The different identities we assume in relation to govern-
ment are discussed in terms of what it means for public participation,
performance measurement, and public sector accountability. Administra-
tive reforms and the language of those reforms redefine the relationship
between citizens and public administrators. When reform measures present
citizens as customers, a passive model of participation is adopted. When
citizens are identified as actual citizens, or owners of government, in
administrative reforms a more dynamic and collaborative form of partici-
pation results. In addition, different frameworks of participation are pre-
sented in this chapter, from Sherry Arnstein’s ladder of participation to
Eran Vigoda’s evolutionary continuum, that allow us to envision the
different levels of citizen participation that are possible within an admin-
istrative environment.

The final chapter in this section of the book explores the changing
role for public administrators as they assume new responsibilities as
collaborative administrators, community builders, and facilitators of
democracy. Not only do citizens expect a more active role in the governing
process, but the physical environment in which public administrators
function is changing quite dramatically from vertical, rule-bound hierar-
chies, to horizontal, flexible networks. Together these changes require
public administrators to spend more time collaborating and cooperating
with a wide variety of stakeholders. These changes also require that public
administrators facilitate dialogue, develop consensus, reduce conflict, and
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sustain meaningful partnerships to improve service delivery and advance
deliberative democracy. Various models of management, from traditional
public administration to the New Public Service, are discussed along with
the management skills associated with each model. Under the traditional
model of management, the notion of professional expertise is reinforced,
while under collaborative forms of governance the emphasis is on com-
munity building and dialogue. The chapter concludes with a discussion
of the training and education programs needed for both citizens and
administrators if they are to successfully adopt the new roles expected of
them.
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CITIZEN PARTICIPATION

Citizen participation in the deliberative process of government appeals to
our democratic values; it is the cornerstone of democracy and yet it is a
concept that generates controversy and debate and one that is surrounded
by dilemmas and ambivalence. The confusion and ambivalence surround-
ing the appropriate role for citizens in the decision-making process can
be partially attributed to the conflicting perspectives of administrative and
democratic theory. On one side of the debate are those who believe that
citizens should have a direct and active role in the decisions of the state
to ensure that government entities do what is right, perform as expected,
and act in the best interest of the public. On the other side of the debate
are those who favor and support representative democracy and indirect
participation. Citizens elect representatives to act on their behalf and trust
professional administrators to fairly and efficiently implement public pol-
icy. A critical question is to what extent can the administration of a
representative government actively and meaningfully involve citizens in
public sector decision making?!

An obvious and inherent tension exists between the public’s desire for
greater involvement and the prerogative of public administrators to act as
the authoritative voice, and numerous questions arise as a result of these
tensions. Should citizens be included in the decision-making processes of
government? If so, what is the best way to involve them and when should
it happen? How much public participation is appropriate? What happens
when there is too much participation? What happens when there is too
little? The more open the process, the more polarized an issue is likely
to become. The more closed the process, the more distrusting the public
becomes.
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DILEMMA OF MEANING

As with many concepts associated with the governing process, citizen
participation is one that defies precise definition. Citizen participation can
refer to a wide range of activities implemented by different individuals or
groups of individuals. The term citizen itself has several different mean-
ings. To some it reflects the legal rights and responsibilities of an individual
as defined in constitutions and statutes that articulate the qualifications,
obligations, and rights of citizens.>* For others, citizenship reflects the
broader sociological concept of being a member of a larger community,
an inhabitant of a particular place, and as such does not exclude members
of society who by place of birth are not entitled to the privileges or bound
by the responsibilities legally associated with formal citizenship.>® And
still others see citizenship as virtue, a civil “temper” coupled with attitudes
and values concerning the nature of political authority, an embodiment
of virtue and moral character, an ennobled public motivated by shared
concerns for the common good.% 12

We can view citizenship as a right, a community, or a virtue. Citizenship
as a virtue extends beyond the formal relationship with government to
involvement with the community and with voluntary organizations.!? Its
focus is on building and sustaining strong communities and bonds of
social connectedness between members of the community. It also empha-
sizes the development of community values, norms, and traditions.'*"
Citizenship as a virtue requires a sense of responsibility and civic devotion
to one’s community and to one’s country, as well as a dedication to the
improvement of societal conditions.!6-18

Richard Flatham divided citizenship into two concepts, “high” citizen-
ship and “low” citizenship. High citizenship, which is based on the classic
traditions of Aristotle and Rousseau, recognizes that “citizens are free,
equal, and engaged with one another in pursuing matters of high and
distinctively human import. Citizenship is the distinctive human activity
and the distinctively important feature of a political society.” Theorists
who advance low citizenship, according to Flatham, believe that high
citizenship is “unachievable in, and hence, irrelevant to political life ....”
He argues that the advocates of low citizenship are wrong and whatever
limitations high citizenship may have, not only is it more desirable than
an uninvolved citizenry, democracy depends upon it.t?

The terms public participation, citizen participation, political participa-
tion, and civic engagement are often used interchangeably, yet they each
reflect different aspects of participation. Public participation is the broadest
concept, and it includes participation activities that involve the public, the
media, and other nongovernment social groups.® Citizen participation, as
defined by administrative scholars, refers to the role of the public in the
process of administrative decision making or involvement in making
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service delivery and management decisions.?'=? Political participation in
its narrowest sense reflects the act of voting or contacting elected officials
and, more broadly, refers to involvement in political campaigns and
party politics.?>?” And civic engagement refers to involvement in commu-
nity activities and volunteer groups, which can take many forms,
from individual volunteerism to organizational involvement to electoral
participation.?

Citizen participation, according to Langton, includes four types of
behavior: citizen action, such as lobbying and protest; citizen involvement,
such as public hearings and citizen surveys; electoral participation, such
as voting and campaigning for political candidates; and obligatory partici-
pation, such as paying taxes and performing jury duty. Langton defines
citizen participation as “initiated and controlled by government to improve
and/or to gain support for decisions, programs, or services.”?

Part of the dilemma and ambivalence with seeking broader citizen
participation rests with these competing perspectives of what it means to
be a citizen and what it means to participate. Citizen participation, in the
context of this book, refers to the involvement of citizens in the admin-
istrative decisions of the state. Even if we agree on this definition of citizen
participation, questions remain surrounding what it actually looks like and
how it takes shape. The ideal of citizen participation is intuitively appeal-
ing; the practice of citizen participation is complex. Citizen participation
is a dynamic process that is context specific, so the involvement of citizens
in one area of government may not look like citizen involvement in
another area. The “wicked” problems confronting government require
more direct forms of citizen participation, while the simpler decisions
surrounding service delivery may require less direct forms of participation.

LANGUAGE OF REFORM

The Great Society programs of the mid-1960s introduced a new way of
thinking about citizen participation. Widespread criticism of federal initi-
atives introduced in the 1950s and early 1960s prompted legislators to
rethink their implementation strategies. In particular, the urban renewal
efforts of the early 1960s that razed older, established neighborhoods,
replacing them with high-rise housing projects and highways, were per-
ceived as failures by many academics, policy analysts, and citizens. Rather
than alleviating the problems, the urban renewal programs exacerbated
many of the problems associated with poverty and racial injustice.
Conscious of these earlier implementation failures, and influenced by
the civil rights movement, elected officials designed legislation to empower
and mobilize the poor, involving them in policy-making decisions that
would directly impact them. The Equal Opportunity Act of 1964 promoted
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“maximum feasible participation” on the part of citizens, especially the
poor. Mandated citizen participation in the early stages of the decision-
making process was intended to help make policy more relevant to the
people directly impacted by the policies. As a result of the Equal Oppor-
tunity Act, citizen participation became a standard requirement of many
federal initiatives. In the late 1960s and early 1970s, as part of the Model
Cities and Community Action Programs, neighborhood associations, district
councils, and community advisory boards were organized throughout the
country to promote citizen participation in the planning of public policies
and services.303!

In 1975, the Community Development Block Grant Program (CDBG)
required cities to include neighborhood residents in the planning process
for expenditure of those funds. Subsequent federal programs, such as the
Neighborhood Self-Help Development Program and the Department of
Justice Community Anti-Crime Program, promoted neighborhood residents
as participants in resource allocation and urban revitalization. The General
Revenue Sharing Program in the 1970s and 1980s mandated that public
hearings be held prior to making expenditure decisions.??

Many of these regulations for participation were interpreted in such a
way that citizen participation was turned into an instrument for the
achievement of administrative objectives. “Requirements for citizen par-
ticipation were generally treated in administrative agencies as a cost of
doing business instead of an asset to effectiveness or a responsibility worth
carrying out for its own sake. At best, citizens were viewed as a constit-
uency, the source of important political support or of important values to
guide policy decisions.”? During the 1980s, reductions in federal funding
resulted in a shift toward “self-sufficiency” of neighborhood groups and
a greater emphasis on local government support. By that time, many
communities had formalized their commitment to neighborhood partici-
pation by reorganizing their administrative structures to ensure that local
policies and programs are informed by broad-based public input and to
maximize government responsiveness to local concerns.

The language of these reforms went from mandating broad citizen
participation to creating adequate opportunities for participation. While
the language changed, citizen participation was still very much a part of
the legislative initiatives. The 1960s and 1970s were marked by a dramatic
growth in federally mandated citizen participation efforts, the likes of
which we have not seen since:

B 1964—The Equal Opportunity Act called for “maximum feasible
participation,” which championed broad involvement of the poor.3*
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B 1966—The Model Cities Program called for “widespread citizen
participation” to avoid the political conflict that resulted from the
phrase “maximum feasible participation.”?

B 1969—The National Environment Policy Act was less direct and
used the terminology “encourage public participation.”?¢

B 1972—The Coastal Zone Management Act was also less direct and
advanced the “encouragement of the public.”¥

B 1974—The Housing and Community Development Act called for
“adequate opportunity for citizen participation.”

Through these federal initiatives, citizen participation became an inte-
gral part of the governing process. According to Nancy Roberts, a professor
at the Naval Postgraduate School in Monterey, California and a leading
expert on citizen participation and deliberative democracy, “Although the
federal government did not pursue one policy toward participation,
through its interventions, direct citizen participation became more of a
feature in urban renewal, juvenile delinquency, poverty, manpower train-
ing, model cities, neighborhood health centers, and community mental
health centers. ... Demand for direct citizen participation in issues of basic
welfare and quality of life expanded ... [as] activists of all persuasions
wanted more direct control and power in the decisions that affected them.
To date, these voices and their demands have not shown any sign of
abating.”¥

DEMOCRATIC THEORY AND CITIZEN PARTICIPATION

The belief that individuals should be given a voice in their governance
appeals to our democratic ideals and in fact has long been identified
internationally as one of the unique aspects of the United States. Ever
since the publication of Alexis de Tocqueville’s Democracy in America,
the United States has been the focus of much research exploring the
relationship between democracy and civil society.® When Tocqueville
visited the United States in 1830, what impressed him most was the number
of civic associations, the vibrancy of their membership, and their ability
to make democracy work. “Americans of all ages, all stations of life, and
all types of dispositions are forever forming associations .... Nothing in
my view deserves more attention than the intellectual and moral associ-
ations in America.”¥!

However, as much as we may recognize and value the ideal of citizen
participation it remains a “contested concept” and possibly one of the
biggest questions surrounding citizen participation in government decision
making is determining how much participation is enough.?> Some theories
argue in favor of direct and deliberative models of collaboration, while
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others favor indirect involvement. Direct democracy suggests that citizens
are the “owners” of government and should therefore be involved in the
decisions of the state.®® Indirect involvement, on the other hand, acknowl-
edges that in a representative democracy elected officials and professional
administrators should act on the behalf of citizens and in the best interest
of the state.

Some political science theorists have argued that representative democ-
racy is more appropriate and more effective than direct democracy because
direct participation is untenable in the modern bureaucratic state.** Direct
participation is idealistic. People are either too passionate and selfish, or
too passive and apathetic.* According to advocates, indirect participation
has its benefits. Citizens cannot be expected to be responsible for every
public sector decision; they lack the time, knowledge, and personal
motivation to do so. Given the size and complexity of the public sector,
direct participation is not realistic. The technical, political, and adminis-
trative skills needed to manage effectively in a global environment require
a certain level of expertise that many citizens do not possess and a time
commitment the average citizen is not willing to make. Irving and Stans-
bury assert that direct participation has social and economic costs that
make it undesirable in certain situations, and certain place-based charac-
teristics, such as community size, wealth, and homogeneity, may predict
the success or failure of participation.® Their research shows that ideal
conditions for effective participation exist in some communities, but not
in others. And Olson argues that direct participation is doomed because
the broad and shallow interests of citizens will always be overruled by
the narrow and deep interests of organized groups.?’

Those who favor direct democracy believe the more one participates,
and the more arenas one participates in, the more capable and involved
a person is likely to become#-5! “Classical theorists, and modern partic-
ipatory theorists, have understood that opportunities to participate, indeed
to exercise and influence power, in social institutions outside the govern-
mental process are essential to the development of the knowledge and
skills needed for participation inside the ‘political system.””>? Beyond its
educative and empowering role, direct democracy promotes a sense of
community and common bonds that transcend individual interest. Advo-
cates of direct participation believe that citizens have the knowledge and
expertise necessary to meaningfully participate in public sector decisions
that affect them, and that an involved and engaged community makes
direct democracy and participatory decision making possible.

All too often we hear stories of programs and policies that fail because
public managers neglected to ask the public what they thought would
work or was in the best interest of the community. Park renovations that
were costly and under utilized; a mass transit system designed without
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input from a growing immigrant community; an evacuation plan that failed
to recognize the reality and needs of its residents. In the aftermath of
Hurricane Katrina, it became evident that the City of New Orleans and
the State of Louisiana had approved an evacuation plan for the city that
failed to protect their most vulnerable citizens. Had the city and state
included residents from East New Orleans in the discussions surrounding
the development of the evacuation plan, they would have realized what
the experts failed to realize: residents of the poorest neighborhoods had
no way out. Most residents did not own cars and those who did own
cars did not have enough money for gasoline. School buses that could
have been deployed to evacuate thousands of people sat empty. The
evacuation plan failed to provide transportation alternatives for the poor,
disabled, elderly, and minority residents because the developers of the
plan failed to ask them, the people most directly impacted by the decision,
how they would get out of the city if a disaster struck.

Participatory theorists argue that direct citizen participation not only
leads to better decision making, but also facilitates social stability by
developing a sense of community, increasing collective decision making,
and promoting acceptance and respect of the governance process.”® A
recent study of neighborhood councils in local government by Berry,
Portney, and Thomson supports the premise that communities with active
and involved citizens are more stable than those without. Their research
found that citizens experience a heightened sense of community through
their participation in neighborhood councils. The inclusion of neighbor-
hood councils in the decision-making process did not slow down the
process and generate “policy gridlock,” as critics feared, but rather
increased citizens’ confidence and trust in government. >

Neighborhood councils also promoted the development of democratic
attitudes and values among citizens. Berry and his coauthors recognized
the ongoing development of democratic values and skills among individ-
uals, groups, and communities as both “a necessary condition for and a
likely outcome of successful collaborative governance.” Direct democracy
depends, in part, on people being exposed to information and viewpoints
they would not have chosen themselves. Surowiecki asserts that “under
the right circumstances groups are remarkably intelligent and often smarter
than the smartest people in them. The diversity of experience, opinion
and knowledge can render the whole greater than the sum of its parts.”

While there is uncertainty about how and when to bring citizens into
the deliberative process, there is ample evidence that active and engaged
citizens create “civically engaged communities” that powerfully influence
the quality of life and performance of social institutions. Research shows
that an active and engaged citizenry can contribute to better policy
outcomes, a renewed faith in the public sector, and a stronger sense of
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community.” Research also shows that communities with higher levels
of social capital and citizen participation have higher-performing govern-
ments and governments that are more responsive to the public they serve.
There is evidence that communities rich in social connectedness and civic
engagement produce better schools, lower crime, enhanced government
performance, and increased accountability.®®¢! The literature also indicates
that citizens who are actively involved with their communities or local
governments are more supportive of what takes place. They are a part
of the process and therefore more supportive of the outcome.®?% Com-
munities where citizens are active and involved, where a strong degree
of trust and cooperation are present, tend to perform better than com-
munities where citizens are disengaged and lack trust in one another and
in public institutions.®%

DIRECT AND INDIRECT PARTICIPATION

The debate of direct versus indirect participation is an ongoing one that
requires public managers to make decisions on how and when to include
citizens in the deliberative process. Some researchers assert that the current
debate has moved beyond the question of whether direct democracy is
more desirable than indirect democracy to the question of what type of
participation process works best.® According to the advocates of direct
participation, electing representatives to act on the behalf of citizens is
no longer sufficient, especially as our society grows more diverse, but the
diversity of our elected representatives has not. It is now a question of
what type of direct citizen participation works best and why. Or put more
broadly, what is the best way to involve the public in program and policy
decisions so that the decisions made reflect the depth and diversity of the
citizens they serve?

In this move toward direct participation, theorists are asking public
administrators to make significant changes in the way they do business.
Once comfortable making decisions behind closed doors, public managers
are expected to open the decision-making process to the public and
gracefully make the transition from professional administrator to facilitator,
someone who embraces input from a variety of stakeholders—citizens,
business community, nonprofit sector—and arrives at decisions that reflect
the consensus of the group. Because of the ambivalence surrounding the
value of direct participation, public administrators are expected to accept
the democratic ideals for including citizens in the deliberative process as
sufficient rationale for modifying their behavior and the processes in place.
Public managers are encouraged to adopt a participatory style that actively
involves citizens because it is the right thing to do, because it builds on
democratic ideals, builds trust, and fosters civil society. (The changes in
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expectations and patterns of behavior are discussed in greater detail in
the following chapters.)

So why is there a renewed interest in direct citizen participation, and
why now? Donald Moynihan, an assistant professor at the University of
Wisconsin, identifies three closely related theoretical arguments that sup-
port this growing interest in direct citizen participation: a change in values,
disillusionment with bureaucracy, and the search for a democratic ideal.%”
He cites evidence of a worldwide shift in values that include a lack of
trust of formal institutions, such as government and political parties;
increased mobility; the weakening of traditional family structures and the
values associated with these traditional structures; as well as the overall
desire for more participatory democracies. The disillusionment with
bureaucracy has risen alongside the growing frustration with traditional
governance models that promote hierarchy and insulate public servants
from the public. As such, the values of bureaucratic governance are in
conflict with the values of democratic participation, and the search for
the democratic ideal reflects the desire and yearning for a direct, communal
democracy compounded by the fear of bureaucratic power that is per-
ceived by many as a threat to liberty.

Although there is a great deal of speculation about the advantages and
disadvantages of direct participation, few definitive statements can be
made about when and how to include the public in the deliberative
process. Those who advocate greater citizen participation do so for a
variety of reasons: to promote democracy; build trust; increase transpar-
ency; enhance accountability; build social capital; reduce conflict; ascertain
priorities; promote legitimacy; cultivate mutual understanding; and
advance fairness and justice.®7* Those who express caution and concern
about direct citizen participation raise the following concerns: it is ineffi-
cient, time consuming, costly, politically naive, unrealistic, disruptive, and
it lacks broad representation. In addition, they argue that citizens lack
expertise and knowledge; that citizens are motivated by their personal
interest, not the public good; and that citizens can be passive, selfish,
apathetic, and cynical.”>7

RATIONALE FOR PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

The reasons for including the public in the decision-making process are
many and well documented in the public administrations literature.5-52
One reason for including citizens is to find out what the public wants—to
ascertain their priorities and preferences and ensure that these values play
a part in the decision-making process. Doing so can reduce conflict and
build trust. Another reason for including citizens is to improve the quality
of the decision made by incorporating local knowledge in the process,
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which can lead to better outcomes. Both of these purposes are increasingly
important as governments grow larger and more distant from their
constituency, as programs and services are contracted out to third-party
providers, and as the constituency itself grows in size and diversity.
Traditionally, administrators rely on expert knowledge and have the ten-
dency to dismiss the value of local, intimate knowledge. As a result, many
citizens opt out of the deliberative process due to a perceived lack of
knowledge or expertise, and many administrators make ill-fated decisions
that convey a lack of appreciation for the intimate understanding of place
and time.®> Another rationale for public participation is that it promotes
openness and accountability, and in the process, advances fairness and
justice. Ultimately, citizen participation can build social capital and cultivate
mutual understanding and bonds of trust among the public, decision
makers, and governing institutions.

Unfortunately, poorly designed or ill-conceived participation efforts fail
to realize the outcomes highlighted above. While citizen participation is
meant to ensure that citizens have a direct voice in public decisions, and
to ensure that government does the right thing, many agencies habitually
choose to exclude, or minimize, participation in decision-making efforts,
claiming that citizen participation is too expensive and too time consuming.
For many citizens, the reality of conventional participation efforts rarely
meets the promise of democracy. Public input in program and policy
decisions is likely to be solicited only after administrators and elected
officials have defined the problem and developed proposed solutions.
Public participation is little more than a formality in many cases, designed
to allow the public to comment while protecting the agency’s or organi-
zation’s interest.

Here lies part of the ambivalence about the value of direct participation.
As currently and commonly structured, many participation efforts fail to
realize the full potential of direct participation. Conventional participation,
which includes the well-known and well-utilized practice of public meet-
ings and public hearings, can prevent meaningful dialogue from taking
place and can frustrate both public administrators and the public. So why
bother if the effort only frustrates and disappoints those involved? The
dilemmas associated with conventional participation are explored in the
next section, followed by a discussion of potential alternatives to conven-
tional methods.

CONVENTIONAL PARTICIPATION

With conventional participation, the public manager, through the admin-
istrative structures and procedures that are in place, controls the ability
of the public to influence the agenda and the process. These politically
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and socially constructed frameworks give administrators the authority to
control and orchestrate the process so that citizens are invited to the table
when the manager deems it appropriate, usually after the issues have
been framed and decisions have been made.?* The managers also deter-
mine the venue—the time, location, format—and that can dramatically
influence how the public participates. The public administration literature
clearly places the responsibility for “managing” citizen participation on
the administrators.®>%° They typically select the participants, limit access
to the process, convene educating or informational meetings where there
is little dialogue between citizen and administrator, control the agenda,
and bring the public into the process when they are ready to do so. With
conventional participation, public administrators are able to maintain
agency stability and protect the agency goals. With conventional partici-
pation the importance of the administrator and their centrality to the issue
is reinforced, yet opening the process to the public allows the administrator
to present the process as being open, representative, and democratic.®”
Participation in the conventional context is typically ineffective and
often leads to conflict. Because the participation happens late in the
process after the issues have been framed, the agenda set, and most
decisions made, a sense of frustration and distrust can develop on both
sides. Citizens can become reactive and judgmental, often critical and
unsupportive of the process and the outcome. Public administrators may
be parochial and territorial; reluctant to share information, they choose
instead to rely on their professional and technical expertise and deny
citizens a voice in the process.®® As a result, citizens may attempt to block
or challenge decisions, while openly criticizing and shaming the public
officials.®” And public officials may choose to habitually exclude citizens
in the process, citing as the rationale the confrontational attitude of citizens.
One of the most common criticisms of conventional participation is
that citizens are brought into the process much too late, often after
decisions have already been made. Their involvement, as a result, is purely
symbolic and serves to validate the decisions made by the administration.
At public meetings, the comments made by citizens rarely influence the
outcome.” According to Brian Adams, an assistant professsor at San Diego
State University, “Hearings, in this view, are mere democratic rituals that
provide a false sense of legitimacy to legislative outcomes: Officials can
say they received input from the public, and it can give their decisions
the respect afforded to democratic processes, even though citizen input
has no impact.”! Another criticism is that conventional participation does
not promote deliberation. The communication is one way—citizens
express their feelings or concerns and they get a “thank you” in return.
Public hearings do not allow for a sincere exchange to take place where
citizens try and persuade public officials to change their opinions. Instead,
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“... public hearings frequently degenerate into the worst sort of debate:
Rather than citizens stating their opinions and offering supporting argumen-
tation, they will employ sound bites, hyperbole, and falsehoods to criticize
and demonize opponents—hardly a model of citizen deliberation.”?

Public hearings are also criticized because they do not attract a rep-
resentative sample of the population.”? People who attend meetings are
typically extremists, those feeling passionate about an issue because of
personal incentives, and they tend to drown out the voices of moderation.
Public hearings are usually poorly attended due to the very nature of the
hearings, when they are scheduled, where they are held, and the way
information is shared. For many, the public hearing is a hollow exercise,
held because it is required by law, not because elected officials and
government administrators value public input.

The defenders of public hearings admit they are poor venues for
participation, but feel they do serve a purpose. Adams believes that public
meetings, while much maligned, do have a role in fostering citizen
participation.”* While public meetings may not be good at giving citizens
the opportunity to directly influence decisions made by governing bodies,
they can be used to achieve other ends, such as sending information to
public officials, influencing public opinion, attracting media attention,
setting future agendas, delaying decisions, and communicating with other
citizens. Adams states that it is important to keep in mind what public
meetings can and cannot do and, in doing so, their role in the participatory
process becomes clearer. Rather than dismissing public meetings as a
waste of time, citizens should realize what can be accomplished through
this venue; even though the meetings themselves are not deliberative,
they can facilitate citizen participation and help improve governmental
responsiveness to citizens.

Public meeting and hearings are by no means the only form of
conventional participation; they are just the most obvious and well known.
Other modes of conventional participation include serving on citizen
advisory committees or task forces, attending the meetings of governing
bodies, or writing letters to elected officials and editors of newspapers
expressing interest or opposition to a government policy or program. The
common feature of conventional forms of participation is they are typically
a one-way transmission of information from public official to citizen or
from citizen to public official. There is no deliberation or dialogue, no
opportunity to reflect and respond to another point of view, and no
opportunity to change a position on a program or policy based on the
opinions and perspectives shared. Conventional participation efforts are
often implemented in response to specific issues that require processes
be open to the public. As such, public officials focus on the immediate
solution to the pending problem or opportunity and not beyond. With
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such a short-term perspective, participation opportunities are not maxi-
mized. Conventional participation is used as a tool to gain public support
on specific issues rather than a tool to build trust and increase account-
ability.

PROBLEMS WITH CONVENTIONAL PARTICIPATION

Part of the dilemma with conventional participation rests in the duality of
the relationship. As currently constructed, citizens are on one side of the
debate and government on the other, resulting in an adversarial and
conflict-ridden relationship. Another part of the dilemma is the way
government is structured and how the problem is framed. Public partici-
pation processes have four major components: (1) the issue situation; (2)
the administrative structures, systems, and processes where participation
takes place; (3) the administrators; and (4) the public.”> The participation
process, as most commonly framed, places citizens farthest from the issue.
Typically, the issue is framed by the administrative process and procedures,
and the administrator is the intermediary between the public and the
issue. This framework gives the administrator the authority to control the
process as well as control the ability of citizens to influence the situation
or the process.

Many of the structures and frameworks that are in place discourage
meaningful participation from taking shape. Formalistic and confronta-
tional in design, they can create an adversarial relationship between the
public and government. A formal process often becomes a ritual shaped
by the existing administrative systems and procedures, resulting in con-
ventional, and oftentimes confrontational, participation. When hierarchical
relationships dominate, surrounded by rules and regulations, the public’s
right to participation and meaningful dialogue is replaced by the exercise
of control and authority on the part of the administration. Citizen partici-
pation is based on the democratic values of freedom, equality, and
individual rights, yet such values are contradictory to government bureauc-
racies that are traditionally based on hierarchical authority, expertise, and
impersonality. The conflict between the rigid structure of government and
the values of citizen participation is yet another dilemma that makes it
difficult to implement and sustain meaningful participation efforts. The
traditional, top-down, hierarchical model of public administration limits
the role of the public in the governing and decision-making processes.

COLLABORATIVE GOVERNANCE

In an attempt to find a way to address the dilemmas associated with
conventional participation and the traditional structures of government,



162 ® Elements of Effective Governance

researchers and practitioners have called for changes in the governance
process. Public organizations have undergone many changes in recent
years, but the legacy of Weber’s ideal type of bureaucracy—clear hierar-
chical order, strict rules and regulations, concentration of power among
senior officials, and limited channels of communication—still remains.”
The rigid structure and the authoritarian nature of public administration
certainly limit the potential for meaningful participation and collaboration
to take place and reinforce the role of the public administrator as expert.
However, the look and shape of government is changing in many areas
from the authoritative, bureaucratic model of command and control to
horizontal networks of cooperation between public, private, and nonprofit
organizations, which creates opportunities for citizens to play a more
active role in shaping public policy and framing solutions. Bureaucracy
will not be replaced, and it should not be replaced, especially when it
comes to the large and routine functions of government. However, at the
local level where government is closest to the people, change is taking
place and should take place. At the state and local level this transformation
can be seen in the growing number of interagency collaborations and
third-party contracts for service delivery. While contracting out is not new
to government, the increasing number of contracts that have been awarded
to nonprofit and faith-based organizations for the delivery of human and
social services, including such programs as child protective services, foster
care, and drug counseling, is dramatically changing the face of traditional
government.”” The physical closeness, the intimacy of size, the apprecia-
tion of community norms and traditions allow citizens to be more directly
involved and enable collaborative governance to take root.

According to many researchers in the field of public administration,
the watchword for the coming years is “governance.” Bingham, Nabatchi,
and O’Leary explain the difference between government and governance
in this way: “Government occurs when those with legally and formally
derived authority and policing power execute and implement activities;
governance refers to the creation, execution, and implementation of
activities backed by the shared goals of citizens and organizations, who
may or may not have formal authority and policing power.”® In 1999, H.
George Fredrickson, one of the leading scholars in the field of public
administration, observed that public administration is “moving toward
theories of cooperation, networking, governance and institution building”
in response to faltering public management “in a fragmented and disar-
ticulated state.”® “As an activity, governance seeks to share power in
decision making, encourage citizen autonomy and independence, and
provide a process for developing the common good through civic engage-
ment.”'% Governance enables citizens to actively participate in the admin-
istrative decision making surrounding issues that directly affect them.
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Advocates of direct participation and deliberative democracy say the
opportunity exists to move away from the ineffective, conventional forms
of participation to more open and democratic forms of participation. This
opportunity exists in part because of the change in the traditional structures
of government. Collaborative participation differs from conventional
participation in that all stakeholders—citizens, interest groups, the business
community, nonprofit organizations, faith-based institutions, public admin-
istrators, elected officials—are included and treated as equals and the
information needed to intelligently discuss the issues is shared with all
the stakeholders. Communication and a meaningful exchange of ideas are
the foundation of this model of participation; key elements include com-
mitment, trust, and open and honest discussion.!™ Instead of participation
as a formal ritual where citizens react to administrative decisions and
communications flows in one direction, participation is a “multiway inter-
action” where all the stakeholders communicate and work in both formal
and informal ways to influence action and bring about positive results.!%?

Eran Vigoda, a leading authority on citizenship behavior and respon-
siveness of public agencies, raises several very important questions about
making the change from authoritarian public administration to collabora-
tion and governance.! (1) What do collaboration and partnership actually
mean? (2) Whose responsibility is it to make the partnership possible? (3)
How can a productive partnership between citizens and government be
achieved? Questions surrounding roles and responsibilities as well as
questions surrounding accountability and accountability relationships sur-
face in collaborative and lateral relationships. Finding the right balance
between citizen access to the decision-making process and the need to
retain a sense of rationality in the process is challenging, to say the least.
Collaborative processes can include such things as mediation, negotiation,
consensus building, and deliberation. They can take place through new
forms of public meetings that ensure broad and diverse participation, as
well as smaller, more intimate forms of deliberation such as focus groups,
study circles, public conversations, and citizen juries that promote dialogue
between citizens and other stakeholders.'%t

With collaborative participation, the public has the opportunity to
influence both the process and outcome. Learning takes place, joint
problem solving evolves, and respect for other forms of knowledge can
take hold. For example, every two years approximately 3000 residents in
Washington, DC, gather for large town meetings called Citizen Summits,
where citizens, in collaboration with the District’s administration, lay out
the key priorities for the city that in turn shape the strategic plan and the
budget. This collective information is then used to help formulate a two-
year management initiative, called Neighborhood Action, which integrates
strategic planning, budgeting, performance measurement, and a public
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scorecard to assess how well the city is meeting its goals. Neighborhood
Action has made a significant impact on the development of new programs
and in the allocation of district funds.!'® During this dialogue citizens come
to identify and shape a common conception of what is good for the
district and they develop a sense of belonging with their neighbors and
their community.

Collaborative governance does not have to occur in every situation;
however, advocates argue the opportunity for citizens to collaborate should
always exist. Just knowing the deliberative process is open to the public
is enough for many people. Knowing that the opportunity and ability to
influence the process and the outcome exists can lead to positive, trusting
relationships between citizens, elected officials, and public administrators.
Collaborative participation is an ideal, yet even if all of the conditions of
collaborative decision making are not met, networks of trust can develop
through the openness, inclusion, and transparency of the process. Com-
munication and dialogue have transformative power, and through delib-
eration and collaboration a shared understanding of the underlying issue
can emerge. Experimental research in social psychology has found that
face-to-face communication is the single greatest factor in increasing the
likelihood of cooperation.’?197 Talking face to face allows group members
to demonstrate their willingness to cooperate and enables participants to
assess the willingness of other group members. It also helps them see the
connection between their self-interest and that of the group. The consensus
that emerges from group dialogue leads to actual cooperative behavior,
with more talking leading to more cooperation.!%

Ideally, group decisions will reflect what is in the best interest of the
group and not an individual. The challenge in group deliberation, however,
is ensuring that all voices are heard and all opinions are given equal
weight. This is easier said than done, as public meetings tend to be
dominated by the most vocal participants and framed by the opinions of
the people in power whose voices carry more weight than the voices of
the average citizen. There are ways to address the inequity inherent in
an open-meeting format. AmericaSpeaks, a nonprofit organization estab-
lished to promote direct citizen participation and deliberative democracy,
uses a process that ensures all voices in the deliberative process are heard.
They have developed a variety of tools for citizens and decision makers
that give citizens the opportunity to have a strong voice in public decisions
within the short time frames typically required of decision makers. (See
Chapter 14 for a detailed case study on AmericaSpeaks.)

One approach advanced by AmericaSpeaks that has received a great
deal of attention is their 21st Century Town Meetings. This approach has
been used to facilitate discussion in 31 states on issues as varied as the
redevelopment of the World Trade Center site in lower Manhattan to the
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future of Social Security. The meetings focus on discussion and deliberation
among citizens instead of presentations, speeches, and the traditional
question-and-answer sessions. Diverse groups of citizens participate in
round-table discussions with approximately 10 to 12 people at each table
with a trained facilitator assigned to ensure that the discussion stays on
topic and that each person has the opportunity to voice his or her
opinion.1®

The town meeting for the redevelopment of the World Trade Center
site was held in July 2002 and was part of a larger civic initiative called
Listening to the City, which was organized by the Civic Alliance to Rebuild
Downtown New York. The Alliance is a coalition of more than 85 civic,
labor, business, environmental groups, and academic institutions who
came together after 9/11 to ensure the public’s voice is included in
rebuilding decisions.'? At the July meeting, nearly 1000 staff members
and volunteers supported the effort and 4000 participants heard presen-
tations on six different redevelopment plans and deliberated over each
of the plans with the people seated at their table. The facilitators at each
table ensured that everyone had the opportunity to speak and that the
participants listened to and learned from one another. Using wireless
laptop computers, each table submitted their views to a central location
where a group of neutral analysts culled the major themes from the
hundreds submitted. In a matter of minutes they reported back to the
entire group and identified the dominant themes that resulted from the
dialogue.

Granted, this level of technology and the cost associated with this
approach is not available to all public organizations, but the strategies of
promoting discussion and deliberation, ensuring the diversity of partici-
pants, and using trained facilitators are things that can be replicated by
most organizations. Modifying the process to create opportunities for the
public to get involved might entail things like convening public meetings
at convenient times, holding meetings in different neighborhoods, and
allowing people to speak at meetings without having to inform the
governing body beforehand. These small steps all send a clear message
that public input is valued. In conventional participation venues, the
decision makers typically sit apart from the public, and usually at a higher
level. The rules for speaking usually indicate that the public can only
speak on a predetermined topic and for a predetermined amount of time.
Eliminating these barriers—allowing people to sit around a table, or groups
of tables, where everyone is considered equal—encourages collaborative
decision-making. Modifying the physical setting and rules for speaking
communicates that the process is collaborative.

Collaborative governance requires public managers to share power
and relinquish some of the control they have over the process and the
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outcome. It seems politically naive to expect those in power to share
power with those who do not. Sherry Arnstein, one of the first researchers
to write about citizen participation and the different levels of access citizens
have to the decision-making process, equated citizen participation with
citizen power. She wrote that citizen participation is “a categorical term
for citizen power. It is the redistribution of power that enables the have-
not citizens, presently excluded from the political and economic processes
to be deliberately included in the future.”''! Is it unrealistic to ask for
genuine collaboration between those in power and those who delegate
power? In many respects, the increase in citizen participation by interest
groups and individuals may only bother politicians and public adminis-
trators. Too broad an involvement, in the eyes of many elected and
appointed officials may be perceived as interfering with their administrative
responsibility.''? However, that perception is shortsighted as research
shows that the more knowledgeable and informed citizens are about
government operations, the more involved they are in the deliberation
and decision-making process, the more supportive they become of gov-
ernment, and the more trusting they become of public officials.

THE DILEMMAS OF CITIZEN PARTICIPATION

Dilemmas are problems that seem to defy a satisfactory solution. As we
have discussed throughout this chapter there are numerous dilemmas
associated with citizen participation, and it is these dilemmas that con-
tribute to the ambivalence surrounding the value of participation. In an
effort to find satisfactory solutions, dilemmas need to be identified, artic-
ulated, and analyzed. Once a better understanding of a dilemma is realized
concrete solutions can be explored. Nancy Roberts, who has written
extensively on the topics of stakeholder collaboration and citizen partici-
pation, has done just that. She has identified six dilemmas long associated
with direct citizen participation.!’® In identifying these dilemmas and
articulating them as she does, solutions seem possible.

B The dilemma of size—Direct participation must accommodate
numerous groups and individuals, yet direct democracy was for-
mulated for small groups meeting face to face. New technologies
enable more people to be involved and new forms of connected-
ness—Internet, media, computer technology—are being used to
support the deliberative process, but is this technology capable of
replacing the face-to-face meetings, or should it be used to sup-
plement and support personal interactions?

B The dilemma of excluded or oppressed groups—There are
disadvantaged citizens—ethnic and religious minorities, gays,
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women, the underclass, the unemployed, indigenous peoples, and
recent immigrants—who have systematically been excluded from
representative democracy. Will there be room for them in future
participatory practices? Does the use of new technology further
divide people who are information and resource rich from those
who are information and resource poor?

The dilemma of risk—Complex technologies expose people,
communities, and regions to substantial hazards and risks—chem-
ical, radioactive, biotechnological—and to expose people to such
risks without their knowledge or tacit consent is “tyranny.”''# Setting
up the incentives and processes to deal with these issues on an
equitable basis remains the subject of great debate. Direct citizen
participation in environmental and planning issues has experienced
a tremendous amount of growth and success.

The dilemma of technology and expertise—Citizens find it
difficult to participate when they lack the knowledge, information,
and expertise needed to effectively communicate. Administrators
who possess the knowledge can dismiss what citizens have to say
and marginalize their involvement in the participatory process.
Progress is being made to address this dilemma as the limits of
expert decision making are recognized and the value of local, first-
hand knowledge is appreciated.

The dilemma of time—Decisions often have to be made quickly
without the time necessary for large group deliberations and many
citizens lack the time needed to participate in a meaningful way.
A constant criticism of direct participation is that it takes too much
time and the more people who are involved in a decision-making
process, the more time it takes to make a decision. Although direct
participation does take time, public managers are recognizing that
the time invested in the early stages of decision-making will save
time in the implementation stages because citizens will support,
rather than oppose and disrupt, the implementation of something
they had a voice in approving or designing.

The dilemma of the common good—Direct participation may
not reflect the common good as the common good depends on
deliberation, not just assurances of political equality or the captur-
ing of public opinion through polls, 800 numbers, and public
hearings. Roberts raises the question, “How can direct democracy
be more deliberate to enable people to think more seriously and
fully about public issues?”!’> The examples provided in this chapter,
AmericaSpeaks, Citizen Summits, and the Civic Alliance, all dem-
onstrate the ability of large group collaborations to address complex
problems.
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CONCLUSION

There is a great divide between the ideal of direct citizen participation
and the actual practice of citizen participation. The ideal is something we
can all embrace as it is intuitively appealing. The actual practice of citizen
participation is far more complex and difficult for many to wrap their
heads and hands around. Meaningful participation is often perceived as
inherently problematic because there is confusion about what it looks like
in practice and what it is supposed to accomplish. As Nancy Roberts so
vividly captures, “Direct citizen participation captivates our attention and
imagination. There is something seductive about the idea that people
ought to be directly involved in the decisions that affect their lives. Despite
the warnings of its dangers, limitations, impracticality, and expense ... it
still remains an ideal that animates many of our theories and beliefs. Its
appeal continues to attract and fascinate us.”'10

While the value of direct citizen participation has been demonstrated
in research and in practice, dilemmas and ambivalence remain. Direct
citizen participation is still not widely adopted by public managers who
control the process and create the opportunities to participate. There is
ample evidence that, when done right, direct participation and deliberative
democracy produce positive outcomes. However, it is evident that what
is discussed in the public administration literature pertaining to collabo-
ration and direct citizen participation is not common practice; many public
managers remain ambivalent. There is inherent tension in the expectations
that pull public administrators in different directions. The undertaking of
finding the right balance between rational, responsive, and efficient admin-
istration with open, deliberate, and collaborative decision making is com-
plex and challenging, and more guidance is needed for public
administrators who are conflicted by this essentially contested concept.

Those who favor indirect participation may express doubt over the
viability of direct participation. It is an ideal, but incremental steps can
be taken to make government more open, accessible, and responsive to
the public it serves. Supporters of direct participation can make the
argument that if governments move beyond conventional participation
toward collaborative governance and deliberative democracy, trust in
government can be restored as transparency in the process increases.
However, the dilemmas, paradoxes, and ambivalence remain as the advo-
cates of direct participation and the advocates of indirect participation are
able to make convincing arguments in support of their perspectives.
Although there is much speculation on what makes citizen participation
successful or unsuccessful, few definitive statements can be made advo-
cating the broad involvement of citizens in all stages of the policy-planning
and implementation process. What works in one situation may not work in
another. The inability to advocate for broad participation is not surprising
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given the complexity of the topic and the strength of the arguments on
both sides of the issue.
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MODELS OF PARTICIPATION

In the fields of psychology and sociology, researchers continually explore
the concept of identity theory and role identity to better understand how
social structures affect our sense of self and how our sense of self affects
our social behavior.' Identity theorists argue that the structure of society
is carried out within a relatively stable set of social relationships we all
have and through the patterns of interactions of our everyday behaviors.?
Each person has many different identities as well as many different and
distinct networks of relationships. Within each network are distinct patterns
of behavior. For example, each of us has different networks of identity
and relationships associated with our families, our jobs, and our friends.
In each case, a different position implies a different set of relationships
and behavioral expectations associated with that relationship. In our
professional life as well as in our interactions with government, our roles
and patterns of behavior may be articulated in the form of a bureaucratic
office and title, or an occupational job description. These roles and
relationships can also be understood less formally, as is the case with
family and friends. Within those networks we know what the behavioral
expectations are without the need for formal definitions.

Identity theorists believe that social structures persist in a manner that
is relatively independent of the desires or actions of an individual. So,
despite the freedom that many people feel they may have in their lives
and over their behavior, most people only have limited influence over
their behavior because of the organizations, institutions, and associations
within which they act.® Under the traditional definition, roles are viewed
as the “behavioral expectations that are associated with, and emerge from,
identifiable positions in social structure.”” These expectations guide the
actions of individuals in various positions and help make the interaction
between individuals in paired situations such as employee and employer
or mother and daughter run more smoothly.
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Henry Mintzberg, a professor of management at McGill University in
Montreal, explores identity theory and delves into the different roles, or
hats we wear, in our relationship to government. Minztberg identifies
customer, client, citizen, and subject as the four hats we all wear in society.
“As customers and citizens we enjoy a reciprocal, give and take relation-
ship with government. Government’s customers receive direct services at
arm’s length; its citizens benefit more indirectly from the public infrastruc-
ture it provides .... As subjects and clients we have relationships with
government that are more one-sided.” Mintzberg goes on to say, ‘I am
not a mere customer of my government, thank you. I expect something
more than arm’s length trading and something less than encouragement
to consume. When I receive a professional service from government—edu-
cation, for example—the label client seems more appropriate to my role
.... But most important, I am a citizen, with rights that go far beyond
those of customers or even clients.”

We can see from what Mintzberg says that the hat we wear in rela-
tionship to a governing authority shapes the pattern of interactions we
assume in relation to that authority. In addition, the dynamic of the
relationship changes depending on the hat we wear and the hat the public
administrator wears. As Mintzberg indicates, a customer receives govern-
ment services at arm’s length and does not expect to interact directly with
government. As customers, we are on the receiving end of goods and
services. A citizen, however, has rights that go far beyond that of customer
or client, and the patterns of interaction are therefore more dynamic.

In this chapter we will explore the different models of citizen partici-
pation that have been presented in the public administration literature
over the years. In each of these models, different roles are expressed for
citizens—from client and customer to shareholder and owner. Each term
has associated with it a different expectation for behavior and a different
expectation for the level of interaction and direct citizen involvement.
After exploring the different models of participation and the meaning they
hold for citizens in the deliberative process, we will look more closely at
the relationship between citizens and public administrators in light of
administrative reforms that have redefined the roles and expectations for
public administrators. We will look at the dynamics of the relationship
between citizens and government in a variety of frameworks, as well as
the method of interaction or participation that is likely to result from the
relationship and the role of the individuals in the relationship. The different
identities we assume as citizens, subjects, clients, customers, and owners
will be discussed in the context of what it means for public participation,
government performance, and public accountability.
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MODELS OF CITIZEN PARTICIPATION

In an effort to sort out the different perspectives on citizen and government
interactions, several models of citizen participation have been put forth
over the years to explain the relationship and the dynamic of the exchange
that takes place between the governed and those who do the governing.
It is worth highlighting these models as they help us envision the partic-
ipatory process and better understand the interaction and patterns of
behavior between citizens and public administrators. While the paradigms
differ, a pattern does evolve. What we consistently see in these models
of interaction are two extremes: completely uninvolved and passive citi-
zens at one end and active and engaged citizens at the other. However,
it is the middle ground, in between these two extremes, where most forms
of citizen participation take place. We understand the extremes, yet there
is little empirical evidence or theory about what occurs between these
two extremes. We grasp the general patterns of behavior in active and
engaged relationships, and we understand the patterns of behavior sur-
rounding total passivity. It is the gray area in between these two extremes
that is more difficult to capture and understand.

One of the earliest, best known, and most widely cited models of
citizen participation is Shelley Arnstein’s ladder of participation, where
she equates the level of citizen participation with the steps on a ladder.?
The steps in the ladder, from top down, are as follows:

Citizen authority over decisions or delegated authority
Negotiated decisions

Shared partnership in decision making

Opportunity to offer advice

Opportunity to develop self-confidence

Opportunity for citizen support of programs already planned

The ladder ranges from an active role for citizens in decision making,
at the top rung of her ladder, to a passive role or no role at all at the
bottom rung. At the bottom of the ladder, citizens are either manipulated
into thinking they have real influence in the decision-making process by
serving on an advisory committee that has no power, or they are led to
believe their behavior is the source of the problem. In the middle of the
ladder, citizens assume a consultative role. They are informed of decisions
after they have been made; they are invited to attend meetings and
complete surveys that are carefully crafted by public managers. At the top
of the ladder, citizens enter into partnership with the public managers
where decision-making authority is delegated to citizens, ultimately result-
ing in full citizen governance. Arnstein’s research indicates that public



176 ®m Elements of Effective Governance

administrators rarely relinquish enough control to allow citizens to share
in the decision-making process, let alone reach the top of the ladder.

John Clayton Thomas developed a similar typology of participation
from an administrative perspective.!'® He describes five decision-making
approaches that public managers can adopt that are parallel to Arnstein’s
ladder of participation. At one extreme the public manager makes auton-
omous decisions, without public involvement, and at the other extreme
the public manager makes a decision after full and broad consultation
with the public. In between, the public manager chooses to adopt different
levels of citizen participation, from the input of a select group of advisors
to a more open and inclusive process. In all of these models, the public
manager is in control of the process and determines how and when to
bring the public into the discourse, if at all.

The five decision-making approaches public managers can adopt
include:

B Public decision: The manager shares the problem with the assem-
bled public, and together the manager and the public attempt to
reach agreement on a solution.

B Unitary public consultation: The manager shares the problem
with the public as a single assembled group, getting ideas and
suggestions, and then makes a decision that reflects the group
influence or preference. This approach requires only that all mem-
bers of the public have the opportunity to be involved, such as
in well-publicized public hearings, not that everyone actually
participates.

B Segmented public consultation: The manager shares the problem
with segments of the public, getting ideas and suggestions, and
then makes a decision that reflects group influence. The segments
of the population can include members of advisory committees or
a select group of trusted advisors.

B Modified autonomous managerial decision: The manager
seeks information from segments of the public, but decides alone
in a manner that may or may not reflect group influence. Again,
the manager seeks advice from a select group of individuals whose
viewpoints and opinions are respected by the manager.

B Autonomous managerial decision: The manager solves the
problem or makes the decision alone without public involvement.

Thomas’s advice to public managers is to open the decision-making
process to the public when broad consensus is needed and to close the
process to the public when the decision has to be based on technical
expertise that the public may not possess.
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FROM ACTIVE TO PASSIVE

Richard Box depicts citizens along a continuum with free riders at one
end and activists at the other end.!! In the middle are watchdogs who
get involved only when the issues affect them personally. The free riders
prefer the comfort of their easy chair and entrust public administrators to
act in their best interest.!? The watchdogs get involved if, and only if,
public issues impact them directly; however, activists are involved on a
continuous basis as they feel it is their responsibility to be informed and
engaged, and to hold government accountable for results. For example,
let us say public officials are going to decide whether they need to start
charging a fee for a very successful preschool program run by the city.
The issue will be discussed at a series of public meetings convened by
the Board of Education and the city council. The free rider, who has no
vested interest in the program, will stay at home and let the officials
decide whether to charge a fee and how much to charge. They really do
not care as they do not have a vested interest in the preschool program.
They trust the public officials to make the right decision. The watchdogs
represent both sides of the issue: (1) the caregivers of the children who
attend the program who do not want to see fees imposed and (2) members
of taxpayer groups, or individual citizens, who want to limit government
spending and are in favor of eliminating the program or charging fees for
the service. Their involvement is a result of the direct impact the decision
will have on them. The activists, on the other hand, will attend every
meeting not because they will be directly impacted by the decision, but
because they want to ensure that the decision made is a fair and just one.

Mary Timney presents three models of citizen participation: active,
passive, and transitional. Timney argues that only by giving up top-down
control and turning power over to citizens will agencies be able to reach
effective decisions.!® She alludes to Lincoln’s famous address and refers
to this as “government by the people,” where citizens are active, control
the processes, make the decisions, and citizen expertise is acknowledged
and valued. Timney also describes other models of participation as “gov-
ernment for the people,” where “experts” make the decisions, and citizens,
for the most part, are passive and uninvolved. She refers to a transitional
model as “government with the people” where citizens and government
work together and share in the decision making. Table 8.1 summarizes
the characteristics of each of these models and indicates the extent to
which administrators can exercise or relinquish control in the policy- and
decision-making process.

In the active model, citizens assume the role of owner where they
develop the policy or deliver the service as well as set the agenda and
control the process. Active participation requires that citizens be in control
and public agencies serve as consultants. In the passive model, the
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Table 8.1

Characteristics of Citizen Participation Models

Active

Transition

Passive

Citizen control

Citizens identify
parameters

Proactive, open

Consensus decisions

Citizen role dominant

Citizens articulate policy

Agency serves as
consultant

Citizens own process

Citizens come in at the
beginning of the
process

Shared control

Agency identifies
parameters

Broad, open process

Consensus decision

Citizen role advisory

Administrators articulate
policy

Administrators as staff
and participants

Participation as process
goal

Citizens come in at the

Agency control
Agency identifies
parameters
Closed process
Agency decision
Citizens react to
proposals
Administrators
articulate policy
Agency as only
participants
Participation as a
formality

Citizens come in at
the end of the
process

middle of the process

individual is a customer or client, sitting back and waiting for services to
be delivered and decisions to be made. Through their tax dollars and user
fees, customers pay for a product designed and developed by someone
else. This role leads people to evaluate government according to what
each individual receives rather than what the community as a whole
receives. If participation takes place, it is merely a formality and purely
symbolic. In the transition model the individual is a citizen or coproducer,
actively participating in a broad, open process reaching a collective
decision through consensus building and collaboration. In this model a
connection exists between the knowledge of expertise and the knowledge
of experience.

CUSTOMER-OWNER MODEL

Hindy Schachter, in her book, Reinventing Government or Reinventing
Ourselves, discusses the various roles and responsibilities citizens have in
their relationship with government in terms of metaphors: customers and
owners." Schachter states, “The use of a particular metaphor to compre-
hend political reality is much more than a linguistic conceit. By helping
people understand one thing in terms of another, figurative analogies
organize thinking patterns .... The customer-owner comparison does allow
for seeing if a different way of looking at citizen roles leads to new
emphasis on the changes that are necessary to improve government
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performance.”’® A primary question she explores in her book is the way
reform efforts are framed. In terms of reinventing government reforms,
which were discussed in Chapter 1, Schachter wondered how successful
the reform efforts would be if they only focused on changing the structure
of government and did not address changes in patterns of behavior on
the part of citizens. She raised the question of whether this administrative
reform effort should try to change the way the people viewed themselves.
If they were socialized to see themselves as owners of government, might
the efforts to improve government efficiency and responsiveness be more
successful?

H. George Frederickson, one of the preeminent scholars in the field
of public administration, was among the first to question and criticize the
customer-centered model for using an inappropriate metaphor. He argued
that citizens are not the customers of government, but that they represent
its owners who elect leaders to represent their interests. “A customer-
centered model puts citizens in a reactive role where they are limited to
liking or disliking services and hoping that the administrators will change
delivery if enough customers object. Owners play a pro-active role; they
decide what the government’s agenda will be.”'® The language we use to
identify our relationship with government is a powerful predictor of the
behavior we adopt. The language we use also has a profound impact on
shaping the dynamic of the relationship between the two. Will the rela-
tionship be passive or engaged? Confrontational or cooperative?

In the customer model, citizens are perceived as passive consumers
of government services. Their interaction with government is primarily
through transactions or complaints, and it is very much a one-way rela-
tionship, with citizens looking to see what government has to offer them.
According to David H. Rosenbloom, a Distinguished Professor of Public
Administration in the School of Public Affairs at American University,
“Customers may not be good citizens. Encouraging Americans to become
more self-regarding individuals may be a poor prescription for civic health.
If one’s fellow citizen is viewed not as a member of a common civic
union ... but rather as a potential free rider, then comity and cooperation
may be put at greater risk.”” The owner model is a good prescription for
civic health as it views citizens as the owners of government where they
have a duty to assume an active role in improving government services,
making decisions, challenging government actions, and holding govern-
ment accountable. Critics of the owner model believe that stressing the
moral duty of citizens to accept responsibility for government is incon-
sistent with the practical ability or influence of most citizens. Thus, citizens
may have ownership rights in theory, but citizen-owners may find it
difficult to assume the patterns of behavior associated with the owner
model that expects active and continuous involvement.!®
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CITIZEN AS SHAREHOLDER

A value-centered model of participation between citizen and government
that focuses on the worth of government to its citizens is presented as
an alternative to the customer and owner models that we just discussed.!
With the value-centered model, both citizens and government are active,
engaged, and focused on creating value for citizens. Citizens are perceived
as investors and shareholders in the public trust and common wealth of
the community. According to Gerald Smith and Carole Huntsman, among
the first to advance a value-centered model, “Citizens are intelligent
investors who co-invest their resources in the community and government,
from which they expect to receive value. They may contribute money to
improve a recreational park. They may invest time in serving on a school
committee because their children are actively involved in schooling. They
may support educational programs long after their children are grown,
because they want to maintain a quality educational environment for their
children.”? The shareholder metaphor implies a participative and com-
munal form of wealth creation that involves partnership, co-investment,
common interest, cooperation, and sharing among citizens as co-owners
of government.

Smith and Huntsman’s value-centered model builds on the strengths
of the owner and customer models. In this model citizens are shareholders
of the community enterprise and government is the trustee. The govern-
ment as trustee metaphor embodies important meaning. A trustee is
someone to whom something is entrusted. Property or valued possessions
are legally committed in a trust that exemplifies the actual trust a share-
holder has in the trustee to act and invest in their best interest. This trust
implies a certain level of ethical character and moral responsibility on the
part of the trustee. “Thus citizens look to agents in government, not simply
as effective managers or administrators, but as respected keepers of the
public trust.”?! Viewed from this frame of reference, public administrators
and citizens may begin to view the citizen-government relationship dif-
ferently, not as one party overseeing the other or as one party working
to satisfy the self-interested needs of the other, but as stakeholders, or
shareholders, who have common interests in increasing the worth of the
community and the value of government.?

AN EVOLUTIONARY CONTINUUM

Eran Vigoda envisions an evolutionary continuum of public administrator
and citizen interaction.?® At one end of the continuum, citizens are por-
trayed as subjects where government holds coercive power over them
and citizens must do as government dictates. At the other end of the
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continuum, citizens are owners of the state and have coercive power over
government and government must do as citizens dictate. Along the way
from total government control to total citizen control are interactions with
varying degrees of reciprocity, responsiveness, and collaboration. “Modern
public administration involves an inherent tension between better respon-
siveness to citizens as clients and effective collaboration with them as
partners. This tension stems from tangible differences between the nature
of responsiveness and the essence of collaboration.”? Vigoda explores in
great detail the differences between responsiveness and collaboration.
Responsiveness, he says, is mostly passive and one-directional, and a
reaction to individual needs and demands. Collaboration represents a more
bidirectional act of participation, involvement, and unification of forces
between people. Collaboration “... highlights a moral value of genuine
cooperation and teamwork between citizens and government and public
administration systems where each party is neither a pure servant nor the
master, but a social player in the theatre of state.””> The move toward
responsiveness to citizens, as advocated by the New Public Management,
is frequently accompanied by a lower willingness to collaborate and
partner with citizens, but Vigoda demonstrates that responsiveness and
collaboration are not mutually exclusive.

Vigoda believes the public administration literature has looked at
responsiveness and collaboration as being mutually exclusive values and,
as a result, this inherent tension exists between better responsiveness to
citizens as customers and effective collaboration with citizens as partners.
The difference between the two is more than conceptual. The dynamic
reflects “an intensifying paradox that emerges in both the theory and
practice of contemporary public sector management.”? According to
Vigoda, the expanding orientation of government to be more responsive
to citizens as customers is frequently accompanied by lower willingness
to share, participate, and collaborate with citizens as partners.?” The
paradox between serving customers and collaborating with citizens needs
to be resolved in an effort to create a high-performing government.

Table 8.2 summarizes the various models of citizen-government inter-
action presented in the public administration literature, specifically focus-
ing on the roles for citizens and administrators, the managerial approach
to citizens, the inherent dynamic of each approach, and the method of
interaction that results because of the relationship and dynamics. The
roles, however, are not necessarily mutually exclusive. A citizen can be
a subject, voter, customer, and co-producer simultaneously, yet their
interaction with a specific agency or administrator at any given point in
time will be dominated by one of the roles they play and thus the dynamic
of the interaction and the pattern of their behavior is a reflection of the
specific role they play in that situation. For example, when citizens pay
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their taxes or the fine associated with a traffic violation, they are essentially
subjects of government. When these individuals go to the post office to
purchase stamps, they are obviously customers, paying directly for a
service. As customers they also have a choice of where to go for stamps
or mail service because private companies, like Federal Express, United
Parcel Service, and DHL, provide similar services, albeit at greater cost.

When people contact the unemployment office seeking benefits
because they have just lost their jobs, they become clients of government.
They have no choice; government is the sole provider of this benefit. It
gets confusing as government contracts with nonprofit organizations and
other third-party providers to implement public sector programs. Citizens
have options in terms of what job-training program they want to attend,
so in essence they are customers shopping around for the best program.
However, the job-training program is sponsored by the Department of
Labor, which controls the training dollars and determines the amount of
training an individual is entitled to. So the people who were customers
of a nonprofit’s job-training program are clients of the Department of
Labor’s Workforce Development Program. The role of the administrator
in these scenarios changes as well from an authoritative figure, to public
servant, to professional provider of customer service.

Another dilemma with the simplification of the citizen-government
interaction is that there can be role conflict. Citizens may perceive them-
selves as co-producers, but the administrator sees them as clients. Likewise,
administrators may see themselves as public servants, but citizens see
them as rulers. As Nancy Roberts cautions, “Deeply ingrained beliefs and
role expectations are not transformed neither overnight nor do they move
in parallel. Administrators can be caught in a vortex of competing theories,
each with a different claim about administrative and citizen behavior.”?
It is also important to recognize that these models overlap, indicating that
the progress from one stage to another is gradual and that the coexistence
of characteristics reflects the natural progression of change. These models
and frameworks help us visualize the citizen-government interaction, yet
questions still remain. The overall integration of the various models,
depicted in Table 8.2, has its limitations, yet it assists in conceptualizing
the citizen-administrator interactions, dynamics, and patterns of behavior.

CHANGING RELATIONSHIPS AND
ADMINISTRATIVE REFORM

The roles, relationships, and patterns of behavior between citizens and
administrators have changed over the years, and these changes typically
reflect the values embodied in reform movements and public opinion
about the appropriate role of government. Historian Arthur M. Schlesinger
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Table 8.2 Administrator—Citizen Interactions

Administrator Citizen Administrative Method of
Role Role Approach Dynamic Interaction
Ruler Subject Coercive Authority Government
control
Implementer  Voter Representative Trust Voting
Expert Client Neutral Control Compliance
competence
Professional Customer Responsive Passive Consultative
Public servant Citizen Facilitative Engaged Deliberative
Co-producer  Co-producer Collaborative Active Partnership
Broker Investor Communal Cooperative Co-investing
Employee Owner Compliance  Conflict Citizen control

suggested that American political history alternates between periods of
public purpose and private interest.?? Public sector reform efforts typically
reflect public confidence in the private sector during times of economic
growth and stability and confidence in the public sector during times of
social unrest and economic uncertainty. In other words, citizens look to
government for the answers when the private sector falters and look to
the private sector for solutions when trust in the public sector is low.
Janet Kelly refers to this as public-regarding and private-regarding, and
while she specifically discusses these reforms in relationship to perform-
ance measurement, this inward-outward perspective applies to adminis-
trative reform in general.?°

When citizens are satisfied with the public sector and the overall
implementation of public policy, they seek less active involvement in the
deliberative process and are likely to be content as customers and clients
of government. They trust government to do the right thing and act in
the best interest of the public. When there is greater dissatisfaction or
frustration with government’s ability to effectively design and implement
public programs, there is greater interest in active citizen participation.
Citizens become more active and involved and demand a greater role in
the deliberative process because they no longer trust government to do
the right thing.

Herbert Kaufman wrote, “The administrative history of our governmen-
tal machinery can be construed as a succession in shifts of this kind, each
brought about by a change in emphasis among three values: representa-
tiveness, politically neutral competence, and executive leadership.”! Kauf-
man described the constant shift in administrative philosophy as an
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ongoing phenomenon. The shift in emphasis occurs because different
segments of the population feel differently disadvantaged by the admin-
istrative mechanisms in place at a particular time in history. Those who
feel disadvantaged push for structural change in order to advance their
position. At different points in time, enough people will be discontent
with the existing administrative structure and will possess enough collec-
tive power to bring about administrative reform. He saw the shift toward
greater citizen participation in the late 1960s as a reaction against executive
leadership toward the values of representativeness. There was an increase
in the level of alienation many people felt toward government “to a feeling
that they as individuals cannot effectively register their own preferences
on the decisions emanating from the organs of government. These people
have begun to demand redress of the balance among the three values,
with special attention to the deficiencies in representativeness.”*? Kaufman
assumed that this wave of reform toward greater participation and broader
representation would be followed by another wave of reform that would
emphasize politically neutral competence.

While Kaufman refers to the changes in administrative philosophy as
waves, Paul Light, the Paulette Goddard Professor of Public Service at the
Robert F. Wagner Graduate School of Public Service at New York University
(and former director of the public policy program at Pew Charitable
Trusts), refers to the different philosophies of reform efforts as tides. In
his book, The Tides of Reform: Making Government Work 1945-1995,
Light describes the various administrative reforms as four different and
distinct tides—scientific management, war on waste, watchful eye, and
liberation management.? Scientific management, with its focus on a strict
hierarchy, specialization, and chain of command, relies on rule making
and clear guidelines for efficient administration; the war on waste relies
on centralized oversight by inspectors, auditors, and reviewers to deter
fraud and abuse; the watchful eye embraces sunshine and openness and
relies on a diligent media and engaged citizens to assure good governance;
and liberation management, with its cry to let managers manage, rests on
innovation and the commitment of the workforce to reap improved
performance.? According to Light, “All government reform is not created
equal. Some reforms seek greater efficiency through the application of
scientific principles to organization and management, whereas others seek
increased economy through attacks on fraud, waste and abuse. Some seek
improved performance through focus on outcomes and employee engage-
ment, whereas others seek increased fairness through transparency in
government and access to information.”® In each of these tides of reform,
the role of citizen and administrator is shaped by the inward or outward
perspective of government and the belief in its ability to do the right
thing. With an emphasis on representativeness and open government,
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there is obviously more opportunity for citizens to assume active roles.
With a focus on neutral competence and scientific management, less
opportunity exists for citizens to be involved.

The roles that citizens and administrators play, as highlighted in Table
8.2, are closely intertwined and reflect the various reform movements and
public opinion about the appropriate role of government. Different models
of what it means to be a good public administrator and responsible
member of society have emerged over the years, and these models have
changed, reflecting the dominant societal perspective regarding the appro-
priate role and relationship between citizen and administrator. Those
various relationships are reviewed here in an effort to better understand
the changing patterns of behavior in relation to the various identities of
citizenship and administrative responsibility.

B (Citizen as subject — Administrator as ruler: This model
reflects the authority system where the administrator, acting on the
behalf of an authority figure, gives the command and the citizen
obeys. Government is in control and administrators hold almost
absolute power over the people. This form of governance is based
on rigid bureaucratic structures and a nondemocratic culture. The
administrator does what the person in power expects him to do,
and the citizen obeys both the ruler and the administrator. In this
model, the administrative approach is one of coercion and the
government is in total control. Examples of this type of relationship
can be found in the military and law enforcement.?

B Citizen as voter — Administrator as implementer: This model
reflects a representative democracy where administrators are held
accountable by elected officials and citizens vote for the person
they feel best represents their interests. The administrators are the
implementers of public policy. Citizens voice their opinions through
the ballot box and rely on the experience and civic responsibility
of elected officials and administrators to act on their behalf. In this
model, the administrative approach is one of representation and
the underlying dynamic is one of trust. The elected officials trust
the administrators to implement public policy with respect for
legislative intent, abiding by the laws and mandates, and the
citizens, as voters, trust that their elected representative will act on
their behalf. Elected officials who betray that trust will find them-
selves voted out of office.

B (Citizen as client — Administrator as expert: This model
reflects the values of traditional public administration where the
administrator, as the expert, makes rational decisions based on
neutral competence. Citizens are clients who defer to the expertise
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of the professional bureaucrat. As clients, citizens are dependent
on the bureaucracy for the provision of public sector services.
Within this model, citizens are thought to lack the knowledge and
expertise to be involved in decision making and thus they provide
input, when asked, but otherwise quietly accept the actions and
decisions of the administrative experts.?’

B (Citizen as customer — Administrator as professional/entre-
preneur: This model reflects the new public management where
the administrator adopts a private sector, customer-centered
approach. The emphasis is on responsiveness and customer ser-
vice. The citizen, as the customer, adopts a passive, self-serving
relationship with government. The entrepreneurial emphasis
encourages other modes of service delivery, through partnerships
and contracts, so government is no longer the direct, sole provider
of services, and the citizen has choices, although limited. The
citizen’s role is passive, the administrator’s role responsive.’®

B (Citizen as citizen — Administrator as public servant: This model
reflects the new public service where the administrators serve and
empower citizens as they manage public organizations and implement
public policy. Public servants act as facilitators and partners rather
than experts and entrepreneurs. Citizens look beyond self-interest
and act as engaged participants who enter into meaningful, reciprocal
relationships with government. The method of interaction is deliber-
ative as active and engaged citizens explore policy and program
options with the administrators who serve them.®

B Citizen as coproducer — Administrator as co-producer: This
model reflects the ideal of coproduction and collaboration where
citizens and administrators collaborate with one another to solve
problems and get things done. The relationship reflects an active
partnership with shared responsibility for maintaining strong and
healthy communities and viable public sector programs. Co-produc-
tion is seen as an attractive alternative as governments confront the
competing demands for increased services and reductions in expen-
ditures. This active and collaborative partnership restores trust and
confidence in the public sector. Citizens are more supportive of
government because they are an active part of the enterprise.

B (Citizen as investor — Administrator as broker: This model
reflects a value-centered management where citizens are perceived
as investors and shareholders in the public trust and public admin-
istrators act as brokers, responsibly investing on behalf of the
shareholders to maximize the return for the community and indi-
vidual investors. The relationship is cooperative and communal
wealth creation promotes a common interest, cooperation, and
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sharing among citizens. As brokers, administrators are essentially
the trustees for the citizens and, as such, are literally trusted to act
in the best interest of citizens.*!

B (Citizen as owner — Administrator as employee: Reflects the
ownership model where citizens are in control and public admin-
istrators comply and abide by the owners’ decisions. As owners,
citizens have the obligation to assume active roles in delivering
government services. The relationship can be full of conflict
because citizens are in control and administrators are expected to
comply with what the citizens, as owners, want.%

While the relationships are clearly defined in these models, the rela-
tionships in the real world are clearly more complex and the boundaries
between the models are blurred. This analysis of roles and relationships
is an academic exercise, yet through close examination of these clearly
articulated relationships, values, dynamics, methods of interaction, and
patterns of behavior, we can better understand the power of metaphor
and the strength of identity theory.

As this continuum unfolds, from citizen as a subject to citizen as an
owner, and from administrator as a ruler to administrator as an employee,
we see that the role of the public administrator is central in determining
the level of citizen participation. It is only when the citizen becomes the
owner he has control over the process and outcomes, and yet we know
this model of citizen ownership is impractical as every citizen cannot be
equally responsible for the decisions of the state.

At a time when the value of government is being questioned and the
level of trust in government is headed to an all-time low, we need to
provide direction for strengthening the relationship between public admin-
istrators and citizens in an effort to rebuild that trust and to provide quality
services. The waves of reform, the power of metaphor, and the strength
of identity theory converge to frame the language and define the relation-
ships between citizens and administrators and, as a result, determine the
level of interaction that takes place between the two.

According to Light, “These four patterns in the tides of reform lead to
one simple prediction about the future: as surely as the high tide follows
low, today’s effort to build a new administrative hierarchy will be followed
by tomorrow’s campaign to thin the bureaucracy and liberate managers
to manage, and vice versa. Because Congress and the presidency simply
do not know what does and what does not actually make government
work, and because they have no overarching theory of when government
and its employees can or cannot be trusted to perform, they will move
back and forth between the four reform philosophies almost at random.
Reformers who command the tides to stop will become little more than
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modern versions of the great Danish king Canute, who ordered the tides
to stop and was washed out to sea.”® As a result, the expectations
surrounding the roles, relationships, and patterns of behaviors for citizens
and public administrators will constantly change in search of the dynamics
that will make government work more effectively.

MEASUREMENT AND ACCOUNTABILITY

What does all this mean in terms of measurement and accountability? The
approach to public accountability and performance measurement is
framed, in part, by the administrative reform and the perceived relationship
between citizen and administrator. When the reform is inward looking,
there is greater satisfaction with and trust in government. With this trust
and satisfaction comes passive behavior on the part of citizens. There is
little need to be involved because we can count on elected and appointed
officials to do the right thing. When the role of the administrator is defined
by expertise and neutral competence, the relationship that an individual
has with government is one-directional and can be expressed with the
client or customer metaphor. The performance measurement focus in this
framework would center on inputs, outputs, and efficiency. The account-
ability mechanisms would most likely be compliance-based. The admin-
istrator is the professional expert, and citizens are passive in their role as
customer or client.

When the reform is outward looking, there is typically greater distrust
in government and its ability to effectively deliver services. As a result,
citizens want a more active role in government in an effort to increase
responsiveness and hold government accountable. When citizens are
perceived as owners or co-producers of government, the method of
interaction with public administrators is more open and dynamic. When
the role of the administrator is defined by the ability to collaborate and
generate consensus, the relationship is bidirectional and dependent on
the quality of the interaction. Performance outcomes and citizen satisfac-
tion measurements are the measures of choice within this framework and
performance-based accountability that emphasizes outcomes and results
is the likely accountability mechanism.

A citizen-owner orientation changes the administrative construct of the
accountability relationships. Outcome measure, survey results, and bench-
marking are essential measures of performance when citizens and interest
groups have access to performance data and perceive themselves as
owners of government. Accountability under this orientation reflects the
negotiated action taking place among individuals whose identity and
patterns of behavior are shaped by their social roles. Within this framework
of understanding accountability, relationships are horizontal as well as



Models of Participation ® 189

vertical. While this is an overly simplified discussion, it demonstrates that
the way citizens and administrators perceive themselves and their roles,
responsibilities, and relationship to one another, shape the nature of the
interaction, the patterns of behavior as well as the mechanisms that
reinforce their relationship. However, the reverse is also true. That is, the
dominant institutions and organizational frameworks that are in place,
influence and shape the behavior of individuals. So, the way we perceive
ourselves and are perceived by others and the organizational frameworks
that shape our behavior have a profound influence on the accountability
and performance measurement systems that are adopted.

Ultimately, the way individuals perceive themselves and their interac-
tions with one another shape the patterns of behaviors and the dynamic
of the relationship as well as the mechanisms that reinforce these rela-
tionships. The accountability mechanisms adopted will reflect these inter-
actions and relationships and the accountability mechanisms that are
adopted will determine what type of measurement indicators are needed.
An organizational environment based on collaboration, trust, and net-
worked relationships will more likely adopt an accountability system
grounded in dialogue and one developed through consensus-building
around collectively articulated goals, objectives and expectations. In the
same way, an organizational environment based on rules, regulations,
and authority will more likely adopt a compliance-based approach to
accountability.
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