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      Preface

         
            How effective are public managers as they seek to influence the efforts of public organizations to deliver policy outputs
               and outcomes? How, and how much, is management related to public program performance? What aspects of management can be distinguished,
               and can their separable contributions to performance be estimated? How do managers deal with internal operations, opportunities
               in the environment, and threats or shocks from outside the organization? Can the networking behavior of managers and the networked
               structures in which many public organizations sit shape policy results – for good or ill?
            

            In this book we address these salient questions – and more. Whereas in an earlier volume (Meier and O'Toole 2006) we explored the relationship between democratic governance systems and public bureaucracy via the literatures of political
               science and public administration, and used empirical analyses to sort through the issues, in this new book we put the politics-and-administration
               theme to one side – mostly – to focus on management and performance. This approach does not mean that we reconstruct some
               sort of implicit politics/administration dichotomy. Indeed, the role that public managers occupy includes some highly political
               elements, and some of our work on management and performance demonstrates some explicitly political patterns. It turns out,
               for instance, that managerial interactions with external stakeholders shape the outcomes of their organizations in ways that
               reflect the distribution of power in their settings. It is also the case, furthermore, that maintaining personnel stability
               within the organizations we have been studying provides particularly strong benefits for the least advantaged clientele of
               the agencies. Public management certainly involves political themes and potentially controversial outcomes. What is distinctive
               about this volume, instead, is that our focus is directly on managers and how they shape results.
            

            Examining the link between public management and performance might seem to be covering rather well-trodden ground. Until fairly
               recently, however, the contributions of management to performance were either contestable or very difficult to estimate. One major theoretical
               approach, for example, the population ecology view of organizations, has strongly argued that management does not matter,
               that organizations succeed or fail because they are lucky. By “lucky,” population ecology theorists mean that some organizations
               have favorable environments with ample resources and are assigned tasks that are tractable. What might appear to be good management,
               therefore, is an artifact of an organization's niche. Other analysts, for instance some who employ public choice as a theoretical
               lens, might even see public managers as impediments (“rent seekers”) – or, at best, inefficient contributors – to the delivery
               of goods and services to the public.
            

            At what might seem like the other extreme, a major international movement, the new public management (NPM), holds that management
               is the key to effective public programs and that, if governments were to adopt NPM's set of favored reforms (mostly borrowed
               from the private sector), citizens would get better government at a lower cost. The overly strong versions of this argument
               can be considered “managerialism”: public management as the potential magic cure that converts failure into success. Despite
               these contesting theoretical approaches, the body of systematic research on whether and how much management really matters
               has been relatively slim – particularly so if one restricts the search to investigations drawing evidence from large numbers
               of public organizations and employing archival rather than perceptual measures of performance.
            

            In recent years, however, the number of studies systematically examining the links between management and performance has
               grown. We incorporate many of these recent findings in this book. In the main, though, this volume integrates much of our
               own systematic theoretical and empirical work on public management and performance conducted over an extended period. The
               approach we take allows for the development of relatively clear and evidence-based answers to the questions of how effective
               various facets of management can be – that is, how much difference they make. This book develops its perspective and findings
               on such issues in a cumulative and progressively nuanced fashion over the course of several chapters.
            

            We have opted to distill our reading of the theoretical literature into a simple, parsimonious theory about how organizations
               are managed. Our theory is built around a set of five principles. First, public organizations are autoregressive (or inertial)
               systems; they seek to counter the natural tendency toward entropy in the environment. As a result, what organizations do today
               will be very similar to what they have done in the past. Second, public management can be divided into two broad parts: managing within the organization and managing the organization's relationships
               with the environment. Both can be expected to have performance implications. Third, external management can be divided, at
               least theoretically, into efforts to exploit opportunities in the environment and efforts to buffer the organization from
               threats that the environment might generate.
            

            Fourth, managers use structures, systematic processes, and procedures to regularize organizational actions. Put succinctly,
               organizations and their managers organize. They set up stabilizing routines that embed knowledge and experience so that cases
               can be handled quickly and consistently. Finally, the relationships between variables – that is, management, stabilizing elements
               such as structure, and the environment – are nonlinear. In simple terms, this point means that management is not just another
               input to program performance but, rather, that it interacts with a variety of other factors and can produce large gains in
               effectiveness relative to the resources that management consumes.
            

            Our approach is to formalize these principles via a mathematical model and then to test aspects of it systematically through
               most of the chapters of this volume. In particular, we focus on large panel data sets that permit the inclusion of a wide
               variety of control variables. In this fashion we can isolate the independent effects of public management as the key variable,
               instead of mistaking as management effects those that are actually due to some other factor that has been omitted from the
               analysis.
            

            The most frequently used data set in the book, and perhaps in the field of public management, is the Texas school district
               data set, which we have built and refined for ten years. It has several significant advantages over other public management
               data bases, as we explain in this volume. Although Texas schools constitute the primary data set, we recognize that even a
               state as diverse as Texas cannot contain all the relevant organizational and environmental variables. In this book, therefore,
               we incorporate additional analyses we have undertaken with data on local police departments, local governments in the United
               Kingdom, and state unemployment insurance agencies. Further, we explain relevant findings garnered in others' research, as
               appropriate, at several points in the coverage. We make no claim that we have looked at the universe of organizations and
               organizational characteristics, but we have assembled research results from several thousand public organizations.
            

            The work represented here stems from a decision made about a dozen years ago to pool our interests in order to develop a long-term
               research agenda centered around the management-and-performance theme. One of us, O'Toole, had developed theoretical ideas about management
               and performance, especially in complex institutional settings including networks, and had worked empirically in a number of
               fields of public policy. Meier had also undertaken numerous studies in multiple policy fields, including public education,
               and was especially experienced at tapping the advantages of large-N statistical approaches. This book reflects a merging of
               these interests and an effort to speak broadly to the field of public management.
            

            We gratefully acknowledge assistance we have received from others. We owe a special debt to school district superintendents
               in Texas, since they have served multiple times as respondents to our surveys, which are designed to learn about the management
               of those public organizations. These busy public managers have tolerated our questions thus far through five separate survey
               efforts (plus one more specialized one) over a ten-year period, with more currently planned. Four reviewers for Cambridge
               University Press offered thoughtful assessments of this book and helpful suggestions for strengthening it. We also thank George
               Boyne, Alisa Hicklin, and Richard Walker for permitting our use of some data in this volume that had been gathered for joint
               research efforts with these colleagues. We are grateful to doctoral students and alumni of doctoral programs in the Department
               of Public Administration and Policy at the University of Georgia, and the Department of Political Science at Texas A&M University.
               We have refined our ideas and – we think – improved them on the basis of our teaching and research experiences with these
               colleagues. The same can be said for many scholars elsewhere, who have engaged with us regarding some of the specifics of
               this research agenda and its progress. Among this broad group, aside from those already mentioned, we would like to thank
               in particular Rhys Andrews, Stuart Bretschneider, Gene Brewer, Amy Kneedler Donahue, Sergio Fernández, H. George Frederickson,
               Carolyn Heinrich, J. Edward Kellough, H. Brinton Milward, David Peterson, David W. Pitts, Hal G. Rainey, Bob Stein, and Søren
               Winter. Finally, we pay tribute to the immeasurable benefit we have derived from the many forms of support provided by our
               families: Mary Gilroy O'Toole, Conor Gilroy O'Toole, Katie Easton O'Toole, and Diane Jones Meier. Needless to say, the weaknesses
               and errors that may remain can be lodged firmly at our own feet.
            

         

      

   
      
            1 Public management and performance: an evidence-based perspective

            Governments around the globe cope with critical issues and thorny policy challenges: encouraging economic growth, combating
               climate change, educating young people, protecting against disease, building and maintaining infrastructure, planning urban
               communities, providing social security, and a great deal more. Talented policy designers, and the contributions of policy
               analysts, can render many of these difficult tasks less daunting. Governments can also learn from each other's experiences,
               so that mistakes do not necessarily have to be repeated in many places before policy learning can occur (Rose 1993). To convert sensible policy ideas into reliable and effective streams of programmatic action, however, much more is needed.
            

            Few policies are self-executing.1 Typically, public programs require the concerted effort of many people, often coordinated via formal organization, to achieve
               their intended results. While some policy interventions can avoid the need for substantial coordination – monetary policies
               and other governmental efforts to shape market conditions, for instance, rely for much of their effectiveness on individuals'2 uncoordinated responses to reconfigured incentives – the great bulk of policies are delivered into the hands of intended
               implementers, whose responsibility it is to make policy come alive in patterns of goal-oriented behavior. Indeed, the promise
               of democracy in advanced nations is fundamentally tied to the ability of representative institutions to deliver regularly
               on their policy commitments through such processes of converting public intention into action.
            

            Governments typically face these implementation challenges with regard to numerous policy objectives and programmatic initiatives.
               In the United States, for example, the national government is committed to thousands of such policy efforts, and several hundred
               of these are intergovernmental: they encourage or require subnational governments to be a part of the action as well through
               grant-in-aid programs, intergovernmental mandates, and other such approaches. Subnational governments also develop their own policy initiatives. In addition to the fifty states, the United States is home to 89,476 local governments – municipalities, counties, special districts, townships, and school districts (US Census Bureau
               2008). Virtually all these entities engage in efforts to deliver on policy results, and the same pattern is followed in country
               after country.
            

            In addition to plenty of people and considerable resources, accomplishing public purposes also requires public management.
               At multiple levels in large organizations, managers coordinate people and resources toward the accomplishment of collective
               purpose; they also tap the interdependent organizational environment in support of such purpose and to protect the organization's
               efforts from potential disturbances. This is what is meant by public management. Some individuals, in other words, have to orchestrate the myriad individuals, routines, resources, and possibilities into a policy-responsive mosiac – to make, in Paul Appleby's (1949) memorable phrase, a “mesh of things.” The
               concerted efforts of perhaps thousands of people to move toward complex public objectives does not spontaneously emerge; it
               must be organized and induced, and the task is necessarily ongoing. This book is devoted to a close examination of what public
               managers do as they take on such responsibilities, and we do so from a particular perspective: we are interested in the link
               between management, on the one hand, and public program performance, on the other.
            

            Performance is a highly salient notion in recent years among those around the world who care about public management. It has acquired
               even more importance as government agencies and other organizations have struggled to deliver results under conditions of
               austerity. The economic winds that have buffeted programs in many countries have often resulted in budget cuts just as public
               service needs and demands have escalated. The term “performance” is often used imprecisely, thus sometimes generating confusion.
               We mean by the concept of “performance” the achievements of public programs and organizations in terms of the outputs and outcomes that they produce. Performance can be considered to have numerous dimensions, such as efficiency (the cost per unit of output or of service delivery), effectiveness (the extent to
               which policy objectives are being achieved), equity (how fairly outputs and outcomes are distributed among key targets or stakeholders), and public satisfaction (Boyne 2003). Accordingly, performance covers a broad territory – especially when one considers that improvements on a given criterion
               (efficiency, for instance) might result in declines on another (equity, say). In this book, we pay particular attention to
               performance in terms of effectiveness, while also taking into account the resources available, and in certain analyses we
               address the theme of equity as well.
            
The management task is even more challenging than would seem apparent at first glance. Public organizations – agencies, departments,
               bureaus, authorities, and the like – are at the core of the apparatus for policy implementation. Indeed, the US federal government's
               “bureaucracy”3 is impressively large – hundreds of organizations, approximately 2.7 million civilian employees. Even though the national
               civil service has actually declined in size during the past half-century,4 its scope and reach have not, because many policy initiatives involve contributions to policy action from entities outside
               the national bureaucracy. Indeed, Paul Light (1999) estimates that in 1996 a “shadow” federal workforce of approximately 12.7 million people beyond those in the civil service
               were involved in carrying out national policy – including government contractors and state and local employees.
            

            Policy implementation is complicated by the fact that many important public policies and public programs call for the joint
               efforts of actors in two or more – sometimes many more – organizations, frequently in more than one government, and often
               in the for-profit and nonprofit sectors. The expression governance is now often used to denote these broadened patterns of collective action. “Governance,” as the saying goes, often means
               more than just governments (Rhodes 1997; Peters and Savoie 2000; Kooiman 2003). The need for such multiorganizational action in networked patterns means that the task of public management requires attention
               to such interunit coordination along with a focus on internal organizational responsibilities.
            

            The fate of public policies in today's world lies in the hands of public organizations, which in turn are often intertwined
               with others in latticed patterns of governance, which collectively are expected to generate performance: policy outputs and
               outcomes. Public management, therefore, means dealing with organizations, governance, and performance. This book examines
               the intersection of these three themes and how managers address them.
            

            Even though our focus includes the performance of public programs, this volume is not another study of performance measurement
               or performance management (for instance, Radin 2006 or Moynihan 2008). That is to say, we do not explore in detail the issues and controversies involved in measuring performance, nor do we systematically
               investigate how managers use performance information to help influence what the people in their organizations do. Instead,
               in our empirical analyses we rely mostly on performance information that is regularly collected and typically treated as relevant
               and important by managers and others. Where appropriate, we also report on performance-related findings by other researchers who have been exploring the relationship between public management and
               performance. In other words, this volume explores what public managers do, whether and how their efforts translate into policy
               results that are treated as relevant by those interested in the policy field in question, and the extent to which the impacts
               of management on results are modest or sizable.
            

            A perspective on public management and performance

            
               In the chapters that follow, we conclude with confidence that public management makes a difference to performance, and the
                  impact is far from trivial. At the same time, it is important to avoid the leap to what some have called “managerialism”: the “seldom-tested
                  assumption that better management will prove an effective solvent for a wide range of economic and social ills” (Pollitt 1990: 1). We steer an evidence-based middle course here (Meier and O'Toole 2009b). Much like the similar movements in medicine (Guyatt, Cairns, Churchill, et al. 1992) and in public policy (Heinrich 2007), our research, grounded in evidence-based public management, has as its objective to assess the conventional wisdoms – what
                  earlier scholars might have called proverbs (Simon 1946) – so as to separate the wheat from the chaff and determine what actually works in practice. Specifically, we consider the
                  theory and literature of public management, look for ways of tapping the relevant aspects of what managers do, and estimate
                  the effects of public management on public program performance, while controlling for other relevant factors – in particular
                  the difficulty of the policy-relevant tasks and the resources available for their successful achievement.
               

               Evidence-based public management can proceed in a variety of ways, including the careful analysis of key case studies. We
                  have opted, however, to employ the approaches and quantitative techniques of the social sciences. These include formal and
                  precise theories that generate testable hypotheses and the statistical analysis of organizations over a period of time.
               

               In this fashion, our theoretical and empirical perspectives avoid two approaches that are sometimes adopted. As mentioned
                  in the preface, at one extreme are the population ecologists. This approach, best represented in the research literature on
                  public management by Herbert Kaufman (1991), holds that public organizations survive and flourish because they are lucky, not because they or their managers make sound
                  decisions. Organizations, in this view, are simply at the mercy of their environments.5 Some political scientists offer a modified version of this notion by suggesting that, particularly in the United States, the
                  broader political system imposes so many constraints on public managers that they are hamstrung in their efforts and thus
                  mostly consigned to a rather weak role (Wilson 1989).
               

               At the other extreme are the managerialists, those who appear to attribute virtually all performance to the purportedly heroic
                  efforts of public managers. Some themes of the so-called new public management6 (NPM) seem to imply a similar notion, since the oft-mentioned refrain is to “let the managers manage.” In a more tempered
                  fashion, a literature on public sector leadership suggests that key managers can have dramatic impacts on performance (Doig
                  and Hargrove 1987). Contrary to such assertions, a great deal of evidence in fields such as management clearly points to limitations on what
                  can be accomplished by management, especially in the short run, although there are also good reasons to expect the actions
                  of managers to be consequential for performance. For this reason, we are careful in this book to specify some additional likely
                  influences on policy outputs and outcomes, including features of the environment in which organizations must try to accomplish
                  their tasks.
               

               Our analysis indicates that managerial influences on public program performance are multiple, substantively as well as statistically
                  significant, and yet accompanied by other influences that need to be taken into consideration in any adequate accounting for
                  results. Demonstrating such patterns and explaining how managers “do their thing” with such effects on results is the primary
                  task of this book.
               

               To begin exploring the difference that management makes, we start by reviewing some of the core themes in the research literature
                  on public management. This earlier work provides valuable signals about how to approach the subject of management and public
                  program performance.
               

            

            Themes from the research literature

            
               In one way or another, researchers have explored the subject of public management for more than a century. Methods and insights
                  have gradually evolved and become more sophisticated over time, although certainly there remain plenty of unverified – and
                  doubtlessly invalid – assertions and assumptions. In a general sense, we can observe that remarkable progress has been made
                  in researchers' efforts to build solid empirical findings about the world of public management – in the United States, in
                  Europe, and in many other parts of the world. If anything, the array of issues addressed in serious studies of public organizations and their
                  management has expanded in recent years, with notable investigations of such topics as public service motivation; red tape,
                  its causes and consequences; government contracting and privatization; the use of discretion by supervisors and front-line
                  workers; the differences between public and private management; the challenges of involving stakeholders in public decision
                  making; the adoption of new public management and other managerial reforms; the development of interorganizational collaboration
                  and networks for the delivery of public programs; innovations in public organizations; institutional isomorphism (the consequence
                  of mimesis, or organizations' copying or deriving their institutional forms from other such organizations) in the public sector;
                  emergency or crisis management; and diversity management. This list, furthermore, is merely a partial one.
               

               On the specific theme of public sector performance, moreover, considerable important work has been accomplished by researchers.
                  Even leaving aside the frequently studied issue of whether so-called “pay for performance” systems produce useful results (many
                  studies raise serious questions about the notion), public organizational performance has been approached from a number of
                  angles. Some, for instance, have explored the meaning and determinants of the US national government's recent efforts to assess program performance by means of so-called “PART” (Program Assessment Rating Tool) scores (see, for example,
                  Dull 2006, Gilmour and Lewis 2006, Moynihan 2006, 2008; more about PART scores shortly). Researchers have sought to understand whether setting performance targets helps to improve performance (Boyne and Chen 2007). Others have sought to estimate the influence of such diverse factors as organizational goal ambiguity, institutional design and reputation, and individual characteristics on performance (respectively,
                  Chun and Rainey 2005, Krause and Douglas 2005, and Kim 2005). Researchers have tried to determine how features of network structure can shape performance (Provan and Milward 1995; Schalk, Torenvlied, and Allen 2010).
               

               Some broad meta-analyses of hundreds of studies related to governance and performance have attempted to develop some generalizations
                  and themes from the work of many others (Forbes and Lynn 2005; Hill and Lynn 2005). In addition, there have been efforts to compile the results of a number of different studies of performance from different
                  empirical contexts (for example, see the full set of papers in the October 2005 issue of the Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, as well as Boyne et al. 2006). It is clear that, although a number of important issues remain to be sorted out – such as the kinds of samples and data sets
                  that might be most appropriate for studying management and performance – the systematic exploration of the performance theme
                  is well under way. (We examine the subject of performance data later in this chapter.)
               

               Research designs and findings have proliferated, and there is by no means a consensus about how to understand what makes for
                  effective management (an important criterion of performance) in contemporary systems of government. Still, the broad study
                  of public management has provided a set of building blocks that we can use to begin a systematic analysis of the relationships
                  between management and performance. Some of the key themes and findings are deserving of brief review, since they provide
                  a grounding for any serious and sustained research program focused on public management and performance.
               

               Several of the most notable compilations on and reviews of public management offer general agreement on certain broad points
                  (for example, see Moore 1995, Ferlie, Lynn, and Pollitt 2005, and Lynn 2006; by far the best coverage of the empirical and theoretical literature is that by Rainey 2009). The core literature of the field assumes or, more often, argues for some distinctiveness to the management of public programs
                  and public organizations.7 While the generic management literature often assumes otherwise, and while some proponents of the new public management advocate designing public sector
                  settings to more closely approximate market-like ones, in the main the scholars of public management see sufficient distinctiveness
                  that it should be investigated in its own right. In this book we do not make systematic public–private comparisons (but see
                  Meier and O'Toole forthcoming (b)), although we do treat public organizations and public management as sufficiently different – even unique – that they should
                  be explored on their own, and largely on the basis of insights from the literature on that subject in particular.8

               Second, the literature is in agreement that public management matters – and, in particular, that it makes a difference in
                  public program performance. A fair amount of this literature consists of case studies. Indeed, numerous richly textured case
                  studies and comparative case studies of public management all make persuasive arguments that management matters. Many focus
                  on management in and of individual agencies (for instance, Doig and Hargrove 1987, Behn 1991, Ban 1995, Riccucci 1995, 2005, and Holzer and Callahan 1998),9 while others emphasize management in more multiorganizational, networked settings (Gage and Mandell 1990; Provan and Milward 1995; Klijn 1996). More recently, several studies have sought to cover numerous public organizations and/or governments in making and seeking
                  to validate this claim (examples include Donahue et al. 2004, Boyne and Walker 2006, Brewer 2006, and Walker and Boyne 2006; see also some of the literature referenced earlier in this chapter); and some of these assert, but do not really test, the
                  effects of management on results (for instance, the products of the Government Performance Project (GPP): see Ingraham, Joyce,
                  and Donahue 2003, and Ingraham 2007). Given the broad agreement that public management matters (a conclusion that this book also validates), the important question
                  guiding the analyses here is this: how effective is public management at generating performance?
               

               Third, the case study literature, as well as the literature based upon larger-N studies of many organizations, is mostly in
                  agreement that public management is not a simple function but, rather, encompasses multiple aspects. Different scholars offer
                  different lists of functions. Ingraham, Joyce, and Donahue (2003) treat financial management, human resources management (HRM), information technology management, and capital management
                  as the central elements of the managerial function,10 while, in their early work together, Boyne and Walker (2006; Walker and Boyne 2006) concentrate on both managerial strategy process and strategy content. A number of case study authors and others focus in
                  particular on “leadership” by managers (for example, Doig and Hargrove 1987, Behn 1991, and Terry 2002). Studies emphasizing the external/network-related aspects of public management highlight in particular the brokering, framing,
                  exchange-related functions – above all, collaboration. For instance, Agranoff and McGuire (2003) identify a number of vertical and horizontal aspects of collaborative activity in which local government managers engage,
                  including information seeking, adjustment seeking, policy making and strategy making, resource exchange, and project-based
                  work. Rainey (2009) draws numerous structural and procedural dimensions into public managers' purview, while also noting the assumed importance of variables
                  such as organizational environment, technology and tasks, goals, and culture. So, although there is no clear consensus on
                  the preeminent or essential functions of public management – no agreed-upon “POSDCORB”11 for the twenty-first century – a widespread consensus holds that public management is not a simple, unidimensional activity.
                  An implication is that, given that management is multifunctional and involves varied behaviors, determining systematically
                  just what differences all these functions make in the performance of public programs is an exceedingly difficult task. In
                  this book we identify a number of distinct aspects and estimate their independent impacts, as well as a more complete, combined assessment. Even here, though, we have certainly
                  been forced to omit some aspects of what public managers do that probably carry implications for the outputs and outcomes
                  of policy initiatives.
               

               Fourth, public management in and of networks has emerged as a central theme among many researchers in the field. Some caution
                  that attention to managerial actions in and on the network should not lead scholars to ignore the important role that internal
                  management plays in shaping performance (Hill and Lynn 2005; O'Toole and Meier 2009). Impressively large numbers of public management scholars, however, focus on the externally oriented, often collaborative,
                  efforts of managers to coproduce multiorganizational action (a small sampling includes Provan and Milward 1995, Bardach 1998, McGuire 2006, Agranoff 2007, Bingham and O'Leary 2008, and Rethemeyer and Hatmaker 2008). This emerging literature, furthermore, suggests a more significant and extensive set of cross-organizational links than
                  those implied in the earlier open systems perspective in organization theory. Clearly, any serious effort to incorporate a
                  range of managerial influences on public program performance needs to address this growing line of work and, possibly, growing
                  empirical reality.12

               Fifth, a review of the extant research literature reveals a somewhat cloudy but nonetheless potentially important insight:
                  particularly in case studies of what public managers do and how that seems to shape outputs and outcomes, there is often an
                  argument or observation that managers catalyze action. To be a little more concrete, it is often claimed that such managers
                  do not simply contribute directly to what happens; they also extract more positive effort from available resources, including
                  human resources (HR), and they have the potential to reduce the impacts of disruptive forces. In other words, the relationship
                  between management and performance is nonlinear with respect to certain other influences and should be considered in terms
                  of interactions. If this idea is correct, any effort to model the influence of management on results must take into account potential interactive
                  effects.
               

               There are a number of points of convergence in the research literature on public management, therefore. Nonetheless, it is
                  important to note that there is no consensus among researchers regarding precisely how to theorize about the links between
                  management and performance. There are at least three reasons, and noting these can help to explain why we take the approach
                  evident in this volume. One reason for the lack of theoretical consensus is that, as indicated earlier, management is a complicated,
                  multifaceted subject; and what managers do undoubtedly has multiple influences on results. The implication for this book is that we should explore
                  the management–performance connection by tapping different aspects of management and estimating their impacts. Second, even for relatively discrete and carefully researched aspects of management,
                  there is no shortage of different and competing theoretical formulations. As Hal Rainey (2009) points out, researchers cannot agree about how to assess organizational effectiveness, how decisions get made inside organizations,
                  how structure influences various aspects of organizational behavior, how motivation is shaped in organizations and why that
                  matters, and what leadership in organizations actually consists of and how it generates results. There is a plethora of theoretical
                  ideas on these points; indeed, there is a huge surplus of them. As a consequence, our approach – as is evident in the next
                  chapter – is to distill from and build upon the public management literature certain notions that have some support there,
                  even if that literature is often somewhat ambiguous and even though there is no consensus on precise theoretical formulations.
               

               A third reason for the lack of consensus in the literature is related to the difficulties with assessing organizational or
                  public program performance – the issue explored next.
               

            

            Tapping performance

            
               It is not sufficient to say, as US Supreme Court Justice Potter Stewart did about pornography, that we know performance when
                  we see it. For reasons explained more carefully in the next chapter, we think the best route for making progress in exploring
                  the management–performance link is through large-N, systematic quantitative studies of many public organizations. An initial
                  challenge already alluded to is that the concept of performance entails multiple aspects. We have indicated where our conceptual
                  focus lies. In addition, and importantly, tapping any aspect of performance requires valid and reliable measures of performance.
                  Unfortunately, another reason why it has been difficult to build validated theory, and therefore consensus, is related to
                  this issue – a matter of method, and, in particular, a point about measurement. To test for relationships between any aspects
                  of management, on the one hand, and performance, on the other, requires at least one acceptable measure of performance.13 Preferably, several performance measures would be used, since most public programs and virtually all public organizations operate with multiple objectives. Consider the challenges of doing so, however. Different public organizations
                  are charged with highly varied responsibilities: managing housing, determining eligibility for and delivering welfare or social
                  security payments, running national parks and forests, cleaning wastewater, overseeing prisons, launching spacecraft, fighting
                  fires, defending the nation from attack. It goes without saying that no common measure(s) can directly tap outputs or outcomes
                  across such diverse objectives.
               

               Indirectly, it might seem to be possible to develop a measure at one remove, by finding a way to calculate something akin
                  to “degree of goal attainment.” This approach too would be exceedingly difficult to execute, however. The goals of many public
                  organizations are often ambiguous, the degree of goal ambiguity varies between agencies, and this variation also has performance-related
                  consequences (Chun and Rainey 2005, 2006). For federal agencies, one might be tempted to rely on some sort of common measure, if such could be found; and at first
                  glance there would seem to be some candidates. Most of them, nonetheless, have significant limits. This point can be seen by a brief overview of some candidates for analysis. The processes initiated in the United States by the Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 require agencies to develop strategic plans, compile annual performance plans,
                  and provide performance reports. The results are not regularly audited, however, there is a great deal of leeway in agencies'
                  framing of their own objectives, and often – despite the efforts of scholars to employ these data – there is no reliable way
                  of compiling an overall measure of performance, not to mention multiple comparable measures. Furthermore, as the US General Accounting Office (now the Government Accountability Office) has noted, the agencies typically under-report information on
                  public programs that span two or more organizations (General Accounting Office 1999).
               

               During the administration of President George W. Bush, in 2002, the White House published The President's Management Agenda, with performance as one of its themes. Following that signal, the US Office of Management and Budget (OMB) began to issue
                  “agency scorecards” for some, but not all, major agencies. Each scorecard graded an agency via traffic light signals (green,
                  yellow, red) on how the agency was seen (by OMB and the experts with whom it consulted) to be doing in achieving five fairly
                  abstract government-wide initiatives identified in the The President's Management Agenda – for instance, improved financial performance, or budget and performance integration. As of 2008 these continued to be published
                  quarterly for a couple of dozen federal organizations. The methods and measurement were suspect to many scholars (but, for
                  more information, see www.whitehouse.gov/results/agenda/Standards_for_Success_8_11_2008.pdf (last accessed October 14, 2008)), the initiatives were not closely related to the organizations' programmatic outputs and
                  outcomes, and the number of organizations involved was rather limited, not to mention overly aggregated (Department of Homeland
                  Security, Department of Transportation, etc.).14

               A further development along these lines during the Bush administration was the so-called Program Assessment Rating Tool, created
                  by OMB in 2003 and expanded since that time. PART aims to tap program purpose and design, strategic planning, program management,
                  program results (performance related to strategic goals), and an overall rating created from all the other indicators. An
                  advantage would be that PART scores were eventually developed annually for hundreds of federal programs, not simply for agencies.
                  Unfortunately, there is no publicly available information on just how the scores are determined by OMB budget examiners, nor
                  is there any assurance that different examiners are applying the same standards and criteria to different programs. At best,
                  only certain aspects of PART could be plausibly associated with outputs or outcomes, and there is some evidence that the scores
                  reflect partisan concerns (Gilmour and Lewis 2006).
               

               Efforts to measure performance have extended beyond those used by the US national government. States and localities have struggled
                  with these issues. In addition, the Government Performance Project, a foundation-supported research project referenced earlier,
                  sought to develop consistent performance-related information across federal agencies, across the fifty states, and across
                  a set of major US local governments. The effort resulted in a great deal of valuable information regarding management and
                  management systems, but no common or comparable information on performance itself was produced by the effort. The GPP, therefore,
                  did not really test the management–shapes–performance relationship, nor did it generate performance measures that could be
                  used for others' analysis. Some scholars have used the measures of management capacity that were generated by the project
                  as partial explanation for other interesting dependent variables, such as state policy priorities (Coggburn and Schneider
                  2003), but not to explain performance itself.
               

               Individual-level perceptual data on public organizational performance can be garnered from certain sources, most prominently
                  data gathered by the US Merit Systems Protection Board in its Merit Principles Survey, which has been completed by thousands
                  of federal employees in many national agencies. Other data sets also record similar perceptual data. Survey items ask for responses on some performance-related
                  matters. Drawbacks, however, include the points that (1) it is not clear to what extent federal employees are knowledgeable
                  and impartial with regard to their larger organization's overall performance, (2) several of the most relevant survey items are focused
                  on the individuals' work units rather than their overall organization's outputs or outcomes,15 and (3) models of performance estimated with independent as well as dependent variables drawn from the same respondents may
                  be prone to common-source bias (Brewer 2006; for a test of common-source bias through a comparison of subjective and objective measures of performance, see Meier and
                  O'Toole 2010).
               

               One locus of interesting and useful data on the performance of a substantial number of general-purpose governments is the
                  Comprehensive Performance Assessment (CPA) of the United Kingdom's Audit Commission, and especially the Core Service Performance
                  (CSP) aspect.16 The CPA and CSP have been applied to local authorities throughout the United Kingdom. The CSP is determined for each of seven
                  service specialties and is based largely on archival performance indicators, supplemented by the results of the inspection
                  and assessment of plans (Andrews et al. 2005). The archival performance indicators cover six aspects of organizational performance: quantity of outputs, quality of outputs,
                  efficiency, formal effectiveness, equity, and consumer satisfaction. The inspection of services draws upon internal improvement
                  plans, field visits, and other documentation. Statutory plans are assessed against the criteria of the service's relevant
                  central government department. Evaluators external to the local authority conduct all assessments. Each service area is given
                  a performance score by the Audit Commission from 1 (lowest) to 4 (highest). After calculating the CSP score for each service
                  area, the Audit Commission derives a score for the whole organization by weighting services to reflect their relative importance
                  by budget, then combining these weights with the performance score for each service area.
               

               The CSP therefore offers a number of measurement advantages, but there are disadvantages as well. One is that using an overall
                  measure of the performance of a local authority does not easily allow for exploration of individual service areas, and thus
                  analysis is largely limited to relatively underspecified models. A second is that individual services are grouped into four
                  rough performance categories (omitting much valuable information), and the adding of these weighted categories creates a false
                  sense of precision that may not exist in practice. Also, of course, additional data on management must be gathered to try
                  to model the management–performance link. Some such studies have been completed (for instance, Andrews, Boyne, and Walker 2006 and Walker and Boyne 2006).17 In any event, the British government has now modified its approach to assessing the performance of local authorities. The
                  newer Comprehensive Area Assessment (CAA), created in 2009, was not comparable to the CSP approach, and explicitly placed
                  significant discretion into the hands of the auditors. Furthermore, in May 2010 the newly elected Conservative/Liberal Democrat coalition government scrapped the CAA as
                  well.
               

               Perhaps the best way of making progress is to draw from many public organizations in one or other policy sector or service
                  area, ideally in settings in which there is substantial consensus that certain performance measures are relevant, even highly
                  salient. If such measures are collected systematically, in time series, and if additional data on control variables are likewise
                  available, it may be possible to supplement this information with data on management to explore the difference that management
                  makes. This is the approach we have taken here (see Chapter 2). Most of our empirical work draws from one field of public service: education. Results from education can be supplemented
                  by similar studies in other policy fields, and valid general findings about public management and performance can be developed.
                  In fact, a number of such studies have been conducted in other substantive fields of policy and management, both by us and
                  by other investigators. The results of many such studies are included in later chapters of this book as appropriate, along
                  with more detailed analyses of management and performance in public education. Although the other study areas have not produced
                  a volume of research equal to that produced for public education, they have generated sufficient work to indicate that the theory and the approach
                  can be generalized.
               

            

            Our perspective: a parsimonious and formal approach

            
               More than a decade ago we initiated a research program aimed at analyzing the influence of management on the performance of
                  public organizations and public programs. We were convinced that, to be successful, such a program would need to be theoretically
                  based and empirically grounded, and it would definitely need to consist of far more than a single study. After examining the
                  literature on public management, performance, and organizational effectiveness, and after noting its many and tantalizingly
                  interesting assertions and not fully validated conclusions, we decided to ground our own efforts on a parsimonious model of management and performance.18 Doing so would mean leaving aside some of the subtleties in the research literature in favor of focusing on some especially
                  critical aspects of management.
               

               On the other hand, it would also require us, to make real progress, to be fairly specific about the theoretical ideas being explored. This approach contrasts with an alternative that would stipulate
                  a broad notion of governance, as has been done by Lynn, Heinrich, and Hill (2001). They indicate that their “reduced-form model” can frame the logic of governance they explore:
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 “where
               

               O = outputs/outcomes (individual-level and/or organizational outputs/outcomes)
               

               E = environmental factors
               

               C = client characteristics
               

               T = treatments (primary work/core processes/technology)
               

               S = structures
               

               M = managerial roles and actions” (2001: 81).
               

               A limitation here, however, is that these researchers have not fully specified theoretical, causal linkages and therefore
                  have not derived a set of precise, testable hypotheses.19 Consequently, little progress has been made through this approach in validating or further specifying an appropriate model.
               

               In other words, Lynn, Heinrich, and Hill explicitly “emphasize the distinction between a logic of governance and the specific
                  theories that researchers use to investigate questions within this logic.” Their aim is to suggest a more abstract logic that
                  should be able to fit any number of theories. The approach “identifies an array of dependent and independent concepts that
                  investigators encounter in empirical governance research, whether they analyze those concepts through lenses of political
                  economy, network analysis, systems models or institutional approaches” (81).
               

               Our approach, by contrast, aims at theoretical specification, hypothesis testing, and the validation of various forms of managerial
                  influence – as appropriate. The perspective adopted in this book fits within a theoretical tradition developed by scholars such as James Thompson (1967), Charles Perrow (1986), and Herbert Simon (1997). The theoretical approach sketched in this book works at the organizational level. Another tradition, one not chosen here, operates or is driven primarily at and from the individual level (for instance, Argyris 1957, and subsequent publications; Golembiewski 1962, 1990, and subsequent publications; Katz and Kahn 1978). Both traditions have their strengths. We are interested in organizational and programmatic outputs and outcomes – and the
                  effectiveness of management in shaping these – and judge that the former tradition offers a more direct and appropriate means
                  for theory building and testing for this purpose.
               

               In building from the tradition we have chosen, it is not imperative that we make a choice between socialized choice-based
                  notions of individual decision making, on the one hand, and economic rationality, on the other (see the discussion in Lynn,
                  Heinrich, and Hill 2001: 60–71). In tying our investigations of public management and performance to this earlier line of work in organization theory,
                  furthermore, we are doing what Steven Kelman (2008) proposes for researchers in public management.
               

               We also chose to generate such a model on the basis of our reading of the literature – in other words, inductively. Our approach
                  has been to specify and formalize into mathematical expression what we understood to be some of the key theoretical assertions
                  in the extant set of studies. Sometimes these earlier studies were not precise about the nature of the relationships in the
                  theoretical arguments, so where we thought it necessary we added specificity. One reason why many apparent theoretical insights
                  in the field remain neither validated nor refuted, we believe, is that they are sometimes not formulated with sufficient specificity
                  to be tested and given a chance to be found wanting. Our approach, therefore, is the opposite: a formal, reductive model that
                  is constructed inductively but that is in some respects more precise than the literature from which it springs. As we indicated
                  at the time of the first publication of the model (O'Toole and Meier 1999), we would not be surprised to learn that some aspects of the model might need to be reconfigured on the basis of the evidence,
                  but we would rather be precise so as to learn of the need for such modifications than persist in imprecision without progress.
               

               We concluded that the model needed to offer a prominent role for what might be called internal management – the hands-on activities
                  that managers undertake in seeking to organize and coordinate people and resources to get things done, as well as to reinforce
                  and possibly enhance the routines and standard processes through which their organizations generate results. Equally importantly, we also concluded that the model would need to reflect the burgeoning emphasis on networks
                  of organizational actors – the interdependent environment of the core organization that may be involved in supporting, opposing, and/or co-producing outputs
                  and outcomes. A model reflective of much of the literature would, therefore, have to include some recognition of the structure
                  or institutional arrangements through which policy-relevant action takes place, as well as the externally oriented actions
                  of managers as they seek to deal with their context.
               

               These and other aspects of the model are explained further in Chapter 2. Here we shift the focus briefly to some of the strengths of the approach we have taken, as well as some of the limitations
                  or sacrifices inherent in such a research strategy.
               

               The strengths have largely been alluded to above, and they are considerable. Working with a formal model allows for precision
                  and the clear testing of hypotheses that are deductively drawn from the inductively built specification. Our particular approach,
                  as will be evident in the several chapters of the book that lay out empirical evidence, is not to test the model all at once
                  in its entirety; we consider that impossible. Rather, we have chosen to focus on certain relationships and conduct studies
                  that explore those facets in particular. Much but not all of our empirical evidence has been drawn from a large-N data set
                  that is still in the process of being built but that itself has considerable advantages – particularly given the difficulties,
                  outlined earlier, of tapping common performance measures across many organizations. Chapter 2 explains the main data set and its advantages more thoroughly.
               

               What is sacrificed by adopting such an approach? First, by using a parsimonious model we forgo the chance to explore many
                  of the details and nuances in the case study literature on public management. We ignore, for instance, the personality traits
                  of managers, as well as organizational culture, mission valence, the motivation of front-line workers,20 and many other topics and variables that the literature discusses as being potentially important. We put the behavior and
                  priorities of public managers front and center. Those who prize thick description will be disappointed with this aspect of
                  our parsimonious approach, but they will also be rewarded nevertheless with findings and insights that would be impossible
                  to glean from a smaller-N approach.21

               Second, adopting a large-N approach means, furthermore, that aspects of the networks/public management theme in the research
                  literature must largely be set aside at present. The fascinating and provocative research findings on networks have been generated
                  from case studies and comparisons across small numbers of cases. This is so because detailing the many structural aspects
                  of networks requires intensive investigation and the validation of many complex interactions (for instance, Provan and Milward 1995). Intensive analysis forecloses extensive larger-N comparisons. We explore some structural aspects of networks in this book,
                  and we offer carefully developed findings on the networking behavior of top managers, but we do not explore the full details
                  of networks. We view the tradeoff as worth it (for a detailed methodological argument to this effect, see Meier and O'Toole
                  2005), but the gains come at some cost as well. Over time, and with sustained attention by enough researchers, sufficient data
                  may be able to be gathered for larger-N, more thoroughgoing network-focused studies to be possible.
               

               Third, we focus on what can be measured, and thus ignore or overlook the intangibles that come into play. To be sure, we try
                  to push the boundaries on what can be measured, such as with our measure of managerial quality (developed in Chapter 4). At the same time, we miss the unique behaviors and insights that make some managers stellar. We think the tradeoff – producing
                  results that most organizations can attain versus identifying the absolute best practice – is worthwhile. We seek to sketch the broad parameters linking management to performance rather than undertake
                  an exhaustive determination that requires excessively complex explanations.
               

            

            Plan of the book

            
               This volume is about public management and performance. It is not written from a naive perspective that would suggest that
                  questions of management can be isolated from themes of politics, and, indeed, such themes are woven into several parts of
                  our coverage. We focus first and foremost on management, however. Our efforts to address how some of the big questions of
                  politics, and especially of democratic theory, intertwine with public management and bureaucratic structures resulted in an
                  earlier book, which can be seen as a companion volume to this one (Meier and O'Toole 2006).
               

               Our plan to unpack the difference that management makes begins in Chapter 2 with our theory of public management and its formalization in terms of mathematical modeling. The basic model is explained
                  and distinguished from some other approaches that have appeared recently in the research literature. The chapter also attends
                  to the subject of data. Most of our findings are drawn from a data set of about a thousand public organizations. The organizations
                  and the nature of the data are explained in some detail, and we also demonstrate some of the major advantages of using such data in a research program such as this one.
               

               Chapters 3 through 7 provide coverage of the management–shapes–performance evidence. Each chapter concentrates on an aspect of management, with
                  the major managerial functions carved from the general model for focused attention. Systematic evidence is adduced in these
                  chapters: detailed findings, especially from our work in public education, plus summary empirical evidence from other fields
                  of policy and management and from numerous other venues.
               

               Chapter 3 addresses the important themes of networks and managerial networking with other interdependent actors. Among the findings
                  the chapter reports are: both network structure and networking behavior are appropriate foci of research for those interested
                  in program performance; networking patterns of managers exhibit some similarities even when one compares data across national
                  settings; networking by managers is not a product of pressure from outside the organization but, rather, reflects choices
                  and actions by the managers themselves; the networking behavior of managers contributes positively to performance; managers'
                  networking behavior interacts with some resources and constraints in the environment to boost the effects of networking in
                  nonlinear ways; these positive outputs and outcomes are not equally distributed among interested parties, a pattern thus raising
                  an issue of equity; and the direction(s) in which managers interact outward, and the nature of the interaction partner(s),
                  help to explain who benefits from managerial networking.
               

               Managers exhibit more than a mere degree of activity or “busyness” when performing their responsibilities. Some managers are
                  highly skilled at what they do, while others frequently make mistakes. In Chapter 4 we develop a measure of managerial quality and estimate the separate impact of quality on public program outputs and outcomes.
                  We also show that managerial quality can limit the onset of diminishing returns in the case of networking.
               

               The management of people and operations within the core public organization charged with delivering results is a huge topic.
                  Indeed, it is the primary focus of much of the literature on public management. Chapter 5 is devoted to analyses of some aspects of internal management. Among the results developed there are: personnel and managerial
                  stability contribute positively to performance; and, more broadly, the management of an organization's human capital has a
                  substantial positive influence that can be seen in organizations as diverse as those dealing with education and those charged
                  with law enforcement. Chapter 5 also shows that good internal management can be used to deal with major events, such as budget cuts, that can harm the organization and its outputs.
               

               Chapter 6 turns to two often neglected aspects of public management: the protective dimension and the nonlinearity of management's
                  impact. Not only must managers be creative, help their organizations to exploit opportunities and resources in their setting,
                  and jump-start new operations, they also can serve a crucial performance function by buffering public programs from perturbations
                  and protecting them from negative shocks. Even when shocks enter the organizational system, management capacity plays a key
                  role in allowing the organization to weather the disruption. In this chapter we demonstrate how important such functions can
                  be in dealing with such sources of turbulence as budget cuts and natural disasters. We also explore the form of the managerial
                  buffering function, and we show how this general process appears to benefit the organization's most disadvantaged clientele.
               

               Chapter 7 presents an initial foray into the distinction between behavior and structural networks. This book focuses on behavioral
                  networks, even though much of the literature deals with the structural dimension. Our measure of structural networks is the
                  set of intergovernmental fiscal ties on which local governments depend, and we explore how variation in such funding sources
                  between governments might shape results. We then show how behavioral networking, as well as other managerial aspects, affect
                  performance within different types of structural networks.
               

               In the final chapter we draw together the results of the research program to date, examine how all these managerial influences
                  aggregate, sketch additional questions that remain to be explored, and summarize the difference that management makes.
               

            
               Notes

               
                  1. An exception is symbolic policies – those not intended to accomplish anything apart from signaling approval or disapproval
                     of some person, event, or institution. Symbolic policies are obviously not intended to be implemented.
                  

               

               
                  2. Here the individuals might be either people or organizations such as business firms. This point should not imply that such
                     policies can operate without the benefit of public management to oversee the incentives and adjust them as priorities change
                     or as the incentives generate unintended consequences.
                  

               

               
                  3. As is often observed, the term “bureaucracy” typically appears as one of opprobrium in standard conversation – a shorthand
                     for large, heavy-handed, intrusive, red-tape-encrusted, inefficient government organization. Ever since Max Weber analyzed the concept nearly a century ago (Gerth and Mills 1958), however, social science has used the term to reference formal organization with certain distinctive features, including
                     a hierarchy of superior–subordinate relations, the appointment of experts on the basis of merit criteria, fixed and limited
                     jurisdictions, decision making on the basis of rules, and reliance on written records. Note that, by such a designation, bureaucracy
                     as an organizational form applies to many for-profit and not-for-profit organizations as well as governmental ones.
                  

               

               
                  4. The budget, on the other hand, has grown considerably.
                  

               

               
                  5. A much less extreme version of such an argument holds that management matters, but what managers should do is largely driven
                     by features of the organization's environment (see, for example, Woodward 1965). As becomes clear later in this book, we believe that this approach underestimates too much the potential effect of public
                     management.
                  

               

               
                  6. As many commentators have noted, NPM is less a coherent approach than a loosely linked cluster of ideas and reforms. Many
                     of the specific NPM proposals have to do with bringing business management practices into public organizations and/or tapping
                     market forces – for instance, by contracting functions out from public organizations. For varying versions of and emphases
                     within NPM, see Hood (1991), Ferlie et al. (1996), Pollitt and Bouckaert (2000), and Barzelay (2001). NPM has shaped practices and ideas in many countries.
                  

               

               
                  7. There is even a literature covering alternative ways that “publicness” might be defined and measured. We ignore such details
                     in the coverage here, but revisit the subject briefly in the concluding chapter of the book.
                  

               

               
                  8. It may be that private management has the same impact as public management; we do not know, and the literature has not demonstrated
                     findings on this point, one way or another. We study public organizations because we are interested in public programs.
                  

               

               
                  9. For an attempt to review the relevant literature and distill a set of testable propositions regarding the determinants of
                     effective public organizations, see Rainey and Steinbauer 1999.
                  

               

               
                  10. Overlying these four, three additional aspects are interwoven: leadership influence and emphasis, integration and alignment,
                     and managing for results (see Ingraham, Joyce, and Donahue 2003: 16).
                  

               

               
                  11. POSDCORB was Luther Gulick's (1937) way of summarizing the core managerial functions in the relatively early days of public administration as a self-aware field.
                     The acronym stands for “planning, organizing, staffing, directing, co-ordinating, reporting, and budgeting.”
                  

               

               
                  12. On the one hand, many studies indicate that networks and collaboration are on the rise in today's world. The emerging theme
                     of governance is reflective of this argument. On the other hand, diachronic studies of US legislation find little evidence
                     of change across a nearly thirty-year period (Hall and O'Toole 2000, 2004). The actual trends over time, if any, await further empirical research.
                  

               

               
                  13. Another requirement, of course, is measures of management. We address the set of issues related to this measurement challenge
                     in various chapters of this book.
                  

               

               
                  14. Many Cabinet departments have a wide variety of programs that are frequently not tied closely together. These aggregations
                     reflect a wide variety of historical and political factors rather than any effort to group programs next to similar ones (see
                     Seidman 1998).
                  

               

                  15. Using work units might mean suboptimization at the work-unit level rather than optimal performance by the entire organization.
                  

               

               
                  16. The CPA includes a subjective assessment of management style, which can bias the results if management is an independent variable
                     in the analysis.
                  

               

               
                  17. For management to play a major role, there must be discretion available to managers. In many UK service areas, such as education,
                     the national government restricts the range of actions that local managers can take, thus limiting their impact.
                  

               

               
                  18. More recently, one of us has suggested that the model might be used to explore performance-related relationships across a
                     wide range of political institutions, not merely in bureaucratic organizations and networks of such implementing organizations
                     (Meier 2007). This possibility is discussed in Chapter 8.
                  

               

               
                  19. Lynn, Heinrich, and Hill do indicate that their reduced-form model implies an “essentially hierarchically” framed perspective
                     on governance (e.g. legislative preferences driving the formal structures and process of public agencies, the latter then
                     shaping the de facto organization and management of agencies and programs, this last set of forces influencing the “core technologies
                     and primary work of public agencies,” etc.; 2001: 32), although they also note that “there is likely to be endogeneity in these interactions, and one should not assume that
                     the causal arrow always points downward” (39, note 14). The hierarchical formulation is based in part on the fact that many
                     available empirical studies test for hierarchical effects. This finding, while undoubtedly partially valid, unfortunately
                     does not take into account other under-researched causal paths – for instance, from front-line bureaucrats to managers to
                     political leaders. Where such reverse or reciprocal causal paths have been hypothesized, evidence has validated such channels
                     of influence; see Meier, O'Toole, and Nicholson-Crotty (2004).
                  

               

               
                  20. The exception is when the motivation of front-line workers is reflected in lower turnover – a variable that we can measure
                     directly.
                  

               

               
                  21. Our approach is not divorced from the real work of practice. We have much experience interacting with managers in these organizations,
                     as will be evident from our qualitative discussions in various places. All analysts of organizations and performance need
                     to understand how organizations operate and how they generate the results that they do.
                  

               

            

         

      

   
      
            2 A model of public management and a source of evidence

            How do organizations and governance systems shape performance, and how do managers influence what happens? In this chapter,
               we develop a model to answer these questions and guide our exploration of the real world of management. We model two distinct
               levels: the organizational and the network. While much of the empirical work developed later in this book focuses on how management
               makes a difference on the organizational level, many programs are implemented via complex networks that combine the efforts
               of multiple organizations. This structural variance means that it is important to discuss management in the context of the
               broader patterns of governance now evident in many public programs.
            

            Since much of the rest of the book explores these theoretical ideas empirically, we also discuss data and data requirements.
               We start with an assessment of the type of data needed to test our theories. We then discuss the Texas schools data set, our
               primary data set, and its relative strengths and weaknesses. We then note other data sets used in various work in the public
               management–performance research agenda, including in some of our own studies. Several of these other data sets have enabled
               researchers to explore in other venues some of the important questions examined in this book, and we refer to a number of
               such studies in later chapters. Finally, we provide a specific discussion of performance measures for the Texas schools data
               set as well as the production function used in subsequent analyses.
            

            Elements of a model

            
               Our model of the relationship between public management and public program performance begins with a set of core concepts:
                  hierarchy, stability, network, and management. We introduce a formal model at the organizational level and then move the modeling
                  ideas to the network level. First, however, it is necessary to clarify some basic concepts that are both common in the literature and also central to our approach.
               

               Public organizations are almost always structured as hierarchies. Indeed, bureaucracy as an organizational form is defined
                  in part in terms of structures of superior–subordinate relations. In Chapter 1 we observed that frequently public organizations are also linked to other organizations of various sorts as they coproduce
                  outputs and outcomes of public programs. So networks, as defined in the last chapter, often contain hierarchies embedded within
                  them. At a more abstract level, we can think of hierarchy and network as structural forms at two ends of a continuum. That
                  continuum would array structural forms – stable sets of relations – in terms of the degree to which each such structural form
                  is governed by superiors who hold formal authority to compel action on the part of others.
               

               Although we present hierarchies as a single type at one pole of the continuum, in practice they vary considerably in structure.
                  They can be centralized or decentralized; they can vest extensive discretion in employees or seek to limit discretion with
                  extensive rules; they can permit the lateral entry of employees or require that all promotions are from within the organization.
                  These formal arrangements themselves tell only part of the story, since “informal organization,” which develops in every functioning organization, is also important. For present purposes, however, we simplify by treating hierarchy as a stabilizing
                  arrangement. In other words, at the extreme a “pure” hierarchy would be highly stable, even rigid, and would resist forces
                  that might otherwise perturb or modify it.
               

               Formal hierarchy is not the only stabilizing force in bureaucratic organizations. Among the other stabilizing aspects of formal
                  organization, aside from structural stability, are mission stability (constancy over time in the stipulated goal(s) of the organization), procedural stability (constancy in the routines, rules, and standard operating
                  procedures of the organization), production or technology stability (constancy in the tools used by the organization to get things done), and personnel stability (retention of the same individuals in the organization;
                  see O'Toole and Meier 2003b). Indeed, some of these stabilizing forces are likely to reinforce each other; hierarchy, or structural stability, for example,
                  can contribute to procedural stability.1 These aspects of stability are discussed further in Chapter 5.
               

               In short, we expect hierarchies to be relatively stable systems, and we also note that other forces also contribute to stable
                  organizational systems. These features of public organizations will prove to be useful in our efforts to model management and performance, and some of them are also examined in the empirical parts of this book.
               

               If “pure” hierarchy, or completely stable organization, is at one pole of the continuum mentioned earlier, pure networks can
                  be considered to sit at the other end.2 There is considerable evidence demonstrating that many public programs are not executed within or by a single hierarchical
                  agency but are spread across parts of two or more organizations. These can be different organizations within a common government,
                  but in many cases they are parts of multiple governments, and sometimes they also include businesses and/or nonprofit organizations.
                  Such patterns are what we mean by networks. The nodes of networks can be occupied by individuals, organizations (including hierarchies), or parts of
                  organizations.
               

               As with hierarchies, networked structures can vary greatly in structural terms, from simple dyads to breathtakingly complex
                  arrays of several dozen organizations, and with great variation as well on a number of structural dimensions that are typically
                  used to characterize networked patterns: network centrality, multiplexity, and so forth (O'Toole 1997). Networked action is typical in the United States (see, for instance, Bardach 1998 and Bingham and O'Leary 2008) as well as in other settings, from the United Kingdom (Huxham 2000; Stoker 1999) to Sweden (Lundin 2007) and the Netherlands (Schalk, Torenvlied, and Allen 2010), and even Thailand (Krueathep, Riccucci, and Suwanmala 2010).
               

               Despite the absence (or low level) of formal authority possessed by “leaders” in a network, such patterns may over time acquire
                  some considerable degree of stability. In fact, some types of networks have become known for their relatively closed and impenetrable
                  features – for example, the “iron triangles” of administrative agency, legislative committee, and interest groups sometimes
                  seen operating for extended periods in certain US policy fields (Freeman 1965). Our particular interest is in networks of actors involved in implementing public programs and delivering public services.
                  Networks for implementation can also acquire stability over time, but those that are not well established, but are in formation
                  or flux due to the establishment of a new program or significant modification in an existing one, can be quite fluid. Indeed,
                  in pluralist governance settings such as in the United States, we expect networks to be structurally more open and shifting
                  than in implementation settings in more corporatist contexts where there is broad agreement on processes and procedures.
               

               Networks are particularly interesting to public management scholars because public managers have the responsibility for trying
                  to weave the interdependent parts of an implementation apparatus together into a functioning policy delivery system. Networks such
                  as these, quite common for public programs, represent a considerable degree of structural fluidity and therefore contain considerable
                  uncertainty regarding relations, commitments, understandings, power, and information (Frederickson 1999). Governments often tap networks to deliver policy results but face a common dilemma. The enhanced capacity of networks for
                  action across multiple units increases the odds of generating outputs and outcomes, but, at the same time, adding actors in
                  networked arrays introduces substantial challenges of coordination and associated uncertainty.
               

               In short, structural variation – between rigid hierarchies at one extreme and fluid, emergent networks at the other – can
                  be an important aspect of the institutional setting of public programs, and it can influence the challenges that managers
                  face as they seek to contribute to program performance. Although most programs operate somewhere between the poles of this
                  continuum, we want to include this range of variation in our approach to modeling to make sure that our theory is as general as possible.3

               Public management involves the coordination of people and other resources toward the accomplishment of public purpose. The
                  particular activities that are encompassed by the notion of management here constitute an exceedingly long list. Public managers
                  undertake traditional POSDCORB-like functions, as well as creative and subtle efforts. They are involved in managing budgets,
                  for instance, and also in devising creative ways of gaining access to resources. Their responsibilities involve planning,
                  and also risk evaluation and mitigation. They manage people, while also trying to create and motivate teams that work together
                  across the organization – and sometimes across different organizations. Public management, in other words, includes myriad
                  specific challenges and activities.
               

               It is impossible for us to specify and estimate the effect of all these detailed elements of public management. So, while
                  we build our model inductively from the literature, we must perforce generalize and move to a somewhat more abstract level
                  in sketching managerial functions. One way to do so is to distinguish managerial efforts to manage within the organization
                  from other activities directed externally – that is, toward the environment of the organization. These two aspects of management
                  are not neatly partitioned from each other, and we should avoid any implication that there is some sort of simple, zero-sum
                  tradeoff between the two. For reasons that will become apparent shortly, nonetheless, it can be helpful when formalizing the
                  role of management in shaping performance to distinguish and recognize both broad components of what managers do.
               

               In this sense, then, our discussion of structure is related to our conceptualization of management. It is common to assume
                  that “management” operates in and through a hierarchical structure, and it often does. Given the prominence of networks in
                  the practical world, however, we do not want to assume that programs operate as hierarchies in advance of examining them.
                  Accordingly, we encompass as part of “management” the efforts by actors to concert patterns of behavior across organizations
                  and not just within them. A part of management might involve persuasion, signaling, and diplomacy with regard to others rather
                  than simply issuing communications and directives along formal bureaucratic channels. This point, along with the observation
                  that even the management of individual organizations operates in an open-system context, in which the core organization is
                  inevitably and regularly interdependent with its environment, suggests that public management encompasses these distinguishable
                  functions or lines of activity.
               

               An additional point about public management, broadly construed, needs to be mentioned. Multiple individuals operating in the
                  setting in which a public program is being executed may have responsibility for, or may take upon themselves part of the task
                  of, management. The job is typically not consigned to a single position or individual, and perhaps not even to actors operating
                  within a single organization. Managers populate multiple levels within large organizations, and, for networks of organizations,
                  managers operate across the network as well. Nor is it a foregone conclusion that the managers are all operating in coordination
                  with the other managers. Some managers may try to do so and fail, and other managers may also use their managerial effort
                  and ability to move action in directions opposed by others – including other managers – in the setting. These possibilities
                  make for exceedingly complex and possibly confusing patterns of behavior.
               

               We address these complications in two ways. The reality that there may well be multiple managers and managerial influences,
                  possibly pressing in different directions, is treated by us here via a simplification: theoretically, we model management
                  as a vector sum of the full set of managerial efforts of various types. In other words, we include multiple managerial functions,
                  but we treat different managerial vectors for each function only in terms of the vector sum for that function.4 In most of the empirical work presented in later chapters, we draw our data from the top manager in each public organization.
                  In terms of there being different managerial efforts at different levels of a complex institutional setting, we both simplify and complicate in our work. With regard to the former, we largely
                  focus our empirical work on the efforts of top management in the core production organization and thus mostly leave aside
                  the additional managerial forces at lower echelons of the organization. With regard to the latter, we undertake our modeling
                  in two stages, each reflecting a different level in a governance system (organizations and networks). We thereby seek to capture
                  the complexity of management in networks, even if we also simplify in other ways for the purposes of empirical analysis.
               

            

            Modeling public management and performance

            
               Our approach to modeling and exploring the relationship between public management and program performance is to draw some
                  basic ideas from the extensive case study literature and to formalize some of it in terms of a mathematical model. In this
                  section we proceed in this fashion, step by step, to build the model. We use the basic concepts covered in the preceding section
                  of the chapter, as well as some of the points of scholarly consensus introduced in Chapter 1. Here we model management's relationship to performance from the perspective of a core production unit, and in the section
                  following we continue by modeling at the network level. Our approach is to begin with some basic features of an organizational
                  or program system and then gradually introduce additional elements. Once we have some of the basic features in place, we add
                  aspects of management to the model.
               

            

            Inertial systems and stability

            
               Organizations and programs, as has often been noted, are inertial systems. What they do and what they produce today is typically
                  very much like what they did and produced yesterday. The pattern holds for both empirical and normative reasons. Empirically,
                  it is difficult to induce significant change overnight when the routines and operations of hundreds or thousands of individuals
                  would need to be adjusted and coordinated anew, and perhaps in a different direction. Normatively, one of the major advantages
                  of bureaucracy as an organizational form is consistency and relative stability (Gerth and Mills 1958); organizations, as a result, are designed to be inertial. An inertial system means that current outputs5 can be expected to be strongly influenced by past outputs. If one defines outputs at time t as Ot, a very simple model of organizational or program output is
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                        	(2.1) 
                     

                  
where current performance is the result of past performance at time t–1, discounted by a rate of stability, β 0, and a set of shocks to the system, ε . In this general modeling effort, we ignore the nature of the relevant outputs, how
                  they would be measured, and whether multiple dimensions should be considered.6 In mathematical terms, such an inertial system is called an autoregressive system. An autoregressive system is not the equivalent
                  of a static system. A static system does not change from one time period to the next; an autoregressive system can build in
                  change over time either internally or in response to environmental change.7 The rate of stability of this system is constrained to a value between zero and one. As β  approaches one, the system becomes
                  highly stable. As the value approaches zero, the system moves toward entropy.8

               Shocks to the system, ε , can originate from a variety of forces in the environment. Some of them are intentionally generated
                  by other actors – for instance, decisions from the courts that alter or constrain program activity, actions by legislatures
                  or executives that change priorities or alter program funding, or antagonistic moves by those who oppose the program or the
                  organization that operates it. Some shocks may emanate from other influences, such as changes in the economic or social environment.
                  The examples mentioned thus far are exogenous, but some may have their source from within the system itself, such as planned
                  organizational change, or organization development. As will become clear shortly, we distinguish some of the exogenous parts
                  of ε  and incorporate them into the modeling process.
               

               In rigid hierarchies, as indicated earlier, we expect systems to be highly autoregressive, whereas with fluid and emerging
                  networks there is much less inertia. If we consider both structure and other stabilizing features of such systems (standard
                  operating procedures, civil service rules, and the like), we can introduce another term, S, as an expression for the set of
                  stabilizing features. If we had a good measure of the set of stabilizing features, and if we normalize it to approach 1.0
                  at the highest level of stability and to approach 0 at the extremely fluid and flexible end of the continuum, we could say
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 or that the rate of stability, β 0, can be partitioned into the structural and other related stabilizing features, S, along with other inertial elements, now
                  β 1. The general equation would be
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which indicates that an increase in organizational structure and/or other stabilizing elements results in a more inertial
                  system.
               

            

            Shocks

            
               A major difference between fluid networks and highly stable structures such as bureaucratic hierarchies lies in how they are
                  affected by external shocks from the environment. Later in this book we consider in some detail how shocks affect organizational
                  performance and what can be done to mitigate any potentially negative effects. For now, we consider the issue in general and
                  abstract terms. Stable hierarchies generally tend to buffer or protect the organization fairly effectively. Shocks that do
                  penetrate a system's protections, nonetheless, have different impacts on stable organizations from the impacts they have on
                  fluid networks. Although shocks are less likely to pass through a hierarchy's buffering apparatus, when they do they can have
                  a very significant impact. To see why, we return to the initial autoregressive relationship in Equation (2.1) from above for an approximation to the pattern in a highly stable hierarchical system (where β 0 → 1):
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               If we partition the ε  into some shock Xt that penetrates the system's buffers with an initial impact of β 2 and a random component, ε t, this yields
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               Note that, in this case, a one-unit change in Xt produces a β 2 change in Ot, all other things being equal. This effect is the impact of Xt on O for time t only, however. Because Xt has increased the value of Ot, then in time t+1 this larger value of Ot will also influence the size of Ot+1. Because Ot is β 2 larger as the result of Xt, Ot+1 will be β 0β 2 larger as the result of the impact of Xt in the preceding year. Such impacts continue to reverberate through the system in future years, gradually becoming smaller
                  (forming what is known as a geometrically distributed lag; see Hamilton 1994) but still cumulating into a relatively large impact.
               
The overall impact, I, of a one-unit change in X can be determined by the following formula, where the terms are defined as
                  above:
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               A relatively small shock that gets through the system's buffering apparatus, consequently, can have a major, long-term influence
                  on the system, depending on the size of the coefficient of stability. As an illustration, suppose the initial-year impact,
                  β 2, had a value of 1. If the coefficient of stability is 0.99 (indicating a highly stable system), then the total impact is
                  100, or 100 = 1/(1 − 0.99).9 If the coefficient of stability is only 0.7, the total impact of X in this case falls all the way to 3.33.10 Two important points merit reemphasis. First, relatively small changes in a system can have major, long-run implications
                  simply because the program structures are inertial systems. Second, shocks that penetrate to the organization have a much
                  larger long-run impact in highly inertial systems than they do in less inertial systems, because the impact of the shock continues
                  to influence outcomes well into the future.
               

            

            Buffering

            
               As noted above, organizations establish units or processes to buffer shocks from the environment. Several forms of buffering
                  can be identified (O'Toole and Meier 2003a). Abstractly speaking, these include buffers structured as a barricade or “wall” of some height that stops all external shocks
                  smaller than a given size from penetrating the organization and its operations. Alternatively, some buffers are designed more
                  like filters: certain issues or stakeholders – ones more central to the organization's goals or survival – are screened in,
                  while others are screened out. Another form that buffers might take is as a dampener: external perturbations have impact,
                  but the magnitude is reduced by some amount (for empirical evidence on this last variant, see Meier and O'Toole 2008). We explore this variant more carefully in Chapter 6 of this book. Regardless of the type of buffer, in more fluid networks buffering is more difficult to accomplish simply because
                  the nature of networks creates additional interdependences that cannot be isolated from the technical core of the system.
                  Because organization A is interdependent with (read “linked to”) organization B, any shocks that penetrate organization A's
                  buffers are likely to influence organization B regardless of the strength of B's buffers.
               
Given the different functional forms that buffers may take, for modeling purposes we would need to take into account the form
                  of the buffer to represent it mathematically. We do so here for one of the types mentioned above: that of buffer as dampener.
                  We can conceive of the stabilizing features of a system (here subscripted with an “e” to indicate that the feature is designed
                  to interface with the environment rather than generate internal stability – for instance, a legislative affairs or public
                  affairs office), including the system (such as organizational) structure, as reducing the impact of shocks via a discounting
                  term in the model, thus:
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               In this way, an increase in stabilization, Se, acts directly on the exogenous shock to limit its impact on the system. Any shock that penetrates the buffers of the system
                  can still have a substantial, long-run impact on the organization, however, if the organization is highly inertial. For a
                  fluid network, in contrast, buffering is relatively weak, so shocks easily reach the system. The impact of such shocks over
                  time is far less, however – simply because the networks are more loosely coupled.
               

               Equation (2.7) indicates how one might model a buffer that operates as a dampener, reducing all environmental impacts by a given amount.
                  Other types of buffers would take different mathematical forms. A buffer that operated as a barricade or a levee, for example,
                  would be operationalized as a more additive (subtractive in practice) process, as follows:
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               The important theoretical point about buffers is that they can be designed in very different ways; models of organizations
                  need to reflect the different buffering processes with appropriate mathematical representations.
               

            

            Introducing management into the picture

            
               Hierarchies and networks are human systems for executing policy; as such, they are not merely inertial structures and buffers
                  but managed entities as well. Obviously, therefore, we need to represent some of the core features of public management in
                  our mathematical representation – but how, exactly? We know that all signs point to management often contributing positively
                  to program performance. If this contribution were to take the form of another standard input in the production process, we
                  could include management – “M” – as an additive term in the model. In this fashion, if we were to add management to Equation (2.5) from earlier, we would represent its contribution as follows:
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               If Xt represents a vector of all other factors that affect the system (and therefore are viewed as shocks, whether positive or
                  negative), such as resources, constraints, external demands, and so forth, then the test for whether management matters in
                  a program structure would be whether the coefficient for management, β 3, is significantly greater than zero.
               

               Such a simple linear impact for management is inconsistent with our reading of the literature, however. Much of the rich literature
                  on public management and performance indicates that management interacts with other features of the system to shape results.
                  Trying to represent this idea in the model means considering various nonlinear mathematical forms. Several options of this
                  sort are possible (see O'Toole and Meier 1999 for some possibilities), but it is also important to consider the program structure, along with other stabilizing features
                  of the system. Indeed, one crucial task of management is to maintain some of these stabilizing features: to frame the goals,
                  set the incentives, buttress the structure, and negotiate the contributions from members and from those with whom the system
                  interacts (Barnard 1938; Simon 1997). This system maintenance function of management, we think, can best be modeled as in the following representation, where
                  management supplements the set of stabilizing elements in the system in the inertial portion of the model:
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               In this equation, as stability increases, the role of management becomes less necessary because the other stabilizing system
                  features generate a relatively inertial system.11 As stable structure and other such features decline, however, this system tends toward entropy unless management increases
                  its impact on the maintenance of steady production.
               

               Many of the standard accounts of public management emphasize this managerial function, and it would be possible to unpack
                  many of the ways that management supports the coordination and maintenance of production efforts: managing human resources,
                  planning and organizing and assessing risks, allocating financial resources among production tasks so as to support the generation
                  of outputs and outcomes, and much more. Later in this book we devote some attention to specific managerial subfunctions such as these, as well as to internal management overall. For the moment, however, we simply note that one broad managerial
                  function is to support and maintain performance.
               

               Of course, maintenance is only one function of management.12 We can call this first managerial function M1. An equally important function of management is to guide how the system interacts with its environment – in modeling terms,
                  how it deals with shocks to the system. We designate this latter aspect of management M2. As indicated earlier in the chapter, the two are not fully partitioned from each other, and a given manager may allocate
                  considerable time and effort to both (for an analysis of how shocks to the system can generate internal managerial adjustments,
                  see O'Toole and Meier 2010). We use different subscripts nonetheless to allow for the possibility that these two functions can vary independently of
                  each other yet still have something in common that we would consider management.
               

               M2 can be modeled, but only if the management strategy of the system is known relative to the interdependent environment. Management
                  could adopt a strategy of buffering, or protecting, against environmental influences; or management could actively seek to
                  exploit or tap the environment for the benefit of the program's performance. If management adopts a buffering approach, we
                  can model this choice as follows, with management externally interacting with the set of stabilizing influences in the buffering
                  process:
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               In this equation, management dampens the impact of environmental shocks and works with stabilizing features such as structure
                  in this process.13

               Management that seeks to exploit the environment rather than buffer from it will attempt to tap or magnify some of these influences
                  from outside – financial resources, supportive stakeholders, and suchlike – so that they have a performance-enhancing impact
                  on the system. In this case, we model the impact of management as leveraging at least some of the “X” term, as in the following
                  equation:
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               To put it simply, management moves from the denominator to the numerator of the second term of the equation, and in the process
                  increases the impact of some environmental force rather than diminishing it.
               

               Of course, a more nuanced and realistic notion would be that management does not simply adopt a buffering or an exploiting
                  strategy, but, rather, seeks to do both: buffering some influences while tapping and using others.14 To represent both exploiting and buffering in the same model, we combine Equations (2.11) and (2.12) and partition – and relabel – M2 as managerial efforts to exploit, M3, and managerial efforts to buffer, M4, as follows:
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               Rearranging the terms of this equation, we get
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               Equation (2.14) represents our general model of public management. The ratio of M3 to M4 in the second, or environmental, portion of the model is a characterization of how risk-seeking (or risk-averse) the management
                  of the system is. As the effort devoted to tapping environmental forces increases, this ratio increases. As the management
                  of the system devotes more effort to buffering, the system becomes more risk-averse and the size of this ratio decreases.
                  In theory this risk ratio can be viewed as management-imposed risk versus the normal risks associated with an uncertain environment.
                  The normal risks of environmental uncertainty can be tapped via an examination of how the “X” factor, the environment, affects
                  the degree of variation in outcomes, O. This implies that greater risk will be associated with a larger standard deviation
                  in O. Within this view, management's attempts to increase or decrease risk by manipulating the ratio of exploiting to buffering
                  should also affect the standard deviation of O.
               

               Finally, we note that we have distinguished stabilizing influences from managerial influences in this modeling effort. Though
                  sensible and defensible, this approach omits an additional subtlety: that, over more extended periods, stabilizing forces
                  influence (constrain) the actions of management, and the actions of managers can also shape the system's structure and other
                  such stabilizing forces. Therefore,
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               The theory and the model, moreover, treat stabilization and some parts of management as substitutes for each other. The interrelationships
                  between management and stabilization can be empirically examined with a variety of time-series techniques, such as vector
                  autoregression or an instrumental variables approach within a normal time-series model. While we note these hypothesized relationships
                  here, however, and while we explore M and some aspects of S in this book, we do not pursue further the interrelationship of
                  S and M over extended periods. This line of research must be left to future work, but it is a promising area in which to merge
                  the study of public management with the study of organization theory (Kelman 2008).
               

               We have developed a model that includes a number of managerial functions and a set of contingent relationships. Modeling management
                  and performance at this level has incorporated some assumptions and simplifications, but a big advantage is that we have specified
                  precisely a set of empirical relationships that might or might not hold in practice. Although we begin to test many of them
                  later in this volume, at this point the model can be treated as a set of hypotheses. It is quite possible that this theoretical
                  effort will eventually be shown to be in error on certain points (one such possibility is introduced later in the book; see
                  Chapter 6), but we care less about being correct in the details than about catalyzing work along these lines. Progress can be expected
                  only through precise and ultimately falsifiable predictions about managing public programs.
               

               Our approach differs from others that have been taken in the research literature on public management. First and most obviously,
                  this approach varies markedly from the most common approach in the field of public management. Although the model has been
                  built by relying on the extensive case study literature, and although there is nothing about the model that could not be explored
                  via additional case studies, we have formalized several of the assertions and intuitions of that earlier literature for the
                  purposes of more precise, large-N statistical tests. We think the advantages of this approach in terms of reliability and
                  external validity make the effort potentially valuable. It should also be clear that, given the complexity of the model and
                  the number of hypothesized relationships, it is not a simple matter of generating one study that can see if all the theoretical
                  ideas set forth here are valid or invalid. The model, in short, initiates and catalyzes a research program that needs to encompass
                  multiple kinds of empirical investigations. As we mentioned at the conclusion of our initial articulation of the model, “[T]his
                  perspective suggests the initiation of a research agenda rather than the sketch of a one-shot research design” (O'Toole and Meier 1999: 524, emphasis in original). Indeed, this book synthesizes a number of the investigations that have been part of that research
                  agenda as it has developed over several years.
               

               Second, the theoretical ideas sketched here are somewhat different from those offered by certain other researchers. Even among
                  those analysts who frame public management in terms of multiple functions, there can be different ways of slicing such functions
                  aside from the way we have done here. Mark Moore (1995), for example, carves managerial effort into three different portions: managing upward, downward, and outward. The model developed in this book largely does so in terms of internal
                  management, external exploitation, and external buffering (sometimes we combine the latter two into a simpler measure of managing
                  outward). We also differ from those who have argued that managing networks is fundamentally different from managing hierarchies
                  (see, for instance, Provan and Milward 1995, Mandell 2001, and Agranoff and McGuire 2003). Our model can be adapted to the network level (see below); it also stresses managing in an organization's networked setting
                  by its extensive focus on how managers deal with manifestations arising outside the organization.
               

               Third, our approach is different from – and, we would argue, more specific than – other recent efforts to suggest the components
                  of a model of governance. The most well-known such governance model is that offered by Lynn, Heinrich, and Hill (2001), which was discussed in Chapter 1. That conceptualization is an interesting and potentially useful way of thinking about governance, but it is not a theory
                  of governance. The latter would make relatively precise predictions about variables and their relationships. The former can
                  integrate extant research, identify over- and underexamined foci of investigation (see, for instance, Hill and Lynn 2005), and thereby provide a checklist for future work to consider. Other than clarifying a listing of relevant variables that
                  should be considered in theory building, it does not generate specific research hypotheses and is largely agnostic in choosing
                  between theoretical perspectives.
               

               In short, we see a logic of governance as useful but insufficient; theory building is necessary. Our particular perspective
                  in this regard explicitly incorporates management into the process, provides precise predictions about how the variables relate
                  to each other, allows and specifies certain relationships to be nonlinear, frames a set of research questions so that conceptual
                  and measurement issues can be identified and addressed, and mimics in the abstract how organizations and their managers operate
                  in practice (contingent decision making that takes place in an autoregressive system open to environmental influences). These
                  advantages, we would argue, are not inconsiderable; but the ultimate test is empirical.
               

               We readily admit that we have a reductive model, one that emphasizes parsimony. Such parsimony is always open to the charge
                  that we have omitted a key variable or concept. At the same time, parsimony is an advantage, because the limited number of
                  concepts permits us to test some highly complex relationships (as illustrated by the nonlinear and interactive relationships).
                  We think the gains from parsimony exceed the costs.
               
Much of the rest of this volume consists of empirical analyses, and considerable support for several parts of the model has
                  accumulated. It is important to keep the overall emphasis on the model as a set of partially tested hypotheses, though, rather
                  than as received wisdom or fully validated knowledge about public management in all places and for all times.
               

               Before turning to empirical findings, however, two additional tasks ought to be addressed. First, we should expand the modeling
                  effort to present some tentative ideas about managing in more complex settings – networked settings. We do this to illustrate
                  our belief that, although managing a network is more difficult than managing a hierarchy, the general processes are similar
                  and can be managed and modeled in similar terms. Second, we should place the ensuing empirical work in context by discussing
                  the data requirements for empirical studies of this model, or other models of this sort.
               

            

            Modeling management and performance in networks

            
               Earlier in this chapter we explained that management's institutional setting is expected to be important; such settings range
                  from rather stable structures such as hierarchies to highly fluid networks of organizations (which themselves may contain
                  hierarchies within them). Thus far, the model we have developed incorporates this structural variation as part of the stabilizing
                  forces through the “S” term. If we try to be more precise and also complete, nonetheless, we have to think in terms of multi-level
                  systems, with management operating at different levels, with different foci, and to different effects. Although the modeling
                  ideas that result from grappling with this further feature of the real world generate enormous complexity, as will be seen
                  shortly, and although the remainder of this volume works from the more simplified model developed in the preceding section,
                  we think it useful here to suggest more fully how modeling might proceed in multi-level systems involving networks of actors.
                  Doing so is helpful because it alerts us to some of the issues that can arise for managers operating in complex institutional
                  settings, and taking this step now also suggests certain items yet to be dealt with by researchers in the field of public
                  management.
               

               Moving the theoretical ideas developed here up to the network level, with clusters of organizations and their management partially
                  linked in pursuit of public objectives, involves increasing the model's complexity by an order of magnitude (for an early
                  development of these ideas, see Meier and O'Toole 2004a). Although the core concepts and the basic ideas remain the same, the number of possible relationships and the demands that
                  these place on data and models increase significantly. This section merely indicates the direction that such modeling and
                  estimation may need to take; a full elaboration would take substantial additional space, and the data requirements for systematic
                  testing of these ideas surpass significantly the kinds of data now available. For that reason, we restrict this presentation
                  to the outlines of how such a modeling effort should develop.
               

               We begin this sketch by reintroducing our basic model, but with a subscript, h, to indicate that the concepts are measured
                  for a formal hierarchy – that is, at the organizational level. This modification in symbolization, but not conceptualization,
                  yields the following:
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               For the sake of simplicity, one can define the internal (that is, first-term) nonoutput portion as Y and the external (environmental)
                  term as Z, yielding the following simple equation for a hierarchy:
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where Yh = Sh + M1h and Zh = (Xth/Seh)(M3h/M4h).
               

               A network established or used to implement a program would also have similar internal and external terms. We theorize in terms
                  of the same kind of functional form, now subscripted with an “n” to reference the network level:
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               Even networks should be expected to be somewhat inertial, though less so than individual formal organizations. The internal
                  term of the model becomes much more complex, however, because it must now include both the internal management terms for the
                  network (Sn + M1n), and also the same terms for the hierarchies (Sh + M1h) that compose the nodes of the network:
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with two new symbols (Ω, Φ) introduced, to be explained shortly. Similarly, the environmental term must now include both the
                  environmental factors for the network (Xtn/Sen)(M3n/M4n) and the environmental factors for the hierarchies (Xth/Seh)(M3h/M4h) that comprise the nodes of the network:
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When combined, the overall formal presentation of network management becomes
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               The two new symbols require explanation. The “Φ” term is used to indicate that the internal management terms of the individual
                  organizations comprising a network are aggregated in some manner, as yet undefined; the external management terms of these
                  units are also aggregated in some manner. The form of aggregation, we theorize, depends on the type of interdependence among the units comprising the network.
                  Thompson (1967) has sketched a simple typology of such patterns for organizations, and his notions can be applied across units as well (see,
                  for instance, O'Toole and Montjoy 1984). Whether networks of organizations are pooled, sequential, or reciprocal carries implications for how one models management.
               

               Pooled environments around a core or focal organization and its management, whereby multiple external organizational actors
                  contribute to impacts on the targets of public policy but do not deal directly with each other during their own efforts, are
                  by definition less interdependent than other patterns; thus resources (or constraints) from them can likely be summed. Maintaining
                  a supply of a particularly strategic resource from one part of a pooled environment does not require managing relations with
                  the remainder of the organizational actors. Similarly, controlling the impact of constraints imposed from a particular direction
                  does not necessarily entail orchestrating coalitions of actors across multiple units.
               

               Sequentially structured environments – arrays in which an output of one unit serves as an input for the next, and so on –
                  suggest certain other critical management issues: eliminating any blockages in the flows of production between units in the
                  environment, and taking advantage of how resources may be aggregated. Sequential environments, or networks of organizations
                  subject to sequential interdependence, should be aggregated in a multiplicative manner; a probability of failure (or success)
                  in one relationship affects the probability of failure (or success) of all the subsequent units in the sequential chain.
               

               Reciprocal environments, in which the outputs of some units serve as inputs for others, which in turn provide critical inputs
                  for the first set, cannot be modeled in such simple ways. These require mathematical techniques that permit both positive
                  and negative feedback in a pattern in which the resources are not wholly exogenous to the focal organization.
               
The implications of these various archetypes of environments, or networked patterns, for management (separate from their implications
                  for modeling) should be obvious. In a pooled environment, the manager merely has to be concerned with factors that directly
                  affect his or her own organization. Unless other organizations are linked into its environment, the actions that they take
                  are of little concern to the focal organization except as competitors. In a simple pooled relationship, the aggregate operator is likely a simple vector summation (Σ). In a sequential setting, the managers have to be concerned with the operations of all the other organizations in the sequence. Each must either convince
                  an errant organization to change or adapt his or her own organization to the change in inputs. In a pure sequential relationship,
                  the aggregation parameter is likely a multiplicative one (Π). In networks bound by reciprocal ties, organizational management becomes similar to network management, with a web of relationships and concerns that have to be
                  incorporated into any decisions. Reciprocal relationships may need to be translated into sequential relationships in two or
                  more directions for mathematical estimation.
               

               Of course, any organization's environment can contain resource (or constraint) linkages that fit all three types of interdependence.
                  One can put the point in the language of networks: networks can differ from one another in the kinds and extensiveness of
                  interdependent relationships between and among the various nodes.15 Mixed relationships are likely to have some combination of different aggregation operators, perhaps including some we have
                  not introduced here. Aggregation questions become rather important when one moves to the network level, because the question
                  of aggregation and its form applies not only to the environment of a core organization of interest but to the network itself
                  – for instance, regarding how the management function is aggregated across units. In short, the new arithmetic operator Φ
                  introduced in Equation (2.20) signifies different operations, depending on the structure of interdependence within the network.
               

               The second term (Ω) is included to show that the internal network management needs to be related to the aggregated internal
                  management of the hierarchies, and that the environment of the network needs to be related to the aggregated environments
                  of the hierarchies. Exactly how these elements are combined (addition, multiplication, and so forth) remains to be discovered.
               

               The network-level model outlined sketchily here suggests why deciphering management in and of networks is more complex and
                  demanding than the management of simple hierarchies. In a two-node network, the demands might not be insurmountable; as the number of nodes increases,
                  however, the ability of either analysts or managers to consider all factors simultaneously soon exceeds the bounds of rational
                  capacity. Managers, we think, use a variety of coping techniques to allow themselves to manage the network, and they may be
                  able to make use of some heuristics from bodies of work such as game theory to sort through certain kinds of circumstances
                  (see, for instance, O'Toole 1996). Coping techniques might include satisficing, rational shielding from nodes, ignoring some interdependences, decoupling
                  or “negative coordination” (Scharpf 1993) from nodes, adding structure to the network environment, and so forth. The exact strategies can be determined only via empirical
                  analysis of how managers operate in these networked situations.
               

               For reasons that should be obvious at this point, data are not available that would allow us to fully specify and test the
                  network-level model in enough cases to glean patterns of findings. Accordingly, the ideas in this section should be considered
                  initial, untested steps toward a fully developed theory of public management and performance in networks. We also saw in Chapter 1 that challenges often make it difficult to test performance-related theoretical ideas of any sort across large numbers of
                  cases. The next section describes the main data set that we employ to explore the relationship between management and performance
                  in much of the remainder of this book.
               

            

            The Texas school district data set

            
               An important challenge to the development of evidence-based public management is the availability of adequate data sets for
                  systematic investigation of these theoretical notions to see if they are actually valid. Public management in particular has
                  been slow to develop general data sets that can be used to answer multiple questions important to the field (this coverage
                  is drawn from Meier and O'Toole 2009b). There is no public management equivalent of the American National Election Study or the Panel Study of Income Dynamics,
                  two widely used data sets important in other realms of social science. In our work we have tapped data on the management of
                  various other public services, but the bulk of our empirical work has relied on another data set with some important advantages
                  for this purpose. We have started the construction of a data set on the school districts in the state of Texas (we say “started” because the process is ongoing). Rather than beginning from scratch, we have opted to build on
                  an existing data set that had a wide range of performance indicators for more than 1,000 public organizations over an established
                  period of time – the Texas school district data set. To that data set we have added managerial measures with a series of surveys
                  of top managers undertaken in 2000, 2002, 2005, 2007, and 2009,16 plus an additional survey of top managers concerning how they responded to the devastating effects of Hurricanes Katrina
                  and Rita, which unexpectedly ravaged that region in 2005.
               

               The Texas context

               
                  Because we rely heavily on school districts in one state, some description of the Texas policy context is in order. In response
                     to a nationwide study questioning the performance of public education (A Nation at Risk; see National Commission on Excellence in Education 1983), Governor Mark White launched a radical reform of Texas schools in the mid-1980s. Standards for both students and teachers
                     were raised. Students were required to take more courses and more rigorous courses. State aid to local school districts was
                     increased in order to address the problems generated by local variation in property values. The reforms were so fundamental
                     that academics took precedence over the cultural lynchpin of Texas schools: football.17

                  Along with the reforms a state-level accountability system was established. Students were required to take a series of standardized
                     tests, with the aggregate results published widely. The release of these test results is front-page news throughout the state.
                     Many top managers have performance clauses related to these tests in their contracts. In addition to test scores, the Texas
                     Education Agency (TEA) also collects a wide array of data on system finances and the characteristics of the student population.
                     These additional data permit the estimation of statistical models with elaborate controls.
                  

                  Education has remained on the statewide agenda continuously since the early reforms. Subsequent governors have also stressed
                     issues of performance. Testing systems have been refined and some early problems in regard to validity were identified and
                     addressed. The level of financial commitment has not necessarily corresponded with the rhetorical efforts, and there are continued
                     concerns with equity issues.
                  

               

            
The structure of Texas districts

            
               Texas districts tend to be very similar on some structural dimensions but vary dramatically on others. All districts but one
                  are independent school districts, which means that they are governed by a locally elected school board that has the power
                  to levy taxes in support of education. The school boards hire a professional administrator, the superintendent, to be the
                  chief operating officer of the schools. The superintendent has a great deal of discretion; he or she sets the agenda for school
                  board meetings, proposes the district budget, establishes the schools' curriculum, and oversees all personnel processes. The
                  superintendent has the formal authority to hire and fire managers (principals, assistant superintendents, etc.) and general
                  authority to move personnel to different locations or positions. Teachers' unions are relatively weak in the state; and, even
                  in the large districts, managers have substantial control over who teaches for them. These formal powers are limited somewhat
                  by a significant teacher shortage in the state as well as informal norms and traditions.
               

               These structural commonalities contrast dramatically with the vast other differences – differences that are to be expected
                  in a highly diverse state that contains 8 percent of all US school districts. The districts range from wealthy to poor. Even
                  with substantial state aid, per student instructional spending ranged from a low of $3,069 in 2007 to a high of $21,206. Correspondingly,
                  the percentage of students who qualify for free or reduced school lunches (a poverty measure) ranged from 0.0 percent to 99.9
                  percent. Racially, the state is highly diverse; the student population is 14 percent African American, 47 percent Latino,
                  35 percent Anglo, 3.4 percent Asian, and 0.3 percent Native American. Individual districts vary greatly on these dimensions.
                  To illustrate, the percentage of black students in a district ranges from 0.0 percent to 86.9 percent while the Latino percentage
                  runs the full range from zero to 100.
               

               In sum, these units of analysis are all school districts and share some characteristics, but they are exceptionally varied
                  on many other dimensions and thus constitute a valuable source of information about public management. It is worth emphasizing
                  that more public employees work in the field of education in the United States than in any other policy sector, and this Texas
                  sample represents more than 1 percent of all governments of any type in the country.
               

               We did not seek to become the foremost experts on the management of Texas school districts and to purposely irritate readers,
                  reviewers, and editors with a narrowly focused set of studies. As the research has unfolded, however, each survey, each development of a
                  new measure, has made this data set more and more valuable and more and more superior to alternative, available data sets
                  – in five ways. First, the data set contains multiple measures of management and multiple measures of performance in addition
                  to a wide variety of control variables. The control variables are chosen to fit with the rather well-developed production
                  function research literature on public education. In this book we explain the details of the management measures and control
                  measures, as well as the different ways of tapping performance. The multiple measures of performance allow investigation of
                  the fact that public organizations have multiple goals and may need to emphasize one goal at the expense of another. The multiple
                  measures of management and the extensive controls mean that we can rule out alternative explanations of our findings and thus
                  provide evidence that the results are not spurious due to underspecification. The multiple measures of management also reflect
                  the inherent complexity of the process by which public managers influence performance.
               

               Second, by having data on the same organizations over time, we can address questions of causality (see O'Toole and Meier 2004b) and can replicate studies for different time periods to determine if findings remain valid (O'Toole and Meier 2004a, 2006). Both processes augment the existing general advantages of a large-N approach. Third, the large size of the data set – as
                  many as 1,000 cases over a ten-year period – means that complex relationships that include multiple interactions can be tested
                  without being limited by collinearity. Too frequently complex theories of management are based on only a small number of cases
                  (for example, Miles and Snow 1978). Fourth, school districts have some valuable characteristics. They are the most common public organization in the United
                  States, and similar organizations exist in virtually all countries. They are highly professionalized organizations that are
                  generally decentralized and vest substantial discretion in street-level bureaucrats. To be sure, many public organizations
                  have different characteristics and thus limit generalizations, but a large number of public organizations share these characteristics.
                  Fifth, the data set is accessible; we provide the data to all scholars who request it, and we have invited other scholars
                  to suggest additional items to include. These factors have made the returns to investment increasingly positive.18

               We should also note, however, that the evidence-based research agenda has also used a wide variety of other data bases, including
                  local law enforcement agencies (Nicholson-Crotty and O'Toole 2004), Columbian local governments (Avellañeda 2009b), UK local authorities (Walker, O'Toole, and Meier 2007), the federal government and its use of PART scores (Petrovsky 2006), institutions of higher education (Hicklin 2006), unemployment insurance agencies (Wenger, O'Toole, and Meier 2008), and the US presidency (Vaughn and Villalobos 2009). While we rely primarily on the Texas school district data set in the coverage that follows, we also tap some of our studies
                  from other fields and data sets in our examination of public management and performance. Further, where appropriate we review
                  findings from a number of others' empirical settings and relevant data sets, when these bear on our efforts to understand
                  the effects of management on performance. Accordingly, several such analyses are summarized in relevant portions of the empirical
                  chapters that constitute the bulk of this book.
               

            

            Measures of performance

            
               Although virtually all programs have multiple goals and are therefore subject to multiple performance indicators, some objectives
                  are defined by the political environment as being more important than others (O'Toole and Meier 2004a). This study incorporates eleven different performance indicators in an effort to determine how public management affects
                  a variety of organizational outcomes.
               

               Although each performance indicator is salient to some portion of the educational environment, the most noticeable by far
                  is the overall student pass rate on the statewide examination; called the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS) until
                  2002, it was then replaced by the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS). The exams are standardized, criterion-based
                  tests that all students in various grades have to take. Initially the exam was given in grades 3, 5, and 7, and as an exit
                  exam. Currently grades 3 to 8 must take the exam as well as the exit exam, which at different times has been given in grades
                  10 or 11. The current system is also developing a series of end-of-course exams, such as 9th grade algebra, to assess the
                  learning of specific course material. The exit exam is a high-stakes test, and students are required to pass it to receive
                  a regular diploma from the state of Texas. TAAS/TAKS scores are used to rank districts, and the examination results are without
                  question the most visible indicator of performance used to assess the quality of schools. Our measure is the percentage of students in a district who passed all (reading, writing,
                  and mathematics) sections of the TAAS/TAKS.
               

               The TAAS/TAKS exam has not been without controversy and challenges. Standardized tests clearly do not measure all the relevant
                  aspects of an education system. There have also been unsuccessful court challenges arguing that the tests are discriminatory
                  on the basis of race and ethnicity. Much concern has been expressed about cheating, given the high-stakes nature of the test.
                  Cheating is made more difficult because Texas keeps control of the tests until administration and also is responsible for
                  grading the tests. Elaborate statistical procedures scan the tests for evidence of cheating (erasures of wrong answers changed
                  to right answers, etc.). In the few cases in which cheating has been found, teachers and administrators have been fired, and
                  schools have had their state-assigned performance score reduced.
               

               The institutionalized methods of cheating on the exams have been more interesting. Bohte and Meier (2000) provide an extensive study of efforts to manipulate exam scores by exempting students from the test, particularly exempting
                  students as a result of limited English skills or because they are assigned to special education. They find not just sizable
                  incentives to exempt students from the exam but also patterns that correlate with theoretical reasons to cheat (lack of resources,
                  smaller districts, etc.). In 1997 the Texas state legislature attempted to restrict this process by requiring that all students
                  be tested.
               

               Despite the criticisms of the TAAS/TAKS, it has become generally accepted as a measure of performance for evaluating schools.
                  Many districts use these scores to evaluate their superintendents, and many districts also use them to assess the performance
                  of principals. The Houston Independent School District (HISD) and some of the other larger districts use the test scores to
                  evaluate and reward teachers. Over time these evaluation tools have become far more sophisticated, moving from simply looking
                  at raw test scores to the use of elaborate econometric models that seek to isolate the value added by the teacher or the school.
               

               TAAS/TAKS scores have some useful statistical and practical advantages. The scores are normally distributed except when the
                  scores become too high and a ceiling effect (districts cannot score above 100 percent) limits the upper end of the distribution.
                  This occurs because districts improve over time, either because their education has improved or because students become more
                  used to the test form. The Texas Education Agency, as a result, periodically adjusts the tests to make them more difficult
                  (the transformation from TAAS to TAKS involved a significant increase in difficulty). These year-to-year movements and adjustments mean that all
                  statistical models need to account for these annual fluctuations with a set of fixed-effects controls.
               

               One of the contributions of the Texas school reform movement was a focus on racial and economic equity. The reforms required
                  that data be gathered and reported on the basis of both race and income. The formal state accountability system, in fact,
                  requires a given level of performance on all racial subgroups. Four other TAAS/TAKS measures are also useful as performance
                  indicators: pass rates for Anglo, black, Latino, and low-income students.19 Low-income students are defined as those eligible for free or reduced-price school lunches; this is an income criterion,
                  established by the federal government, that is linked to the official poverty level.
               

               Many parents and policy makers are also concerned with the performance of school districts regarding college-bound students.
                  Four measures of college-bound student performance were used: the percentage of students who took either of the college board
                  exams, the average ACT (American College Testing) score, the average SAT (Scholastic Aptitude Test) score, and the percentage
                  of students who score above 1,110 on the SAT (or its ACT equivalent). Texas is one of the few states in which both the ACT
                  and the SAT are taken by sufficient numbers to provide reliable indicators of both; as with samples drawn from other states,
                  there is no correlation between these scores and the number of students taking them if the proportion of tested students is
                  more than 30 percent of the total eligible to be tested (Smith 2003). Texas scores on the ACT and SAT are generally uncorrelated with the percentage of students taking the exams. Because most
                  colleges and universities require either the ACT or the SAT, students who do not take one of the exams are unlikely to go
                  on to attend college. The 1,110 measure, the equivalent of the top 20 percent nationally, is defined by the state of Texas
                  as an indicator of college readiness.
               

               The college-related scores, or higher-end performance scores, are clearly distinct from the TAAS/TAKS scores. The twenty intercorrelations
                  between the TAAS/TAKS and the college scores average 0.27, or about 7 percent shared variance (the highest correlation is
                  between SAT scores and the overall TAAS/TAKS pass rate, 0.48). Interestingly, the college indicators are not highly intercorrelated,
                  except for the correlation between the 1,110+ measure and the average SAT and ACT measures (0.75 and 0.76, respectively).
                  The correlation between ACT scores and SAT scores is only 0.58, which is surprising, since both are intended to measure the
                  potential for students to succeed in college.
               
The final two measures of performance might be termed bottom-end indicators: attendance rates and dropout rates. High attendance
                  rates are valued for two reasons. Students are unlikely to learn if they are not in class, and state aid is allocated to the
                  school district based, in part, on average daily attendance. Attendance, as a result, is a good indicator of low-end performance
                  by these organizations; the measure is simply the average percentage of students who are not absent. The attendance measure
                  is distinct from the other measures of performance. Its highest correlations are 0.35 with the overall TAAS/TAKS and –0.35
                  with the dropout rate.
               

               Dropout rates are plagued by serious problems of measurement. Schools have no incentive to determine if a student who does
                  not return to school has dropped out or is attending school elsewhere. Reported dropout rates are widely conceded to be an
                  underestimate. In addition, there are questions about whether or not to count a person pursuing a General Educational Development
                  (GED) test as a dropout. The state of Texas has also changed its measure of dropouts during the period of this study – going
                  from a six-year dropout rate (the average dropout rate for grades 7 to 12) to a four-year dropout rate (grades 9 to 12). Alternative
                  measures of dropouts based on the size of cohort that graduates versus the size of that cohort in earlier years are greatly
                  affected by the high rates of mobility, particularly minority student mobility, of Texas students. Given all these problems,
                  one needs to be skeptical about the results of analysis on dropout rates. For most of the analysis, dropout rates are not
                  included, but, in some cases, dropout rates are one of the better – albeit flawed – indicators of a district's performance
                  dimension: how well the school serves at-risk students. The dropout measure is not highly correlated with the other performance
                  measures; it averages a correlation of only –0.17.
               

               With eleven different performance indicators, we do not intend to subject the reader to a tedious discussion of each performance
                  indicator in every empirical analysis. Rather, for the purposes of validating our major managerial concepts, we use most of
                  the indicators. When our analysis becomes more specialized, we select performance indicators with given characteristics (e.g.
                  high task difficulty, low-end performance, etc.) that provide the best theoretical test of the model.
               

            

            The production function

            
               Any assessment of public program performance must control for both task difficulty and program resources. For school districts,
                  neither of these types of elements is under the substantial control of the districts themselves, and therefore they can be considered key parts of the vector of environmental forces. Fortunately, a well-developed literature
                  on educational production functions (Hanushek 1996; Hedges and Greenwald 1996) can be used for guidance. Eight variables, all commonly used, are included in our analysis: three measures of task difficulty
                  and five measures of resources.
               

               Schools and school districts clearly vary in how difficult it is to educate their students. Some districts have homogeneous
                  student populations from upper middle-class backgrounds. Students such as these are quite likely to do well in school regardless
                  of what the school does (see Burtless 1996). Other districts with a large number of low-income students and a highly diverse student body will find it more difficult
                  to attain high levels of performance, because the schools will have to make up for a less supportive home environment and
                  deal with more complex and more varied learning problems (Jencks and Phillips 1998). Poor and minority students often lack the in-home learning tools (computers, books, etc.) that are common in middle-class
                  homes. Texas also has a large immigrant population and thus needs to provide programs for students with a native language
                  other than English. Our three measures of task difficulty are the percentages of students who are black, Latino, and low-income.
                  The last-mentioned variable is measured by the percentage who are eligible for free or reduced-price school lunches. All three
                  measures should be negatively related to performance.
               

               While the linkage between resources and performance in schools has been controversial (see Hanushek 1996 and Hedges and Greenwald 1996), a growing literature of well-designed longitudinal studies confirms that, like other organizations, schools with more resources
                  generally fare better (Wenglinsky 1997). Five measures of resources are included. The average teacher salary, percentage of a district's expenditure funded by state
                  aid, and class size (see Molnar et al. 1999, Graue et al. 2007, and Dee and West 2008) are directly tied to monetary resources. The average years of teaching experience and the percentage of teachers who are
                  not certified (Laczko-Kerr and Berliner 2002) are related to the human resources of the school district. Class size and noncertified teachers should be negatively related
                  to student performance; teacher experience, state aid, and teacher salaries should be positively related to performance.
               

               This set of eight production function variables is used in all analyses conducted with this data set. Since we generally are
                  interested in the role that management plays in organizational performance rather than a full specification of the determinants
                  in education policy, we do not normally discuss the relationships for these control variables. Only when these variables show something unexpected or when they interact with managerial factors to affect performance are they discussed
                  in the text.
               

            

            The presentation of findings

            
               In the decade of research on public management we have frequently added additional data and developed new measures. As a result,
                  many of the studies have been carried out over different time periods, and sometimes with slightly different measures of management.
                  We have tried to maintain consistency with our published work, so, rather than rebuild an entirely new data set and rerun
                  all the analysis, we have usually opted here to present the original findings. To avoid redundancy in the discussion, we often
                  present abridged tables that show the key relationships. In this manner we avoid focusing on control variables that are not
                  of substantive interest in this project. In a few cases, such as with the analysis of managerial quality in Chapter 4 or the budget crisis in Chapter 6, we present new analysis for two reasons: (1) to present what we think is a better analysis; and (2) to make the text easier
                  to read and consistent with the analysis that preceded it.
               

            

            Conclusions

            
               There are many possible approaches to exploring the relationship between public management and public organizational or program
                  performance. The approach we have adopted is to build from the inductive, primarily case study, literature to formalize mathematically
                  some of the general relationships that seem to be suggested by the earlier work. The model we have developed may seem simple
                  – perhaps overly simple – in certain respects. For instance, it is comprised in its entirety of four variable clusters: O,
                  M, S, and X. As mentioned in Chapter 1, many of the fine-grained details of public organizational and managerial life do not find a home in this model. Still, as
                  will become clear in the chapters to follow, quite a number of issues and relationships can be investigated through this research
                  program.
               

               In other ways, the model is complex – in particular, in its specification of nonlinear and reciprocal relationships between
                  some variables, as well as in our efforts to begin modeling the multi-level reality of management in networks. For this latter
                  challenge, the work has just begun. This chapter points to some of the issues at stake as well as some of the impediments
                  to systematic investigation, but we do not yet press forward with large-N empirical studies of management at the network level.
                  Rather, we work on the management–performance links at the organizational level, while also taking explicitly into account
                  the important fact that managers of organizations must operate externally as well as internally, and that the outputs and
                  outcomes of their programs can be shaped in important ways by features of the environment with which their units are interdependent.
                  For the former, it is clear, no one empirical study can explore all the relationships and interactions. The demands such an
                  effort would place on a data set would make it impossible to execute any single definitive study. The approach we take, therefore,
                  is to work from the general model, and to explore aspects of it through several related analyses – often via some simplification
                  of the model – in order to focus on one or a few relationships at a time. A number of these are presented in the remaining
                  chapters of this book.
               

               Because of the high and increasing value of the Texas school districts data set, as explained in this chapter, we conduct
                  much of our work by examining performance-related relationships in these roughly one thousand governments over a period of
                  several years. Where appropriate, we supplement these core analyses with findings from some additional empirical settings.
               

               In the next chapter, we begin the empirical exploration by focusing on the externally oriented, networking behavior of top
                  managers. We explain in much more detail the governmental units and the data with which we are working and begin to answer
                  the question of how management shapes results.
               

            
               Notes

               
                  1. Indeed, Max Weber defined bureaucracy in part in terms of stable decisions over time based upon precedent, thus suggesting
                     reinforcement across certain stabilizing forces. See Gerth and Mills (1958).
                  

               

               
                  2. Some observers might point to another sort of array: the market. The pure neoclassical market setting is characterized by
                     an absence of structural stability, however, aside from some basic rules of the game – such as contract law, barriers to collusion,
                     etc. Markets in the classic sense, in other words, are defined largely in terms of an absence of structure among the actors. In practice, of course, markets are often structured to some extent. How structuring and rules
                     affect markets is an important issue of policy design, but we do not address it in this volume. Here we are interested in
                     structured relationships among relevant actors, as these vary between hierarchy and network as the archetypical forms.
                  

               

                  3. Beyond the structural variation between hierarchy and network, we also want to take note of other stabilizing elements mentioned
                     earlier as we consider the role of public management. In the initial formulation of our model (O'Toole and Meier 1999), we took structural variation between stable hierarchies and flexible networks into account; but we omitted other stabilizing
                     forces. The model was later expanded to include the latter as well (O'Toole and Meier 2003b), and we work from the broader version of the model throughout this book.
                  

               

               
                  4. An interesting question in management is the degree to which treating it as a vector sum provides a misleading picture by
                     ignoring whether or not management is consistent throughout the organization (Andrews et al. forthcoming (b)). The impact of managerial consistency on performance in theory would be positive but one can envision an
                     organization with too much consistency – e.g. groupthink – that would lead to poor performance. Consistency needs to be explicitly
                     modeled; surveying multiple respondents and then averaging the responses (Enticott, Boyne, and Walker 2009) provides no more information than a single-manager survey.
                  

               

               
                  5. The outputs of an organization or program are the immediate consequences of policy and management efforts: bridges built,
                     cases processed, environmental permits issued, etc. Outcomes relate to the eventual impact of policy actions, along with the
                     results of other causal variables, on the ultimate issue or concern prompting the initial policy intervention. An example
                     of an outcome, for which environmental permits would be an output, is cleaner rivers and streams.
                  

               

               
                  6. All these issues can be handled through appropriate conceptualization and methods. Indeed, we address them all in the empirical
                     chapters of this book.
                  

               

               
                  7. This interpretation affects how organizations deal with their environments. That is to say, they can assume some degree of
                     change and build that into the inertial aspects of the organizations rather than treating any environmental change as something
                     new and different.
                  

               

               
                  8. If β  were to exceed one, the system would generate positive feedback and eventually explode.
                  

               

               
                  9. Empirically, there is little research on what the stability coefficients are for organizations. A value of 0.99 might well
                     be far more rigid than anything that exists in the real world of organizations.
                  

               

               
                  10. Shocks themselves can have a variety of functional forms and both short- and long-run impacts; with adequate data, all these
                     impacts can be estimated.
                  

               

               
                  11. We realize that sometimes internal management is aimed at changing things – for example, due to slacking, underperformance,
                     etc. Although this recognition suggests that management sometimes has a destabilizing influence, that influence is only in
                     the short run. Once such efforts are successful at fixing organizational problems, management will need to institutionalize
                     the changes via stabilizing structures. We return to the point in the concluding chapter.
                  

               

               
                  12. For a somewhat different way of distinguishing and partitioning managerial functions, see Moore's treatment of managing upward,
                     downward, and outward (1995).
                  

               

               
                  13. It is possible for management to operate independently of the buffering structures. Management can act in a boundary-spanning
                     function to reach out to other organizations or monitor potential changes in the environment. Such functions might even be
                     institutionalized in strategic planning units or units for organizational intelligence.
                  

               

                  14. In this exposition, we simplify for the moment by assuming that management knows what it is doing – that is, that management
                     operates with considerable skill or quality, not simply effort. As will become clear later in this book, we consider each
                     managerial function to contain both an effort and a quality component. We introduce and validate a measure of managerial quality
                     in Chapter 4, but the focus here is on effort. An alternative way of thinking about the model at this point is that it contains an assumption
                     of some deliberativeness or choice on the part of management – as to the allocation of managerial effort across the functions
                     of management.
                  

               

               
                  15. Networks can differ from each other in many other ways as well: the number of nodes, the degree of centralization, and numerous
                     other dimensions sketched by those who employ the tools of social network analysis.
                  

               

               
                  16. The 2009 survey was unique, in that the questionnaire included a variety of questions submitted by other scholars.
                  

               

               
                  17. Part of the reforms was a provision that students who did not pass their courses were not allowed to participate in extracurricular
                     activities such as football. The adoption of the reforms and their extensive nature owe a great deal to the leadership of
                     Governor White and his designated reform advocate, Ross Perot. Although some people term these reforms and their impact “the
                     Texas miracle,” in reality this set of changes was a twenty-plus-year process that involved significant effort on the part
                     of politicians and school officials. Overall, the state has made substantial progress in educational attainment, but it still
                     has a fair way to go.
                  

               

               
                  18. It is also fair to point out that the Texas school district data set has contributed to several literatures other than the
                     public management research field. These include the study of representative bureaucracy (Keiser et al. 2002), the impact of charter schools on public school competition (Wrinkle, Stewart, and Polinard 1999; Bohte 2004), the patterns of organizational cheating (Bohte and Meier 2000), punctuated equilibria in policy settings (Robinson et al. 2007), and the investigation of statistical techniques (Bretschneider, Marc-Aurele, and Wu 2005; Wagner and Gill 2005), among others.
                  

               

               
                  19. The various pass rates do not correlate as highly as one might imagine. The intercorrelations between the Anglo, black and
                     Latino pass rates are all in the neighborhood of 0.67, thus suggesting that the overlap is only about 45 percent. The individual
                     scores for race and class correlate more highly with the overall score, because they are subcomponents of it.
                  

               

            

         

      

   


End of sample
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(3) Managerial networking is subject to diminishing marginal returns; the best managers
limit their networking activities before reaching this poin.

(4) Managerial networking has distributive consequences. Network demands are more
to come from well-established and well-endowed network nodes.

(5) The impact of managerial networking depends on the structural context. Managerial
networking is more valuable in structural networks.

(6) Management needs to build excess managerial capacity to deal with shocks and other
unexpected environment problems

(7) Management capacity enhances the impact of managerial networking.
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Dependent variable = percentage of staff assigned to

Function Gain/loss Tscore N
Teaching ~0036 072 8,329
Support staff ~0125 069 8,329
Teachers aides  —0312 062 8,329
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Dependent variable = percentage of teachers in various functions

Function Gainfloss  Tscore R N
Regular education 0871 195 071
Special education 191 226" 0.69
Compensatory education  —0.377 055
Vocational education 0041 0.68
Bilingual education 182 0.7

Other education ~0.210
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