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Dissertation Abstract
EXTERNAL AND INTERNAL AGENCY CHARACTERISTICS AS
DETERMINANTS OF PROGRAM ASSESSMENT RATING TOOL (PART) SCORES
In this dissertation I explore why some federal agency programs received better
Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART) scores than others during the Bush
administration. PART scores served as the primary measure of agency program
performance during the Bush administration. Principal-agency theory suggests that the
president and congress use mechanisms of external control such as budgeting and
appointments to constrain agency behavior and influence performance. On the other
hand, alternate theories suggest internal agency characteristics, including leadership and
ideology, are responsible for performance.
I first review the long history of performance management at the federal level. I
then use Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART) scores implemented during the Bush
administration to empirically examine federal agency program performance. More than
1,000 PART scores from 2002-2008 are examined in separate models to test the effects
of external, internal and combined characteristics of agency program performance. I find
that both internal and external characteristics matter and that agency politicization and
leadership are especially important predictors of performance on PART.
Following my empirical analysis, I explore agency culture as an additional
explanation of agency performance beyond PART. Culture is thought to be very
important, yet is nearly impossible to quantify. I use several agencies as exploratory case
studies to further examine culture's impact on performance. In my concluding chapter I
highlight the Obama administration's current performance management efforts.
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CHAPTER ONE
Introduction and Literature Review
Introduction to the Research Question:
Government agencies provide a wide range of services to many different
constituencies with varying degrees of success. Often, government agencies serve people
classified as ―at risk‖ including the homeless, elderly, and runaway youth. Due to the
national attention concerning runaway and homeless youth in the 1970s, Congress passed
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act (JJDPA) of 1974. The JJDPA
provided the infrastructure for a system of care for young runaways outside the
traditional law enforcement and juvenile justice agencies. Through the JJDPA‘s
Runaway and Homeless Youth Act (RHYA), Congress authorized the Basic Center
Program to be housed in the Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS). The
program, administered by the DHHS‘ Family and Youth Services Bureau, funds more
than 330 local community programs serving runaway and homeless youth. The program
provides food, shelter, clothing, counseling and health care referrals and operates on an
annual budget of $96 million (FY 2008) (ExpectMore.gov). The Basic Center program is
classified as a competitive grant program.
The HOPE for Elderly Independent (HOPE IV) program administered by the
Department of Housing and Urban Development also serves an at-risk constituency. The
HOPE IV program provides funding through grants to state, county and municipal
government agencies to operate or develop housing assistance programs for the elderly
and disabled. The program provides housing, food, health care and counseling to low-
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income elderly and disabled to prevent them from premature placement in nursing
homes. The HOPE IV program operates on an annual budget of $100 million (FY 2008)
and is also classified as a competitive grant program (ExpectMore.gov).
The two programs, the Basic Center Program and HOPE IV, share several key
characteristics. The annual operating budgets are similar; both are administered as
competitive grant programs housed in cabinet-level agencies, and both serve at-risk
populations providing housing, food, health care and counseling services. There is,
however, a notable difference. The Basic Center Program received stellar performance
scores on the Office of Management and Budget‘s (OMB) Program Assessment Rating
Tool (PART) in all four rating categories: program purpose and design, planning,
management and results. The program‘s overall rating is ―excellent.‖ According to
OMB, ―excellent‖ programs, ―set ambitious goals, achieve results, are well-managed and
improve efficiency.‖ The HOPE IV program, on the other hand, received an overall
score of ―ineffective,‖ which means the program has ―been unable to achieve results due
to a lack of clarity regarding the program's purpose or goals, poor management, or some
other significant weakness.‖ The two programs face similar challenges. Both provide
services to at-risk constituencies, operate on budgets that are roughly the same size, and
are of the same funding type. But they performed quite differently on PART. Other
similar programs likely received different PART scores too, but why? What explains
such variation in PART scores? Are the inner workings of an agency responsible? Might
external factors such as structure and divided government matter? There are many
possible explanations and I will revisit these two programs later in this dissertation (see
Chapter 3).
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This dissertation explores why some agency programs performed better than
others on PART. There are few large-N quantitative studies of agency performance
(notable exceptions include Krause and Douglas 2005; Meier and O‘Toole 2006; Lewis
2008). This dissertation will use Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART) scores for
more than 1,000 agency programs. The PART scoring system, implemented in 2003 by
the Bush administration, provides not only an overall performance score which serves as
the dependent variable, but also measures factors including agency budget size and
program type. Case studies will be conducted in addition to the quantitative analysis.
Cases studies are a valuable tool to further explore explanatory variables like agency
culture and mission, which are often difficult to quantify. The case studies will be used
to learn more about how culture operates in different agencies. Particular case study
selection criteria are examined further in chapter 4.
Chapter Preview:
In this chapter I first review alternate theories of agency performance, which
provide the rationale for the structure of my empirical analysis in Chapter 3. Second, I
examine the evolution of performance management and measurement efforts and how
these efforts have shaped decision-making at the federal level. Third, I discuss the many
challenges associated with performance measurement. Fourth, I introduce the dependent
variable for my dissertation, Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART) scores, which
were developed and implemented during the Bush administration. Following a detailed
description of the scores and how they work, I discuss both the shortcomings and impact
of PART.
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LITERATURE REVIEW
Explanations of Agency Performance:
How well bureaucratic agencies perform is important for a number of reasons.
The primary theoretical reason is that agencies are made up of unelected officials who
make important, binding policy decisions on a daily basis and there is a need to determine
how accountable these agencies are to the public and other branches of government
(Furlong 1998). A majority of federal government programs are now administered by
third parties who are under contract, which makes accountability even more important
(Frederickson and Frederickson 2007). At a more practical level, the public, the
president and congress want to make sure that agencies are spending their budgets wisely
and producing quality outcomes. The federal government spends more than $2 trillion
annually on roughly 1,000 federal programs and yet, in most cases, there is no way to
measure how well that money is spent (OMB 2004). The president and congress are also
concerned with how agencies perform because program failures and successes may affect
their own electoral fortunes.
For the public, trust in government has declined for decades. Strong federal
agency performance could play an important role in reversing this trend. According to
the Partnership for Public Service and Gallup Consulting‘s 2008 poll, ―In the Public We
Trust,‖
Americans consistently rate government performance higher when they
believe government gets the process right—by spending money wisely,
making decisions based on merit and not politics, hiring talented civil
servants, and demonstrating strong leadership.
The different explanations for agency performance can be organized into two
broad categories. The first is that agencies have autonomy and are able to withstand the
4

president and congress‘ control mechanisms because of internal characteristics like strong
leadership, constituency support, and ―agency culture‖ (Furlong 1998). It is internal
characteristics as such that influence agency behavior and performance. The second
explanation is that institutions outside the bureaucracy, specifically congress and the
president, influence agency behavior in what is called a principal agent model. In this
model, external political control mechanisms wielded by congress and the president are
important indicators of outcomes and performance.
The president and congress provide incentives to agencies to get them to carry out
their policy preferences. The president and congress dictate their preferences from the
―top‖ to the agencies at the ―bottom.‖ The problem with this model, according to Meier
and O‘Toole, is that no ―top‖ exists in our separation of powers system. While they agree
that external mechanisms of control wielded by Congress and the president play an
important role in how agencies perform, they are only part of the explanation. This
approach ignores the fact that agencies have preferences too, such as a commitment to
democratic norms and a desire to do a good job (Brehm and Gates 1997). These internal
agency preferences might help agencies withstand control mechanisms employed by the
president and congress. As Matthew Dull (2006) states, ―while inter-organizational
control remains the focus of most political science research on administrative politics,
intra-organizational arrangements, including organizational and professional norms, play
a decisive role in democratic control of public agencies.‖ These intra-organizational or
internal characteristics might be as important to dictating agency behavior and
performance as external characteristics such as agency design and budget control.
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Why is this important? If internal agency characteristics are as reliable predictors
of agency performance as external characteristics, it could undermine the focus by many
political scientists on principal agent theory so often used to explain the relationship
between executive agencies, congress and the president. This then limits the extent to
which the president and congress are the sole sources of influence on agency behavior
and performance. Other factors, like culture and other internal characteristics, might play
an important role.
Each of these explanations will be explored in detail in the next chapter. There
are numerous studies that separately test and confirm or dismiss the link of external
characteristics with agency performance (Moe 1982, 1985; Wood 1988, 1990; Wood and
Waterman 1991, 1993; Carpenter, 1996; Krause 1996; Scholz and Wood 1999; Balla and
Wright 2001). However, I argue that internal agency characteristics are often excluded
from empirical studies of performance and are important predictors of agency
performance. I draw upon findings from studies of organizational culture and
institutional development (Wilson 1989, Hall 1996, Carpenter 2001). By excluding such
important variables, previous analyses have potentially underspecified models leading to
incorrect conclusions about what exactly explains agency performance.
The Evolution of Performance Measurement
Performance in the context of the federal bureaucracy is a concept that poses great
difficulty for political scientists, policy analysts and public administration scholars alike.
It is much easier to measure the performance of agencies with clearly observable outputs
and outcomes. While businesses measure performance through well-established market
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indicators like stock values, bureaucratic performance is more difficult to assess because
of the variance in size, services they provide and the ―clients‖ they serve.
For bureaucracies generally, performance can be measured in a number of ways.
Outputs are the actions over which agencies exert direct control (e.g., the number of
inspections carried out), while outcomes are the results agencies seek to bring about (e.g.,
cleaner air). Also important to consider is the performance context. Do agencies perform
well day-to-day or in crisis situations? Are there differences between policymaking and
implementation? Is performance synonymous with efficiency, or are there other
dimensions that are important (Balla and Gormley 2003).
It is important to note that political actors have multiple and even competing goals
(Baum 1997). For the president and congress, policy outcomes are especially important.
Outcomes and performance are not necessarily synonymous, which is why it is necessary
to draw some distinctions between the two concepts and properly define performance.
In the public sector, ―performance‖ has increasingly become synonymous with
results. Outcomes are valued above inputs, processes, or outputs (Radin 2000).
Achieving stated outcomes is the definition of performance employed in this dissertation.
OMB‘s Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART) scores, which serve as the dependent
variable, are designed to measure how well agencies‘ programs achieve outcomes based
on program purpose and design, strategic planning, and program management. Major
studies of performance have used a similar definition. The Government Performance
Project managed by The Pew Charitable Trusts and the Maxwell School of Citizenship
and Public Affairs at Syracuse University, analyzes management capacity, which is the
foundation for good results (Campbell Public Affairs Institute 1999, 2001). The focus on
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effectiveness obviously excludes many other important aspects of performance, but
effectiveness is the gold standard in this era of results-oriented government and it also
dictates how the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) determines budget
allocations.
Good government—a government responsible to the people whose dollars it takes to
fund its operations—must have as its core purpose the achievement of results. No
program, however worthy its goal and high-minded its name, is entitled to continue
perpetually unless it can demonstrate it is actually effective in solving problems.
In a results-oriented government, the burden of proof rests on each federal program
and its advocates to prove that the program is getting results. The burden does not
rest with the taxpayer or the reformers who believe the money could be better spent
elsewhere (OMB 2004).

This section of the chapter offers a brief review of the different methods of
measuring federal government performance and, more importantly, maps the evolution of
PART, the dependent variable used in the empirical analyses that follow. PART is by no
means the first attempt to measure federal agency and program performance nor will it be
the last. Below I offer an explanation for PART‘s development, analyze its pros and cons
and how it is similar and different from previous efforts, and begin to offer some
preliminary explanations for which factors might drive agency program performance at
least during the ―PART era.‖
There are many reasons to develop valid and reliable measures of government
performance. Certainly one of the most important reasons to measure government
performance is to reassure the public that the government is doing a good job with their
tax money. Second, trust in the federal government declined dramatically in the second
half of the twentieth century (Gallup 2008; Gore 1994) and there is a growing body of
literature that suggests trust and social capital affect the performance potential of
government (Tavits 2006; Knack 2002; Rice 2001; Putnam 1993). In addition to efforts
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to restore public trust in government, measuring government performance is important
because the size and nature of government responsibilities have changed dramatically in
recent years. Theories about how best to manage government have changed accordingly;
no longer are hierarchies necessarily viewed as the most effective way to delegate tasks
and assign responsibility. Beginning in the late 20th century, management theorists and
public administration scholars began to argue that hierarchies might actually impede
production. More attention is being given to other administrative forms of governance
such as horizontal, hybridized and associative governance. (Hill and Lynn, Jr. 2005)
The information technology revolution is a second key change in how theorists
view government and how best to measure its performance. Information technology
advances have made ―flatter organizations‖ possible because individuals can take on
wider ranges of responsibility and can communicate exponentially faster (Gore 1994).
This means that the ―top‖ and ―bottom‖ of an organization can communicate more often
and effectively and organizations can communicate directly with their constituents
(Towns 2009). According to Beth Noveck, President Obama‘s deputy director for open
government in the U.S. Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP), the
administration is using tools like blogs to solicit public input on a range of issues.
Currently the OSTP is using a blog to ask constituents how best to ensure scientific
integrity in executive branch decision-making (Towns 2009).
Why do these changes matter for understanding and measuring government
performance? When hierarchies were considered the ideal way to structure government
agencies and organizations, it was believed that the layers of control over every input
would provide appropriate checks and balances (Light 1995). The Johnson
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administration‘s Planning, Programming and Budgeting and the Carter administration‘s
Zero-Based Budgeting efforts for example, used administrative rules to guide tasks and
budget allocations (inputs). Government performance was based on the relationship of
costs and inputs or the idea that performance could be measured by cost reduction and
improvements in operating procedures (Heinrich 2002). Now the way that government
performance and accountability are determined by carefully measured results – outcomes
and outputs (Gore 1994). President Johnson‘s Planning, Programming, and Budgeting
System was the first serious effort to link program results with budget decisions.
President Nixon‘s Management by Objective program sought to identify the goals of each
agency program to limit redundant or ineffective programs. President Carter introduced
zero-based budgeting in an effort to force government programs to prove their value
every year. President Clinton‘s administration was known for its reinventing government
efforts (OMB 2004). Most of these efforts made temporary improvements, although
none had a lasting impact on ―measurable accountability‖ with the qualified exception of
the Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 (Radin 1999).
Beginning in the early 1980s and brought about by key changes implemented by
the Reagan administration, government agencies at all levels began developing
performance monitoring systems of various kinds (Wholey and Hatry 1992). The
Government Accounting Standards Board (GASB) encouraged state and local
governments to report indicators of service quality and outcomes in addition to financial
data. Examples of outcome-oriented indicators at the state and local levels are evident in
measures of school performance like student and teacher attendance rates and student
achievement test scores.
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The Reagan administration‘s New Federalism shifted management of many
public programs from the federal to the state and local levels of government. A primary
example of such a program is the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) established in
1982. A $5 billion program, management of the JTPA was highly decentralized and
involved the private sector in local administration. Since the involvement of private
industry and the decentralized management structure raised concerns about
accountability, the Reagan administration developed new standards of performance
management (Heinrich 2002). Barnow (2000) claims these new management standards
were something completely novel and helped revolutionize government performance
measurement and monitoring in three ways. First, they changed program measures from
inputs to outcomes. While in previous years results of the JTPA would have been
measured by inputs like the number of people trained, the new approach to performance
measured results by the number of JTPA participants placed in jobs. A second change in
the approach to performance measurement is the interlinking of measures across multiple
levels of government. Third, the new approach provided incentives like budget increases
for managers whose programs reached or exceeded established outcomes (Heinrich
2002).
The 1980s also brought about tremendous advances in statistical techniques used
to measure government performance including experimental and quantitative evaluation.
By 1990, the federal government began answering calls for a new focus on service
quality and program results at the federal government level. The Chief Financial Officers
Act of 1990 required federal agencies to provide systematic measurement of performance
in addition to cost and financial data. Senator William Roth‘s ―Federal Program
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Performance Standards and Goals Act of 1991,‖ asked federal agencies to develop plans
to establish performance indicators to monitor outputs and results of major expenditures
and to submit annual performance reviews to the President and Congress (Wholey and
Hatry 1992). Also in 1991, the National Academy of Public Administration passed a
resolution calling for government agencies to develop performance monitoring systems to
report the program quality and outcomes. The resolution also suggested public
participation in setting goals and monitoring results, using performance information to
make subsequent program improvements, and establishing performance targets. As
Frederickson and Frederickson (2007) conclude, ―the scientific management-like reform
initiatives in the 1990s emerged from the executive branch both as serious attempts to
make government more effective and as a form of presidential politics.‖
Using Performance Measurement in Decision-Making
The developments of the 1980s and 1990s paved the way for the Government
Performance and Results Act (GPRA) of 1993. Enacted with bipartisan support, the
Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) provided agencies with a roadmap to
improve performance over the course of several years. Agencies were tasked with
developing and implementing strategic plans, performance measures and reports to be
used by congress and the executive branch to make budgetary decisions (Radin 1999).
GPRA continued the trend of moving performance measurement away from process
evaluations towards results and outcomes measures. Specific requirements of GPRA
include a strategic plan that specifies agency goals and how they will be achieved; an
annual performance plan that includes quantifiably-measured goals and performance
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indicators and a specific level of performance to be achieved, and an annual performance
report that compares actual and target performance goals (Heinrich 2002).
Most federal agencies developed their plans and performance measures on
schedule, but few quantified their progress toward achieving key outcome measures. In
1999 and 2000, the Government Accountability Office (GAO) and the Senate
Appropriations Committee reviewed agency compliance with GPRA. The reviews found
that few agencies had made significant improvements, especially in measuring and
achieving key outcomes. A majority of agencies were unable to produce credible data
(Dull 2006). An example can be found in the GAO‘s 2000 report on the U.S. Department
of Agriculture (USDA). Discussing the USDA‘s progress towards improved outcomes,
the GAO found that the USDA:
―uses a questionable methodology for measuring the success of its efforts to
expand and maintain global markets for U.S. agricultural products. USDA‘s goals
and indicators emphasize growth in the U.S. share of the global agricultural
market—measured by changes in the dollar value of exports resulting from the
implementation of trade agreements, market access enhancements, sales from
annual trade shows, and agricultural exports. Yet, the dollar value of exports is
subject to powerful external variables that transcend USDA‘s authority and ability
to affect change in international trade. These variables include exchange rates,
government policies, global and national economic conditions, climatic changes,
and numerous other factors over which USDA has no control or strategies to
address.‖ (GAO 2000)
Instead of encouraging agency administrators to focus on results and
performance, GPRA unintentionally shifted their focus to compliance with its procedural
requirements (Gilmour and Lewis 2005). Agencies produce over 13,000 pages of
performance plans annually, but they are rarely taken into account in the budgetary
process (OMB 2004).

13

The use of performance measurement and information at the state level, like at the
federal level, goes beyond budget allocation decisions. Performance information is
sometimes linked to strategic planning, although with varying degrees of success.
Performance measurement systems are well integrated into state governments having
survived numerous changes in leadership. Performance information is used most
commonly for program assessments, strategic planning and performance reporting. Most
states have not begun to apply the information in targeted ways for personnel decisions,
benchmarking across agencies or states, or for holding government officials accountable
for their performance (or lack thereof) (Melkers and Willoughby 1998).
Melkers and Willloughby‘s 1998 study of the pervasiveness of performancebased budgeting in states found 31 states had legal requirements, 16 had administrative
requirements, 1 had an executive order and 3 had no requirement. A majority of the
states‘ legal and administrative requirements for performance-based budgeting were less
than 5 years old and while most states required performance information to be generated
and published, there was no specific direction for how program results, performance
measures and state funding fit together.
In 2004, Melkers and Willloughby reanalyzed state performance-related
requirements and found that all 50 states had either administrative or legal requirements
for performance-based budgeting. Thirty-three states had maintained, amended or added
to their requirements.
State requirements, both legislative and administrative, do not differ much in
purpose from GPRA at the federal level. States have ―sought to focus attention on
outcomes rather than outputs and to link budget and managerial decision processes‖
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(Melkers and Willloughby 2004). Also like GPRA, many state performance requirements
link performance to the strategic planning process. GPRA, however, is still more
comprehensive than most state requirements because it also involves oversight of
management, benchmarking and results.
States, like federal agencies, are ―graded‖ on how well they perform. For the past
ten years, Governing Magazine and the Pew Center on the States have collaborated to
produce the Government Performance Project (GPP), which measures the quality of state
management and performance. Like similar efforts to improve performance at the federal
level, the focus is on program results. States, like the federal government, grade
performance based on outcomes, not outputs. The grades are calculated based on
extensive, ongoing research into four key areas of government management: information,
people, money, and infrastructure.
Performance evaluation and measurement are included in the information
category. States are assessed based on how well they produce results-oriented
information or outcomes, rather than a detailed accounting of how much work they have
done (Governing Magazine 2008). In 1998, the GPP found that few states produced
performance-related information. Ten years later however, four out of five states
received passing scores for their management of performance efforts. The GPP, like
Melkers and Willloughby (2004), found that while states have made significant headway
in producing performance data, there is still disconnect between performance information
and its use in the budgeting process. One positive step towards the link between
performance and budgeting is compliance by all 50 states with Generally Accepted
Accounting Principles (GAAP), uniform standards for bookkeeping.
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State and federal performance efforts are mirrored at the local level. Managing
for results (MFR) occurs at the municipal level too, although with more limited success
than at the federal and state levels. Recent research, however, indicates that the
implementation of MFR at the local level is on the rise because of the involvement of
several key organizations including the International City/County Management
Association (ICMA) and The Urban Institute (Harsell and Jones 2002).
While performance measurement efforts are well underway at all levels of
government, there are many challenges for government officials, especially in developing
appropriate measures of performance. The next section of this chapter addresses many of
those.
The Challenges of Performance Measurement
Policy makers and managers have to agree on the appropriate indicators of
program/agency performance (Wholey and Hatry 1992). Performance measurement is
complex and agencies have to consider a number of obstacles. First, reported outcomes
are the result of contextual factors, both agency-related and external conditions. External
factors include general economic and political conditions, while agency-related factors
include organizational climate and complexity and competition among agency programs
or functional units (Heinrich 2002). Distinguishing between agency and external
contributions to performance can be tricky. Performance measurement is not necessarily
meant to establish causality (did the agency or some outside event cause the result), but
results indicate to managers and the president and congress if an agency or program
merits a closer look. Wholey and Hatry (1992) provide the analogy of a sports team
manager who uses the game score to decide how to alter his play strategy.
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A second obstacle is developing valid and reliable measures of performance. For
some programs, developing appropriate performance measures is extremely difficult
because of the nature of the program‘s work. According to Wilson (1989), agencies can
be considered one of four types depending on how easily or not their activities and results
can be observed and measured. The four different types of agencies are production, craft,
procedural and coping organizations. ―Production‖ agencies are those whose activities
and outcomes are readily observable. Such agencies include the Social Security
Administration and Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Service
programs like those conducted by the Social Security Administration are measured in
reliable and valid ways and produce short and long term measures of results like accuracy
and response time for clients to receive checks. Production agencies are easier to manage
because their activities and results are easy to oversee (Behn 2006). Wilson says
production agencies are designed with ―a compliance system to produce and efficient
outcome‖ (Wilson 1989).
Craft agencies, in contrast to production agencies, are those with easily observed
results, but whose activities are more difficult to observe. The armed forces are craft
agencies, especially in wartime. Their activities are not easily observed, but the outcome
of those activities is readily seen. In procedural organizations, activities and processes
are observed, but the outcome remains hard to see. In peacetime, the armed forces
become procedural organizations because their activities and preparation is observed, but
the result or outcome of those activities are not apparent until needed. Coping
organizations are the most difficult to measure and to manage because neither their
activities nor results are observable. The best examples of coping organizations are
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police departments and the Department of Education. It is very difficult to observe
teachers conducting classroom lessons on a regular basis and it is hard to know whether
and how much students are learning (Wilson 1989). Depending on which type of agency
then, the management style and measurement of results will change. I will revisit this
subject in Chapter 4.
A third obstacle to consider is what makes an ―acceptable‖ performance level?
For some programs, the ideal is perfection. In other words, the desired outcome is zero
crimes committed, zero illness outbreaks and the like. For other programs, it is not as
straightforward. Instead, programs must demonstrate a positive change in performance,
compare actual to target outcomes, and compare performance against similar agencies
and programs.
An additional obstacle requires agency program personnel to be ready and able to
respond to the public and other branches about negative performance. Performance
outcome measures can be misunderstood and misused and it is therefore the job of
agency staff to be prepared to interpret measures clearly and effectively. Agency
explanations should always accompany results reports (Wholey and Hatry 1992).
I have reviewed previous efforts to measure performance at various levels of
government and some of the specific challenges associated with such efforts. Next I
provide an overview of the Bush administration‘s program to measure federal
government performance, which also introduces the dependent variable for the analyses
that follow.
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The Development of the Program Assessment Rating Tool
President Bush took office in 2001 with an agenda of improving government
management. Although GPRA had only begun a few years prior to his taking office,
President Bush took a different approach to performance management (Frederickson and
Frederickson 2007). A major component involved making government agencies more
results oriented by incorporating performance information into budgeting decisions. The
President‘s Management Agenda (PMA) was introduced in 2002. The PMA was made
up of five objectives: 1) improving strategic management of human resources, 2)
increasing the use of competitive sourcing in service delivery, 3) using appropriate
financial reporting tools to control agency resources, 4) improving the use of electronic
government tools, and 5) integrating performance results with funding decisions
(Greitens and Joaquin 2009; Breul 2007). Agencies were given a red, yellow or green
rating for how well they met each objective with green being the optimal rating. During
the seven years the scorecard was in effect, the number of agencies achieving ―green‖
scores increased from 15 to 85 percent (Barr 2008).
While the increase in scores over time is some evidence that the OMB scorecard
was successful, it was met with strong resistance by agencies and congress because of the
controversial objective of increasing outsourcing of government jobs. Congress
eventually limited outsourcing of federal jobs, which remained a point of contention for
the remainder of Bush‘s second term. The final OMB scorecard is found in Table 1.1.
[Insert TABLE 1.1]
The fifth objective of the OMB Scorecard Initiative called for agency funding
decisions to be linked to performance, which was one of the intended, but unfulfilled
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goals of GPRA. While GPRA helped to refocus agencies on results by requiring annual
goal statements, strategic plans and both output and outcome measures, a GAO analysis
of GPRA found that this information, while useful, was not utilized by policymakers
(Gilmour 2006). President Bush first directed the OMB to help agencies incorporate
performance information into budget requests. OMB with the help of agencies and
outside experts then developed an assessment framework called the Program Assessment
Rating Tool (PART). Bush developed PART in addition to GPRA for a couple of
reasons. First, managing the government ―better‖ than one‘s predecessor is a main theme
of any presidential campaign. Second, GPRA was not meeting the expectations of
performance management experts (Frederickson and Frederickson 2007). The intention
of PART was to hold failing agencies and programs accountable through budget
reductions or elimination and GPRA lacked such accountability. The PART grading
system was heralded by the administration as a rich new data source for evaluating
agency performance.1
Several groups participated in the development of PART. Marcus Peacock,
former associate director for natural resources, energy and science at the Office of
Management and Budget and Deputy Secretary of the EPA, is credited as the ―father of
PART.‖ Peacock led the effort to develop PART at the request of then-President Bush
(Peacock 2008). The first draft of the PART questionnaire was circulated for public
comment in May 2002 and then reviewed by a number of groups including the
Performance Measurement Advisory Council and the President‘s Council on Integrity
and Efficiency. The first group was chaired by Mortimer Downey, former Deputy

1

The Obama administration is currently conducting a major review and overhaul of PART. I will discuss
these efforts in detail in chapter 5.
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Secretary of Transportation (OMB 2004). Subsequently, the National Academy of Public
Administration convened a special workshop to review PART. A congressional hearing
was also held before the final version was approved July 10, 2002.
PART differs from previous federal performance management efforts in a few
ways. First, PART was designed to be an integral component in the development of the
executive budget and President Bush promised to use PART to target program
reductions. The evidence that this actually occurred, however, is mixed. In the
president‘s FY 2005 budget, for example, 65 programs were recommended for
elimination. Thirteen of the 65 programs were recommended based on their PART score
and only one of those 13 was actually eliminated (Dull 2006).
Second, there is evidence that programs receiving scores of adequate or better are
generally recommended for budget increases, while programs that receive ineffective
ratings are more likely to be recommended for budget cuts (Frisco and Stalebrink 2008).
A third difference between PART and previous performance initiatives is the
amount of resources committed to it. The President, OMB staff, and agency resources
were devoted to completing PART.
How PART Works
The Program Assessment Rating Tool, or PART, was part of the Bush
administration‘s broader Performance Improvement Initiative (PII) and it fulfilled the
executive order E.O. 13540 ―Improving Government Program Performance.‖ The PII
institutionalized the policy objectives of EO13540 and had two key goals: first to
improve program performance, second to make a greater investment in successful
programs.
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PART is a 25-part questionnaire made up of mostly ―yes‖ or ―no‖ responses with
the exception of one section of answers ―small extent‖ or ―large extent.‖ Agencies
worked in tandem with OMB staff to complete the questionnaire and to determine
whether the evidence agencies provided for their answers was sufficient. Each program
received a rating of 0-100 on each of four parts (Program Purpose and Design, Strategic
Planning, Program Management, and Program Results) which were weighted and totaled,
receiving an overall qualitative rating of effective, moderately effective, adequate,
ineffective, or results not demonstrated (RND). It is important to note that regardless of
the overall score, programs received a score of RND if OMB determined that
performance measures were unacceptable or that performance data were not collected to
determine whether the program was actually performing (ExpectMore.gov). In Chapter 3
I take a closer look at other explanations for why programs were given the RND rating.
Programs that received one of the first three ratings were considered to be
―performing,‖ while programs rated ineffective or RND were ―not performing.‖ With
their overall rating, agency programs also received key findings from the evaluation as
well as an improvement plan developed in collaboration with OMB. All of this
information remains available on ExpectMore.gov. By the end of the Bush
administration, more than 1000, or 98 percent of all federal agency programs, were
evaluated via PART (For question categories and sample questions, see Table 1.2).
[Insert Table 1.2]
Agencies worked with OMB staff to determine which programs were to be
reviewed each year. Once programs were selected for assessment, agency personnel
were responsible for completing the PART survey, although they did so in close
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communication with OMB staff. Personnel appointed to this task included day-to-day
program staff, budget staff who handled resource requests and justifications, and
planning and performance staff who monitored program results and impact. OMB
assigned a program examiner and also solicited input from staff at OIRA and the Office
of Federal Financial Management (Gilmour 2006).
Agency staff completed the PART questionnaire via PARTweb, an online
application. PARTweb allowed for ongoing virtual collaboration with the designated
OMB examiner. PART was completed according to a detailed schedule published at the
beginning of each year that was a joint determination of agencies and OMB.
Prior to completing the PART survey, program staff did four things. First, the
program or ―unit of analysis‖ for PART was determined at the agency level. What
constituted a ―program‖ varied from agency to agency. Agencies usually referred to the
budget structure to determine program boundaries. While a program was most often
thought of as a single program, a program could also be a collection of several programs
managed as a single unit, such as the Administration on Aging‘s grant programs (PART
2008).
The second step was for agencies to designate the program type among seven
different categories. This was important because there were specific questions in PART
for each type of program as well as common questions across all program types.
Programs received mixed assessments when they employed more than one ―mechanism‖
or type to achieve their goals. Question weighting was an important third step. The
relative weights of the questions were adjusted prior to completing PART. Weights
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emphasized key factors, especially when a program‘s funding was determined by policy
and not performance (OMB 2008).
The final and most difficult step was to select and apply performance measures; I
discussed many of those challenges in Chapter 1. Performance measures were developed
many years prior under GPRA and were supposed to be the measures used for PART.
However, there were many disagreements between OMB and agency staff as to whether
these measures were ―appropriate,‖ which echoes some of the tensions between GPRA
and PART that I discussed in a previous section of the chapter. Again, all programs
were not measured the same. There had to be a clear justification and rationale for
whichever type of performance measure used and non-experts had to be able to
understand what was being measured and how it was relevant.
There are important distinctions among the different types of measures.
Outcomes are the preferred measures and are defined as the intended result of carrying
out the program. An outcome is an external event or condition that is of importance to
the intended beneficiaries of a program. An outcome could be the reduction in new HIV
cases in the U.S. Outputs measure the level of activity provided over a period of time
and relate to the internal activities of the program. The percent of warnings more than 20
minutes prior to a tornado is an example of an output measure. Outputs support and lead
to outcomes. Outcomes are given more importance because they are the ultimate results
of a program (Gilmour 2006).
Efficiency measures are also significant because they determine the ratio of
benefits derived from a program to resources utilized. The Administration‘s PII required
efficiency measures to achieve ―green‖ status. An outcome of an efficiency measure
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captures the improvement in program outcomes for a given level of resources expended.
An output of an efficiency measure demonstrates how to produce a given output level
with less resources. For example, the ratio of the number of benefit checks mailed to the
amount of money spent on labor.
Target and baseline measures are also important to demonstrate program
improvement. The baseline is the starting point from which gains are measured and
targets are established. A target is the improved level of performance required to achieve
stated goals. Programs have long-term and annual performance goals. Quite often the
two are combined so that progress toward a long-term goal is measured on an annual
basis.
The PART survey was made up of four sections and each was weighted according
to its importance in driving results. Section One was Purpose and Design and asked
whether they were clear and sound (e.g., ―Does the program address a specific and
existing problem, interest or need?‖). Section Two was Strategic Planning and assessed
the validity of the long-term and annual performance measures and targets (e.g., ―Does
the program have ambitious targets and timeframes for its long-term measures?‖).
Section Three evaluated the management of the program, financial oversight and
improvement efforts (e.g., ―Does the program collaborate and coordinate effectively with
related programs?‖). The final section, results and accountability, rates program
performance on measures and targets reviewed in the strategic planning section (e.g.,
―Has the program demonstrated adequate progress in achieving its long-term
performance goals?‖). The Purpose and Design and Management sections each made up
20 percent of the rating. Strategic Planning accounted for 10 percent while Results
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accounted for 50 percent, or half of the score. Most of the questions were answered
either ―yes‖ or ―no.‖ While it sounds simple, there was a high level of evidence required
to answer ―yes‖ because it indicated satisfaction with all requirements of a given
question.
Once a program received a quantitative score according to the total of the
weighted scores, it received one of the previously explained qualitative ratings. The
numerical range of each rating is found in Table 1.3.
[Insert Table 1.3]
Agencies did not always agree with OMB, so they could formally appeal their
PART score. Agencies could request a reassessment, but had to meet several
requirements. They had to demonstrate that a program had made significant efforts to
improve performance. Appropriate evidence might include new outcome data or
performance measures. PART included questions about steps programs had undertaken
to improve performance. Agencies had to provide draft text for the explanation and
evidence and a link to or copy of the relevant evidence. The appeals were judged by a
five-person panel made up of members of the President‘s Management Council. The
Council was comprised of deputy secretaries responsible for management improvement
from various agencies (ExpectMore.gov). Programs rated RND received the most
pressure to follow OMB‘s recommendations for improvement and to complete another
PART assessment. This determination involved some subjectivity on behalf of the OMB.
For this reason, I will perform a selection model analysis of programs rated RND in
Chapter 3.
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After the PART score and rating were determined, program staff worked with
OMB to develop an improvement plan that outlined management actions the agency
would take to improve performance. Most improvement plans included action items to
be completed within a year. An agency‘s progress toward meeting their improvement
plan was updated twice yearly on ExpectMore.gov. Making this information available
via ExpectMore.gov represented a sea change in how performance management
information was previously handled because it increased the access and transparency of
the PART process.
PART was labor intensive and required a great deal of organization and
dedication on behalf of the program staff. According to Gilmour (2006), programs faced
four key challenges to meet the demands of PART. First, departments and agencies had
to organize appropriately. Second, the PART questionnaire was the main vehicle for
articulating a program‘s accomplishments and shortcomings, so it had to be done
carefully. Third, and perhaps most importantly, programs had to develop suitable
performance measures. As will be explored below, this was more difficult for some types
of programs as their outputs/outcomes were not easily observed. Without measures that
are agreeable to OMB, programs risked receiving the results not demonstrated rating.
Fourth, programs determined the extent to which program managers were responsible for
performance measures and results (Gilmour 2006).
Criticisms of PART
While PART was arguably the most comprehensive performance management
program implemented at the federal level, it was not without its shortcomings. I
acknowledge at the outset that these are imperfect data. First, unlike GPRA, PART
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focused exclusively on executive priorities, which can be to the detriment of other
stakeholders and constituencies. Second, the objectivity of PART graders was frequently
called into question. There were a number of steps in the process where subjective
judgments were made by OMB. For example, OMB determined what constituted
―acceptable‖ performance measures and ―adequate‖ data, although criteria for those
determinations was elusive. Third, programs selected one goal, while many had multiple
and competing goals. I will explore goals and performance further in Chapter 4. Fourth,
some argued that there was a bias against certain program types (e.g., research and
development) because there were no suitable outcome measures, the cornerstone of how
PART evaluates results. Fifth, PART, like GPRA, required many hours of OMB and
agency personnel‘s time (Frisco and Stalebrink 2008). With the exception of how labor
intensive PART was, I address these criticisms in the quantitative (chapter 3) and
quantitative (chapter 4) analyses. I control for different types of programs to determine
whether there are systematic differences in PART scores according to program type. I
examine programs rated RND in a separate analysis to uncover whether the rating is
attributable to political factors or bias. I also provide a measure of agency ideology to
determine whether programs housed in ―liberal‖ agencies have more difficulty scoring
well on PART.
From its inception, PART was heralded as the ―new and improved‖ performance
management program that was to rectify some of GPRA‘s shortcomings. GPRA is a
statute that provides the framework under which agencies prepare strategic plans,
performance budgets, goals and report on how well they achieve those goals. PART is a
―systematic method of assessing performance of program activities, focusing on their
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contribution to an agency‘s achievement of its strategic and program performance goals‖
(Frederickson and Frederickson 2007).
PART was to give GPRA ‗teeth‘ as it was supposed to influence the president and
congress‘ budget decisions (Gilmour 2006). According to a recent analysis however, the
link between GPRA and PART appears questionable at best. Gueorguieva, et. al. (2008)
analyzed the response of seven agency programs to both GPRA and PART and
concluded the link between the two programs is relatively weak. The two programs
differ in five key areas: focus, government branch involvement in the process,
organizational approach, requirements, and approach to performance measures
(Gueorguieva et al. 2008). The differences are illustrated in the Table 1.4.
[Insert Table 1.4]
The differences between PART and GPRA outlined in Table 1.4 are not
insignificant. Federal agency programs vary, as has been discussed. PART required
agency programs to develop outcome measures and rewarded programs that did so. As
mentioned above, some programs may have outputs and outcomes that are difficult to
observe. GPRA allows for variance among program types by allowing output measures
while encouraging development of outcome measures over time. PART, by contrast,
required programs regardless of type to develop and employ outcome measures, although
proxies were acceptable in certain cases. In Gueorguieva et al.‘s (2008) analysis of seven
programs‘ scores on GPRA and PART, they found that the same program scored quite
differently.
According to OMB, GPRA and PART serve different purposes. GPRA provides
a framework for agencies to prepare strategic and performance plans, and reports that set
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goals and benchmarks for reaching those goals. PART was a systematic program for
assessing performance based on agencies‘ achievement of strategic and performance
goals. Ideally GPRA and PART worked together to help agencies develop an
infrastructure to improve performance over time. There was only partial overlap,
however, in the performance criteria used between GPRA and PART to evaluate
programs. According to Gueorguieva et al. (2008), there are several specific points of
conflict between these two performance initiatives.
First, while GPRA and PART emphasized outcome measures, there was no
dialogue between the two programs about which measures were used for evaluation.
Programs scored quite differently on PART versus GPRA because PART did not always
consider previously-reported GPRA performance measures. Evaluations between PART
and GPRA then most likely differ because they used different performance criteria.
While outcome measures are encouraged under GPRA, there was more emphasis on end
outcome measures under PART. According to Gilmour (2006) who conducted
interviews with agency staff responsible for PART, agencies whose programs received
too many RND (results not demonstrated) scores risk receiving a red on the president‘s
management agenda or OMB scorecard. As I mentioned earlier, the OMB scorecard
rates how well major departments and agencies are executing the five major initiatives:
Improved Program Performance; Strategic Management of Human Capital; Expanded
Electronic Government; Improved Financial Performance; and Competitive Sourcing
(Results.gov 2008). There are corresponding ―standards of success‖ for each of the three
ratings: green, yellow and red. The improved program performance initiative requires that
agency to employ at least one outcome measure per strategic goal and program to receive a
―green‖ rating.
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Second, GPRA and PART present conflicting information about program
performance. Even though different programs might meet an equal number of
performance goals under GPRA, they receive different PART scores. A third area of
conflict between PART and GPRA relates to PART‘s use of criteria that either conflict
with or are peripheral to a program‘s statute or intent. Some programs are designed to
have broad goals. This is true for federal grant programs. Their goals are broad so states
that receive monies can define goals more narrowly based on their unique needs. Fourth,
PART did not consider the congressional intent behind a program‘s original statutes
(Gueorguieva et al 2008).
A fifth point of conflict between PART and GPRA is the level of analysis. This
might be the most crucial point of departure between these two programs. GPRA asks
agencies to develop mission statements, goals and objectives, as well as descriptions of
program evaluations. PART only looked at the program level (Radin 2006). Sixth, PART
asked programs if they duplicated the efforts of related programs. If so, the program was
penalized. However, PART also asked programs the degree to which they collaborated
and cooperated with related programs. This placed a contradictory emphasis on related
programs according to Gueorguieva et al. 2008.
A final difference between PART and GPRA is the extent to which external
factors are accounted for in performance evaluations. GPRA asks agencies to identify
external factors both within and outside of the agency‘s control that could impact
performance. The only PART question to evaluate external factors was about how much
partner performance affected program results, which it assumed was within the control of
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the agency. ―Partners‖ refers to a wide range of governmental and non-governmental
actors, such as state and local authorities and independent contractors.
I concur with many of the critics that PART is an imperfect system, but it does
provide an unprecedented amount of data with which to analyze more than 1,000 agency
programs that will hopefully shed some light on a basic, but important question: why
some agencies (or programs) perform better than others. This dissertation is not a
referendum on PART. It does not answer the question of how well PART evaluates
agency performance; rather it is about what factors help explain agency performance and
PART serves as a proxy measure of performance. Alternative measures include surveys
of federal government staff as Lewis (2008) and others have used as proxies for
performance. These surveys do tap perceptions of performance, but they are also flawed.
I will revisit PART‘s limitations in my discussion of the empirical results. I now look at
the extent to which PART has impacted performance management in the federal
government.
PART’s Impact
The end of 2008 marked the conclusion of the first five-year PART evaluation
cycle. More than 1,000 agency programs were scored. Since PART‘s inception, questions
have been raised both inside and outside of government as to what impact PART has and
will have for how agencies and their programs perform. Beyond performance, there is
also the question of how the performance information gathered would be used by
Congress, which has to approve agency and program budgets. How aware was Congress
about PART? Did members of Congress consider PART scores when making budget
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decisions? To what extent were well-performing agencies rewarded and poor-performing
agencies punished via the appropriations process? (Frisco and Stalebrink 2008).
Table 1.5 shows the number of agency programs per rating category. The agencies
are listed in order by how many effective ratings programs received minus those with RND
scores. There is a great deal of variation among agencies included in Table 1.5. What might
explain this variation? The difference in agency missions? Size? Budgets? Possible
explanations of performance are explored in detail in the following chapters, but another
important question is what happens to agencies, like the Department of Education, that have
the highest percentage of poorly performing programs?
[Insert Table 1.5]

A limited number of scholars (Frisco and Stalebrink 2008; Radin 2006; Gilmour
and Lewis 2006; Mullen 2006) have explored Congress‘ use of PART as well as its
impact on improved performance. Frisco and Stalebrink (2008) analyzed congressional
committee hearing reports for PART-related content and found that PART was
mentioned in discussions about budget decisions. The relative influence of the PART
score, however, could not be determined. Frisco and Stalebrink (2008) concluded that
Congress learned about PART via external actors. OMB provided PART data as part of
its budget justification and agencies included PART scores in congressional hearing
testimony.
Researchers appear to be in agreement that PART scores did not have direct
repercussions for agency program budgets or long-term survival. PART was an
important tool that may have had some impact on budget and management decisions, but
several other factors were taken into account.
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Discussion
In this dissertation, I provide a theoretical and empirical challenge to the
predominance of the principal-agent model as applied to the relationship between the
president, congress and the federal bureaucracy. In this model, the president and
congress are the ―principals‖ who must delegate tasks to experts or ―agents‖ within the
bureaucracy. However, by delegating such tasks, the principals run the risk that agents
will act in accordance with their own motivations commonly referred to as a moral
hazard problem. To ensure compliance, presidents and congress use external control
mechanisms such as agency design and budgeting to influence agency behavior. As
discussed earlier, some studies suggest this external control could negatively influence
performance, although the empirical evidence is mixed.
Since the external control theory cannot adequately explain performance in empirical
models, scholars have recently begun to question the predominance of the principal-agent
model as applied to the president-congress-bureaucracy relationship. A major weakness
of the theory is its failure to recognize that no true ―top-down‖ command structure can
effectively operate in our separation-of-powers system of government. Certainly controls
exist, but they do not appear to have the intended effect of influencing agency behavior,
at least not all of the time.
The primary weakness of the external control theory, however, just may be the failure
to include the bureaucracy in the explanation of performance. Bureaucratic values are
often not accounted for in explanations of performance (Meier and O‘Toole 2006). Why
might this matter? It could very well be the case that agencies perform according to
internal phenomena like culture and leadership. Performing well builds their reputation,
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which is important for working with other agencies and for attracting constituency
support. Individuals within agencies are committed to ―democratic norms‖ such as
public service and are motivated to do their job well and help the agency perform well.
As Dahl (1947, 1970) stated many years ago, ‗The primary control on administrative
behavior is the inner check, the values held by the bureaucrat.‘
This dissertation advances a theory of agency performance, not by dismissing the
external control theory altogether, but by completing the theoretical puzzle of agency
performance by including internal agency characteristics.
Preview of Chapter 2
Chapter 2 introduces my approach for quantifying agency performance. I provide
a thorough review of the data and methodology and I explain the set of variables selected
to measure both the external and internal characteristics of agency performance. The
variables used have been part of many previous analyses of agency performance, but not
in the same combination.
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OMB President’s Management Scorecard (As of July

TABLE 1.1
2008)

Energy

Agriculture
Commerce
Defense
Education
Energy
EPA
HHS
DHS
HUD
Interior
Justice
Labor
State
Transportation
Treasury
Veteran‘s
Affairs
Court Services
GSA
NARA
NASA
OPM
SSA
Smithsonian
TVA
USPS

Transportation

Status

Progress

Status

Progress

Status

Progress

Green
Green
Green

Green
Green
Green

Red
Red
Red

Green
Green
Green

Green
Green
Red
Yellow
Green
Green
Red
Yellow
Red
Green
Green
Green

Yellow
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green

Yellow
Red
Red
Red
Red
Yellow
Red
Green
Red
Red
Green
Red

Green
Green
Yellow
Yellow
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green

Red
Yellow
Red
Red
Yellow
Yellow
Yellow
Yellow
Yellow
Red
Red

Green
Green
Yellow
Yellow
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Yellow
Green
Green

Green
Green
Green
Green

Green
Green
Green
Green

Red
Red

Yellow
Yellow

Red

Green

Green

Yellow
Red

Green
Green
Green
Green

Green
Red

Yellow
Green
Green

Green
Green

Red

Key for
. TABLE 1.1




Environment

Green for success,
Yellow for mixed
results, and
Red for unsatisfactory.
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Yellow
Red
Red
Yellow
Yellow

Yellow
Red
Green
Green

Red
Red
Yellow
Yellow
Red
Red

Yellow
Red
Green
Green
Red
Red

Yellow
Red

Green

TABLE 1.2
Question
Category
Program Purpose
and Design

Strategic Planning

Program
Management

Program Results

Description of PART Sections and Questions
Description
Weight
Sample Questions
(Percent of
Total Score)
Rates whether the
20%
Does the program
program purpose and
address an existing
design are clear and
problem, interest or
defensible
need?
Is the program designed
so that it is not redundant
or duplicative of any
other federal, state and
local or private effort?
Rates if the agency
10%
Does the program have
sets valid annual and
ambitious targets and
long-term goals for
timeframes for its longthe program
term measures?
Rates agency
20%
Does the program
management of the
collaborate and
program including
coordinate effectively
financial oversight
with related programs?
and program
improvement efforts
Rates program
50%
Does the program
performance on goals
demonstrate improved
outlined in strategic
efficiencies or cost
planning section and
effectiveness in
through other
achieving program goals
evaluations
each year?

Source: Gilmour 2006
TABLE 1.3

PART Rating Categories
Qualitative Rating

Numerical Score Range

Effective

85-100

Moderately Effective

70-84

Adequate

50-69

37

Ineffective

0-49

TABLE 1.4

GPRA v. PART: Overview of Key Differences

Issue:

GPRA

PART

Offices and
Organizational Units
Legislative and Executive
Branch Involved in
Branches
Process
Bottom-up; starts with
Organizational
program units
Approach
Multiple: strategic plan,
Requirements
performance report
Multiple types –
Approach to Measures
outcomes are highlighted
Source: Gueorguieva et al. 2008.
Focus

TABLE 1.5

State
Treasury
Defense
Transportation
Energy
Commerce
Labor
Justice
Environmental
Protection Agency
Health and Human
Services
Agriculture
Homeland Security
Housing and Urban
Development
Interior
Veterans Affairs
Education

Programs
Executive Branch only
Top-down; starts with OMB
approval of measures
Performance measures
Efficiency outcomes

Agencies Ranked by the Percentage of Programs Rated Effective
Minus Results not Demonstrated
Percentage
Rated Effective
38
44
34
20
22
18
4
11
0

Percentage Rated Results
not Demonstrated (RND)
7
16
13
0
8
18
11
19
13

Effective
Minus RND
31
28
21
20
14
0
-7
-8
-13

11

27

-16

6
16
4

27
38
32

-21
-22
-28

8
0
3

37
33
55

-29
-33
-52

38

Source: Gilmour 2006.

CHAPTER TWO
External and Internal Determinants of Agency Performance:
An Introduction to the Data
Introduction
The aim of this dissertation is to evaluate different explanations of agency
performance. As detailed in chapter 1, principal-agency theory claims agencies are
subject to external tools of political control by the president and congress, which drive
behavior, outcomes and performance. Among such tools are agency structure,
appointments and budgeting, although I acknowledge there are a variety of conclusions
about how exactly these tools are used and whether they are successful. An alternative
theory is that internal agency elements determine performance and that agencies can and
do exercise political independence (Potoski 1999). According to this theory, there are
many factors that mitigate external political control of agencies such as bureaucratic
values and culture and strong leadership.
This dissertation attempts to build a holistic model of agency performance that
includes variables representing both external and internal determinants of performance.
Previous efforts, both within political science and public administration, have excluded
independent variables which might have led to incomplete conclusions about what affects
agency performance. My approach is to run external and internal-only models as well as
combined models to determine how different variables affect performance. Each of these
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variables, how they are measured, and my expectations for how each affects
performance, are explained below.
Chapter Preview:
In this chapter I review the literature and support for the alternative theories of
agency behavior and performance. I begin with what I refer to as external determinants
or characteristics that potentially affect agency performance. These include agency
politicization as measured by the ratio of appointed to career staff within an agency, and
program budget size. Internal determinants include ideology, leadership, constituency
support and program type. Within each section I review the literature and state my
hypotheses for how I expect each variable to affect agency program performance.
External Determinants of Performance: Divided Government, Budget Size, Percent
Appointed
Presidents, like congress, face tradeoffs when exercising control over the
bureaucracy. Congress attempts to control the bureaucracy through ex ante controls (e.g.,
legislation) and/or ex post oversight (e.g., hearings). The president uses unilateral action,
structure, budgetary controls and appointments to control agencies (Moe and Howell
1999; Lewis 2003). However, while the president, and congress, attempts to control
agencies are meant to yield more responsiveness, research shows rather that performance
can be negatively affected (Meier and Smith 1994). Additional control mechanisms
include monitoring of behavior and actions (Huber and Shipan 2000), providing
incentives (Heinrich 2002), enforcing sanctions (Calvert, McCubbins and Weingast),
designing agencies (Lewis 2003) to be responsive to the enacting coalition, and
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administrative procedures. Each has been examined extensively within the political
science literature.
Boyne finds in his 2003 analysis of more than 60 empirical studies that resources
variables are consistently shown to be critical to improving agency performance. The
most obvious and, arguably important, of these resource variables is the program‘s
budget. In their 2006 article ―Does Performance Budgeting Work? An Examination of
the Office of Management and Budget‘s PART Scores,‖ Gilmour and Lewis find some
evidence that programs with smaller budgets do not perform as well as those with larger
budgets; therefore,
Hypothesis 1: As program budget increases, program performance will increase.
The politics at the time of agency creation is a popular explanation for how
politicians control the bureaucracy. Throughout the 20th century, presidents increased
their power over the executive branch by centralizing control over appointments in the
White House, using appointments to change policy and by reorganizing agency
bureaucracies. To increase their ability to control the bureaucracy, presidents such as
Truman and Nixon have sought to reduce the number of agencies in the hope it would
make their job easier (Lewis 2003). Presidents want agencies that are responsive and not
insulated from their control. Congress also has a say in how agencies are designed and it
might seem all too obvious that members would not want agencies to be responsive to the
president. Congress, however, acts in its own best interest and realizes that agencies are
responsive to the president often make for effective policy implementation in their
districts, which helps their reelection chances. If Congress insulates agencies from
presidential control, they run the risk of limiting the agency‘s effectiveness. Moe (1989)
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argued that while presidents and sometimes Congress seek to design structures that make
agencies responsive to the president, or what he termed an agency that has ―responsive
competence,‖ it did not necessarily make agencies more effective. According to Lewis
(2003), when government is divided there is a greater probability that a new agency will
be insulated from presidential control if the majority in Congress is large enough to win a
battle with the president over insulation. If Lewis was right, then agencies created during
divided government will not perform as well as agencies created during unified
government because the partisan wrangling creates agencies with a layered, insulated
structure not conducive to quality performance (Lewis 2003). Therefore:
Hypothesis 2: If control of government is divided at the time of agency creation, then
performance will be lower.
Agencies that are filled with a greater number of appointees tend not to perform as
well as those run by careerists, because appointees are often not as prepared or qualified
as careerists and serve far shorter tenures (Lewis 2008). David Lewis‘ book The Politics
of Presidential Appointments (2008) explores agency politicization. The president and
members of congress attempt to control the bureaucracy via politicization, which means
appointing staff who share their policy interests and those who are loyal supporters.
Lewis developed four key hypotheses about when and why agencies become
more politicized. First, presidents are more likely to politicize when their policy views
diverge with an agency. Second, politicization will decrease when it is likely to
negatively affect agency competence. In other words, politicization is less likely within
agencies with complex or technical tasks (Lewis 2008, Wilson 1989). This is the most
direct proposition for how appointments affect performance. Third, politicization
increases when the same part controls the White House and congress. Fourth,
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politicization will vary by the type of appointment. Senate-appointed positions (PAS)
have the most impact on policy change but are the most difficult to change under a
watchful Congress. Schedule C appointments are easier to fill with campaign supporters
and allies because they are less prestigious and less visible. Because of these differences,
Lewis believes politicization among PAS positions will increase when the policy views
of the president and an agency diverge. By contrast, politicization among Schedule C
positions will increase in agencies with policy views similar to the president (Lewis
2008).
Using data from 1960-2004, Lewis finds that neither of the common perceptions
about politicization hold true. Politicization has not increased over time and Republican
presidents are not the primary drivers. In a subsequent econometric analysis, Lewis tests
and finds support for his four hypotheses using data from the past three presidents:
George H.W. Bush, Bill Clinton and George W. Bush. For the first hypothesis about
policy disagreement with the president, Lewis finds that despite an initial decline in
politicization after a party change in the White House, there is a long-term increase in
politicization after such a change. There is greater increase of politicization in agencies
with policy views dissimilar to the president. He also finds that when an agency has a
large number of professional and technical staff, politicization is lower. Presidents,
therefore, resist increasing appointments in agencies whose performance might suffer.
Not surprisingly, Lewis finds that politicization decreases when the White House and
congress are controlled by different parties. It is not in Congress‘ best interest to support
politicization by a president of the other party. And, finally, patronage or Schedule C
appointments increase among agencies with policy views similar to the president.
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Lewis used PART scores from FY 2004-2006 to examine whether systematic
differences in scores exist according to whether agency programs are managed by
appointees versus careerists. Indeed the programs managed by appointees have
significantly lower PART scores than those managed by careerists, which is especially
true for the program management and results section. This is noteworthy because the
results section counts for half of the overall score. When controls such as budget size,
program type and ideology are added to the model, Lewis finds that the previous results
hold.
Hypothesis 3: As the ratio of appointees to careerists increases, the overall
performance score will decrease.
While the above literature reflects the negative influence of external factors on
performance, recent quantitative examinations fail to show any influence on performance.
Using agency structure as a key explanatory variable, Krause and Douglas (2005) found
agency outputs were unaffected in an ex ante fashion by the extent to which agencies are
insulated from political influence. The insulation hypothesis predicts agencies will
perform differently if they are designed to be insulated from political pressures.
Additionally, insulated agencies should produce more accurate and less biased policy
information because of their greater capacity to resist political pressures. However, in a
comparison of agencies performing similar tasks, Krause and Douglas found that
insulated agencies perform no differently than non-insulated agencies. Their explanation
is what they term the ―reputational concern‖ of agencies. According to this explanation,
agencies will not respond to political influence because of a stronger concern with their
reputation among other agencies. This concern will lead agencies to behave similarly in
an effort to gain autonomy and prestige for the quality of their outputs (Krause and
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Douglas 2005). This evidence suggests that the internal workings of an agency may be
important predictors of performance.
The mixed empirical evidence for the external explanations of performance,
including the structural and insulated agency hypotheses, naturally leads to questions
about what other factors explain performance variance among agencies. The political
control theory is widely accepted, but the empirical evidence leaves room for other
explanations (Meier and O‘Toole 2006).
Internal Determinants of Performance: Agency Ideology, Leadership, Culture,
Constituency Support
Moving beyond the political control theory, I am in search of alternative, perhaps
complementary explanations of agency performance. Scholars have examined how
internal agency culture and related characteristics affect performance. Agency ideology,
leadership, and culture vary a great deal. Some agencies have a ―strong sense of
mission‖ and have a distinctive culture, while others are more politicized (Wilson 1989;
Lewis 2008). Some agencies might be dedicated to fulfilling ―democratic‖ norms and
others less so (Meier and O‘Toole 2006). All of these internal agency characteristics
have the potential to impact performance.2
As part of the discussion of how agency characteristics affect performance, the
nature of the program‘s work is particularly important. Report cards used to demonstrate
performance trends and differences in performance across agencies in the 1999
Government Performance Project reveal several potential explanations for agency
performance. Agency programs that distribute money, enjoy diffuse support, and are

2

As I discuss in Chapter 3, one potential limitation of my empirical analysis is that my independent
variables are not ―independent,‖ but rather functions of one another. For example, leadership likely shapes
culture, which in turn influences ideology. I recognize this as a potential shortcoming.
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production oriented perform well. By contrast, agencies whose primary task is to collect
money have ambiguous or conflicting missions, and those subjected to coercive control
perform poorly. The Internal Revenue Service is a prime example (Barrett and Greene
1999). What strong performing agencies appear to have in common are discretion and the
ability to operate somewhat independently. The Social Security Administration and the
U.S. Postal Service are production organizations with clear outputs and outcomes that
make it easy for agency leaders to see accomplishments. These two agencies also enjoy
diffuse support which improves performance. Support is important for agencies, so they
are concerned about how their reputations are perceived by a number of different parties
including the president and congress, but particularly their constituents. Depending on
the type of agency, constituents are those that receive agency goods and services
(distributive and redistributive agencies) and those whom the agencies are meant to serve
and protect (regulatory). Agencies with greater constituency support have the means by
which to withstand congressional and presidential interference (Lewis 2004; Riccucci
1995; Clarke and McCool 1985).
Hypothesis 4: Agencies with greater constituency support will have higher
performance scores.
Studies have also found that leadership affects performance. A 2004 GAO report
on the status of performance-based management reforms states, ―The clear and sustained
commitment of an agency‘s top leadership to change is perhaps the single most important
element of successful transformation and management improvement initiatives.‖
Agencies with leaders who possess requisite experience and expertise, and who foster
cooperation and espirit de corps among managers and operators tend to perform well.
Boyne (2003) reviewed more than sixty empirical studies focused on improving agency
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performance and concluded that internal resources and management are the most
important predictive variables. Specifically, leadership style and expertise are valuable
indicators of performance. Using Boyne‘s framework, Brewer (2005) developed a study
of frontline supervisors to better specify how management affects performance. Using
the U.S. Merit Systems Protection Board Merit Principles Survey (2000), he used federal
employees‘ responses to questions about their immediate supervisor‘s competence and
ability to motivate staff to determine the extent to which leadership can impact
performance. Brewer found that competent, skilled leaders that motivate employees are
important contributors to positive performance, therefore:
Hypothesis 5. If agency staff have positive perceptions about their agency’s
leadership, the agency will have a higher PART score.
Agency culture also plays a vitally important role in how agencies perform and
this role has been somewhat overlooked in other examinations of performance. Many of
the explanations provided by the Government Performance Project (Barrett and Greene
1999) tap various aspects of culture: experienced leadership, intra-agency cooperation,
and clearly defined tasks. Organizational culture is broadly characterized as the
―persistent, patterned way of thinking about the tasks of the agency, how staff interact,
and how appropriate actions, rewards and consequences are defined‖ (Wilson 1989).
Wilson (1989) wrote nearly 20 years ago about the potential performance differences
between agencies with a single, well-defined culture characterized by a strong sense of
mission and those lacking such culture. He hypothesized that agencies with a single
culture will refuse to take on tasks delegated by congress and the president if they were at
odds with their ―central mission‖ because it would upset the longstanding administrative
culture. March and Olsen (1989) echo this assertion by claiming ―behavior is often
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constrained or dictated by such cultural dicta and social norms. Action is often based
more on identifying the normatively appropriate behavior than on calculating the return
expected from alternative choices. Routines are independent of the individual actors who
execute them and are capable of surviving considerable turnover in individuals.‖
According to Wilson, agencies with a single, distinctive culture are distinguished
by highly scientific or technical work. Expertise is the dominant attribute of their culture.
This furthers the argument that congress and the president‘s ex ante controls and similar
measures to maintain accountability might not be as effective, at least with those agencies
with a defined organizational culture, because they are far more resistant to political
pressures. This hypothesis was tested and confirmed in part by Krause and Douglas‘
(2005) study that showed an agency‘s concern with its reputation supersedes its structure
as an explanation for performance. Culture, however, is difficult to quantify and
researchers struggle to find objective measures. Because of this difficulty, scholars have
relied upon perceptions of agency ―performance culture.‖ These perceptions are most
commonly taken from surveys of federal agency staff.

A key question, then, is whether

these subjective perceptions of agency culture and performance are associated with
objective measures of the same concepts. The answer, according to Walker and Boyne
(2004), is yes. In their analysis of multiple, related studies, they found strong,
statistically significant correlations between subjective and objective measures of the
many dimensions of culture and performance (see also Brewer 2005; Wall et al. 2004;
Bommer et al. 1995).
Hypothesis 6. If agency staff have positive perceptions about their agency’s
performance culture, the agency will have a higher PART score.

48

As agency missions and activities vary so do their ideologies or policy
preferences. Agency ideology is often measured by using estimations of their policy
preferences, discussed in greater detail below. Agency ideology or preferences are of
interest to scholars in exploring questions about how agencies preferences are aligned or
differ from the president and congress and, therefore, shape expectations for how
agencies perform (Bertelli et al. 2008; Clinton and Lewis 2007; Nixon 2004). As
discussed above, presidents appoint like-minded officials to head agencies in the hopes
that they will help the president carry out his policy agenda. If this is the case, what
happens to agencies whose preferences or ideologies are at odds with the president? The
PART system was developed and utilized exclusively during the Bush administration,
which means more liberal agencies may be disadvantaged when having their performance
assessed.
Hypothesis 7: Agencies with more liberal ideologies will have lower performance
scores.
While not as popular within the political science literature‘s examination of
performance, internal agency characteristics as predictors of performance are strongly
rooted in public policy and public administration theory. While I am not arguing that
internal characteristics necessarily offer a superior explanation for agency performance,
they certainly deserve to be a part of a comprehensive model of performance alongside
external characteristics.
In Chapter 3 I specify how I measure each of the variables and revisit my
expectations for how each independent variable affects performance. I run the external
and internal models separately and then report results for each as well as the combined
model.
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CHAPTER THREE
Quantitative Analysis
Chapter Preview:
In this chapter I explain the data, methodology and results of the quantitative
analysis. I perform my empirical analysis in stages. First I examine the impact of
external-only characteristics on performance followed by internal-only characteristics. I
then run a model to determine how well the two sets of variables fare when combined.
The questions are to what extent do internal and external variables explain the variance in
PART scores and which variables are the most significant predictors of performance?
Data:
I employ a two-part methodology to answer what impact external and internal
variables have on agency performance. The large-N quantitative analysis of the
independent variables in this chapter will capture both internal and external agency
characteristics. The analysis will consist of three models. The first will include only the
external characteristics to test the effect on performance. The second model will include
only internal characteristics and the third will incorporate both internal and external
characteristics to determine the relative importance of each set of characteristics on
performance. In Chapter 4 I offer a qualitative, exploratory analysis that includes a closer
examination of agency performance based on additional factors like agency type, mission
and culture.
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Dependent Variable: PART Scores
The dependent variable used in this analysis is the Program Assessment Rating
Tool (PART) score given to more than 1,000 federal agency programs between 2002 and
2008. As mentioned in the previous chapter, PART is a 25-part questionnaire completed
by designated agency program staff in coordination with the OMB. The PART survey is
made up of four sections, and each is weighted according to its importance in driving
results.
After the PART score and rating are determined, program staff work with OMB
to develop an improvement plan that outlines management actions the agency will take to
improve performance. Most improvement plans will include action items to be
completed within a year. Any agency progress toward meeting their improvement plan
was updated twice yearly on ExpectMore.gov.
The majority of the programs rated between 2002 and 2008 scored ratings of
adequate or better (see Table 3.1). Seventeen percent (173) of programs received a
―results not demonstrated‖ (RND) rating and only two percent (26) of programs received
an inadequate rating. Of the remaining programs, 29 percent (298) received an
―adequate‖ rating, 32 percent (326) a ―moderately effective‖ rating, and 19 percent (193)
received an ―effective‖ rating.
[Insert TABLE 3.1]
Scores from the results section matter most; they count for 50 percent of the total
score. For example, while the Child Care Access Means Parents in School (DOE) and
the Indian Health Service Resource and Patient Management System (HHS) programs
received similar scores in the first three sections (80, 75, 90 and 80, 77, 100 respectively),
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their overall ratings differ because of the lower score by the Child Care Access program
(25 compared to 89) on the results section. The difference in scores on that one key
section meant the Indian Health Service received the highest rating, ―effective‖, while the
Child Care Access program received only an ―adequate.‖
I code the dependent variable three different ways. First, I use a categorical
dependent variable (PART1) to capture which of the five possible ratings the program
receives (results not demonstrated, inadequate, adequate, moderately effective or
effective). The breakdown of the number of programs within each of those categories is
in Table 3.1. Second, I use a dichotomous dependent variable (PART2) to indicate if a
program is ―performing‖ or ―not performing.‖ I use the Bush administration‘s
classification for ―performing‖ programs rated in the three highest categories (adequate,
moderately effective and effective). Of the 1,016 programs rated using PART, 199 are
not performing, while 816 programs are performing. Third I use a continuous dependent
variable (PART3) on a 0-100 percent scale. This number is derived by multiplying the
programs‘ scores in each of the four rating categories by the appropriate weight and then
summing these scores for their total. PART3 scores range from 18.6 to 100 percent.
Independent Variables:
The independent variables are grouped according to the two different explanations
I believe influence agency performance. Variables used to measure external
characteristics affecting performance include ―PERCENT APPOINTED,‖ ―UNIFIED‖
and ―BUDGET.‖ Each of these is a means through which the president and/or congress
can control and influence agencies and their performance. PERCENT APPOINTED and
UNIFIED are measured at the agency level, while BUDGET is measured at the program
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level. Variables used to measure internal agency characteristics affecting performance
include agency IDEOLOGY, CULTURE, constituency SUPPORT and LEADERSHIP.
Each of the internal variables is measured at the agency level. Control variables include
the YEAR ASSESSED and PROGRAM TYPE to rule out any systematic differences in
scores based on the year evaluated or type of program. The summary statistics and
frequency distributions for the independent variables are found in Tables 3.2-3.3.
[Insert TABLES 3.2 and 3.3]
External Characteristics
Percent Appointed: Using Lewis‘ (2008) findings and his assertions about how
politicization affects performance, the measure PERCENT APPOINTED captures the
ratio of appointees to careerists in 28 agencies. I use Lewis‘ agency-level percent
appointed scores and apply them to all programs within the same agency (e.g., all
Department of Agriculture programs receive the same score). The scores range from a
low of .02 for the Department of Veterans Affairs to a high of 3.47 for the Department of
Education. These scores are based on 2004 data. Lewis (2008) hypothesizes that the
Department of Education, HUD and the Department of Labor are the most politicized
(i.e., have the most appointees v. careerists) because their policy commitments are more
democratic, therefore then-President George W. Bush responded by placing more of his
own appointees in those agencies.
Budget Size: The budgeting process is a powerful tool that the president and congress
use to control agency behavior, or at least that is frequently asserted. While attempts to
control agencies may yield better responsiveness, performance can be negatively affected
(Meier and Smith 1994). The assumption, although not directly tested in this dissertation,
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is that the ―thickening,‖ or the additional layers of agency management created by
various attempts to control agencies, has negative consequences for performance (Light
1995). Based on previous studies of PART however, I expect that agencies with larger
budgets will perform better on PART because of the additional resources and staff they
have available to implement management improvements (Gilmour and Lewis 2006;
Boyne 2003). Agency program BUDGET is measured by a continuous variable
indicating an individual program‘s 2008 fiscal year budget (in millions of dollars)3 from
the OMB‘s PART score spreadsheet dated September 2008. Budget size could have an
independent effect on performance and, therefore, must be included in any analysis of
agency program performance that includes programs of such varying size. There is a
very large range of program budgets. In FY 2008, for example, budgets ranged from $2
million for the Department of Education‘s Comprehensive School Reform program to
more than $500 billion for the Social Security Administration‘s Old-Age and Survivors
Insurance program.
Unified versus Divided Government: Divided government can be measured two
different ways. One way is to use a categorical variable to indicate if government was
unified, split or divided when the agency was created. But since only 3 agencies were
created during split government, I will instead use a dichotomous variable (UNIFIED) to
indicate whether government is unified (e.g., the same party controls the presidency and
both houses of Congress) or not. This measure is compatible with my hypothesis that
divided government will negatively affect agency performance. This is an agency-level
3

Ideally the budget would be measured by the FY program budget in the year prior to PART assessment.
Unfortunately it is very difficult to track down the FY budgets for hundreds of programs dating back as far
as 2002. To determine if using the FY 2008 budget was problematic, I created a subset of data containing
only those programs rated in 2007 and 2008 using only the FY 2007 and 2008 budget numbers. There was
no statistical difference in the bivariate or multivariate analyses.
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variable that I created by researching the date the agency was created and then
determining which party or parties controlled the White House and congress that year. In
my dataset there are 17 agencies created during divided government, and 31 agencies
created during unified government. All programs within an agency are assigned the same
score.
Internal Characteristics
Data to measure agency CULTURE and LEADERSHIP are taken from the biennial
Federal Human Capital Survey (FHCS), which captures the climate and culture within an
agency and the aptitude for strong performance. First administered by the Office of
Personnel Management (OPM) in 2002, the FCHS is designed to assess the attitudes and
impressions of federal agency employees in four areas of their work experience with the
aim of improving agency management and service delivery. OPM surveys the federal
workforce every two years and asks a battery of questions within the four areas.
Responses to questions are weighted to develop an index for each area. More than
210,000 federal agency staff from 37 agencies participated in 2008. Scores are available
from the 2002, 2004, 2006 and 2008 surveys. As mentioned above, using this type of
survey is based on prior performance research that finds perceptions of agency
leadership, culture and performance are good proxies for more objective measures of
these concepts.
The leadership index indicates how highly, or not, employees of an agency regard
their leaders. The performance index indicates how much workers in an agency believe it
promotes improvements in processes, products and services. The talent index indicates
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the degree to which staffers think an agency has the talent needed to achieve its goals.
The job satisfaction index indicates how satisfied employees are with their jobs.
The OPM‘s FHCS measures are agency-level variables. All programs within a given
agency are coded with the same score. The OPM provides indices and rankings for 2006
and 2008, but more than half of the agency programs were rated via PART prior to 2006.
Because I am asserting that the FHCS scores have an effect on the PART scores, I will
instead use selected questions from each of the four areas of the survey that are asked in
2002, 2004, 2006 and 2008 to be sure that I use the scores from the year prior to the
program‘s PART assessment. This approach is similar to Lewis (2008), who used
several questions he considered most relevant to the agency work climate, management
and leadership. There is a major difference between Lewis‘ model and this analysis,
however. Lewis used the FHCS data as his dependent variable to demonstrate that the
management of an agency by an appointee or career staff affects performance (as
measured by the FHCS). This analysis, by contrast, asserts that the FHCS taps staff
attitudes and perceptions about their agency that will have an effect on performance
(measured by PART scores).
The questions are used in all four years the survey has been administered. To ensure
proper causal order, I will use responses from the survey prior to or occurring in the same
year the program was rated via PART.
I use responses to the following questions or statements:
1. In my organization, leaders generate high levels of motivation and
commitment in the workforce. (LEADER1)
2. Managers communicate the goals and priorities of the organization
(LEADER2).
3. I know how my work relates to the agency’s goals and priorities.
(CULTURE1)
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The specific questions were selected because they measure different dimensions
of agency leadership and culture and have been previously examined in empirical studies
of performance (see Brewer 2005). Culture and leadership are primary explanations for
how well agencies perform and yet their roles have been somewhat overlooked in other
examinations of performance. Leadership is also a very important driver of performance
within the literature. The aspects of leadership which matter most are experience and
expertise and the ability to foster cooperation among managers and staff. Questions 1
and 2 listed above measure staff perceptions of leadership (and become variables
LEADER1 and LEADER2) and question 3 measures the degree to which staff believes
their agency has a performance-oriented culture (CULTURE1).
Constituency Support: Constituency SUPPORT is measured by a July 2009 Gallup
Survey of 9 federal agencies including: the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
(CDC), the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA), the Federal Bureau
of Investigation (FBI), the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), the Department of
Homeland Security, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the Internal Revenue
Service (IRS), the Food and Drug Administration (FDA), and the Federal Reserve Board.
The survey was conducted by telephone and includes responses by more than 1,000
adults to the following question:
How would you rate the job being done by – [agency/department]? Would you
say it is doing an excellent, good, only fair or poor job?
Agency rankings based on responses to the above question can be found in TABLE 3.4.
[Insert TABLE 3.4]
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With the exception of the Federal Reserve Board, the other agencies were previously
ranked according to the same survey question administered in 2003. The drawback of this
variable is its small n size. Because only 9 agencies were rated, there are only 123
observations when those agency-level scores are applied to the programs within those
agencies. I will, therefore, run the models with this variable and without it to determine
its value.
Agency Ideology: Bertelli et al (2008) developed a novel agency-level measure of
IDEOLOGY. The authors developed the 2007 Survey on the Future of Government,
which was administered to more than 6,500 appointed and career federal executives. The
survey was designed to obtain the ―stated preferences‖ of the federal executives on key
votes in Congress in order to estimate ideal points and compare them to those of
legislators. The key votes were selected based on National Journal’s list of key votes in
economics, social and foreign policy. After obtaining the individual preferences, the
authors aggregated and averaged the individual preferences to create an agency-wide
ideology score.
This way of measuring agency ideology or preferences differs from previous
efforts that rely upon one of two methods, using expert judgments (Clinton and Lewis
2008) or using the partisan identification of the president, appointees or others to
determine agency preferences. With the first approach, scholars combine expert survey
results with objective data about agencies to classify agencies as liberal, moderate, or
conservative. These subjective judgments are based upon the broad mission or type of
agency (e.g., distributive, regulatory) or by the politics at the time of agency creation
(e.g., divided vs. unified government) (Gilmour and Lewis 2006). This approach
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assumes that missions or agency types can be broadly classified as liberal or
conservative. Further, if agencies are created during unified government, the agency‘s
ideology will be closer to that of the party in control. The drawbacks of this approach are
that it is subjective and lacks precision.
The other approach, using observed behavior, develops a measure for agency
ideology by using the partisan identification of the president or appointees as a proxy. In
total, Bertelli et al (2008) measured the ideologies of 33 agencies. These are admittedly
not perfect scores. Some of the drawbacks include the lack of representativeness of the
sample, and aggregating individual executive preferences into one agency score. These
shortcomings aside, these scores help quantify the very abstract concept of agency
ideology.
This is an agency-level variable. All programs within an agency will be coded
with the same ideology score. The ideology scores range from the most liberal (the
National Labor Relations Board) to the most conservative (the Department of
Agriculture‘s Rural Development Program). A complete list of the agencies and their
scores can be found in Table 3.5.
[Insert TABLE 3.5]
It is my expectation that ideology will be associated with performance. Because
the PART program was administered during the Bush administration, I expect that
programs within more liberal agencies will not perform as well as those programs within
the most conservative agencies.
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Control Variables:
Year Assessed: The year assessed is a categorical variable indicating the last year in
which the agency program was assessed via PART. It is possible that some programs
were previously assessed, but usually the original score was either ineffective or results
not demonstrated. These original scores are not available so I cannot tell which
programs have been rated previously. I am using the most recent score provided via
PARTWeb. This measure will ensure that there are no systematic differences in
programs scored in one year versus any other. There is some evidence that the year in
which the PART assessment takes place matters. In his 2009 paper ―Analyzing Federal
Management Reform: PARTing the PART,‖ Howard A. Smith finds that the number of
programs in the performing category increases over time, which is statistically
significant. Greitens and Joaquin (2009) found that programs scored in the first few
years under PART received lower scores, suggesting that agency programs better
understood how to comply with PART over time.
Program Type: Program type is measured by a series of dummy variables to indicate if
an agency program is one of seven types: direct federal, credit, research and
development, block/formula grant, competitive grant, capital assets, regulatory and
mixed. Mixed is applicable to only one program and will therefore be treated as missing
data.
There are numerous explanations within the literature for why certain types of
programs are advantaged (e.g., those that distribute money) while others are
disadvantaged (e.g., research and development programs). Research and development
programs for example often do not yield short-term results and may then have lower
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performance scores on PART because of the overwhelming focus on results. This
argument is based on Frisco and Stalebrink‘s (2008) analysis of the difference between
program/agency performance on PART versus GPRA. According to their comparison,
GPRA allows research programs more time to produce their results, while PART does
not. If this is true, then research programs should receive lower scores than other
program types. There is also recent evidence that regulatory and redistributive programs
are disadvantaged under PART because they are typically favored by Democrats and
disfavored by Republicans (Greitens and Joaquin 2009). The relationship between
program type and PART scores will be explored using bivariate and multivariate analysis
in Chapter 3 and PART scores and agency type will be explored in Chapter 4.
Potential Limitations
As with any research endeavor, there are a number of potential limitations in my
analysis of performance. The most noteworthy are measurement validity and the level of
analysis.
Measurement Validity
Perhaps there are few large-N studies that quantify internal agency variables‘
affect on performance because concepts like culture, ideology and constituency support
are difficult to measure. These concepts, unlike those tapped for the external variables,
are subjective. I have had many challenges selecting valid measures of these variables.
The leadership and culture variables I use from the Federal Human Capital Survey
(FHCS) are too closely correlated and, therefore, cannot be used in the same model.
Constituency support, or public support, for federal agencies is also difficult to measure.
Public opinion of federal agencies tends to be captured by broader assessments of trust in

62

government and the bureaucracy at large. The Gallup Survey I use is a great measure
because it taps support for specific agencies. The drawback, however, is that it only asks
about support for nine agencies. I believe that the small n size of this variable skewed the
results of my model. I therefore decided to omit it from my results. Future analyses
should strive for more precise measures of these difficult concepts. These concepts will
be explored further in my qualitative chapter.
A related point about the ―internal‖ variables I have chosen is that the
characteristics I have chosen to measure are not necessarily independent. For example,
ideology does not develop independently of the broader agency context. Each
characteristic is undoubtedly influenced by the agency‘s design, history, structure and
staff so I must clearly state that all of these variables are related to some extent. I once
again point to the strong relationship between the culture and leadership variables I
selected that prohibited both from being included in my empirical models.4
Level of Analysis: Agency versus Program
In this dissertation I discuss both agency and program performance sometimes
interchangeably, which reveals one of the many measurement challenges I encounter in
the empirical analysis. The broader literature uses terms like ―bureaucratic‖ and
―agency‖ performance, while PART scores offer a more disaggregated unit of analysis,
which is the program level. The advantage of PART scores is that there are many more
units of analysis, more than 1,000 total. The difficulty, however, is that many of the
independent variables with the exception of program type, budget and year assessed, are
measured at the agency level. A related criticism of PART is that the scores fail to
4

I tested for multicollinearity by examining the Variance Inflation Factor or VIF scores for each of the
independent variables. These scores are found in Table 3.6. The individual VIF scores are all below 10,
which means multicollinearity is not a major concern.
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account for how programs perform in the larger agency context (GAO 2004). As 2004
testimony from Paul Posner of GAO states:
Disaggregating programs for PART purposes could ignore the
interdependence of programs recognized by GPRA by artificially
isolating programs from the larger contexts in which they operate.
Certainly it would be possible to develop program-level measures of other
variables like ideology, culture, and percent appointed, but this is a very time-consuming
task and developing measures for each would be a dissertation unto itself.
The reason that selecting the appropriate level of analysis is important is that it
shapes and limits the extent to which findings are generalizeable. I offer many
explanations for ―agency performance,‖ but I must be clear that my findings are only
applicable to federal agency program performance.
Methodology:
Bivariate Analysis
As a first test of my hypotheses, I ran a series of bivariate associations between
the independent variables and PART scores. It is important to first revisit my
expectations for the relationship between these variables and PART scores. Beginning
with the internal variables, I expect both leadership (LEADER1) and culture
(CULTURE1) to have a positive affect on performance scores. Based on research,
leaders can motivate their staff to work harder and a strong culture can encourage
progress toward agency goals. Both of these variables are continuous so I ran simple
bivariate correlations to determine in what direction and how strong the relationship is
between LEADER1, CULTURE1, and PART scores. These associations are found in
Table 3.6. LEADER1 and LEADER2 are positively correlated with PART scores. Only
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LEADER1, however, is significant. CULTURE1 actually has a negative coefficient,
which is the opposite of my expectation and indicates a null relationship with PART
scores. I will explore this finding further with the multivariate analysis. The size of
LEADER1‘s coefficient (0.15) indicates a moderate, positive relationship between
leadership and PART scores.
[Insert TABLE 3.6]
Agency IDEOLOGY and constituency SUPPORT should also be positively
correlated with PART scores. My expectation for IDEOLOGY is that conservative
agencies (ideology is scored on a range from the most liberal (-1) to the most
conservative (+1)) receive higher PART scores because their preferences are closer to
those of the president. Constituency SUPPORT is an important resource for agencies to
use to withstand pressure from congress and the president. A positive coefficient
indicates strong support. Both variables are continuous and their correlation coefficients
are also found in TABLE 3.1. Similar to the LEADER1 variable, the coefficients for
both IDEOLOGY and SUPPORT are positive and significant.
I also treat RESEARCH AND DEV as an internal variable, although I also
consider it a control variable. The expectation based on critiques of PART, (see Frisco
and Stalebrink 2008), is that research and development programs will be systematically
disadvantaged by PART because results take longer to produce and this is not taken into
account by PART, which evaluates most programs only one time. I use a series of
dummy variables to indicate each type of program. In Table 3.7 I have listed the number
of programs by type. The number of programs per category range from 34 credit
programs to 321 direct federal programs.
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[Insert TABLE 3.7]
In Table 3.8, I compared ratings for the different program types. The table
includes the number of programs per type receiving each of the five ratings. Contrary to
the critics of PART (Gueorguieva, et. al. 2008), which claim research and development
programs will be disadvantaged due to the time it takes to achieve results compared to
other program types, research and development programs appear to receive the highest
percentage of effective and moderately effective ratings. Eighty percent of the research
and development programs rated received a rating of either effective or moderately
effective. Regulatory, Capital Assets and Direct Federal programs received similar
percentages (69, 67 and 63, respectively) of effective and moderately effective ratings.
Competitive Grant and Block/Formula Grant programs received the highest percentages
(30, 34) of inadequate and results not demonstrated (or ―not performing‖) programs. To
be certain these differences between the PART scores of the different program types are
significant however, I will use a difference of means test. This is the appropriate test
since my independent variable is dichotomous. I specifically use a two-sample t test to
determine whether the difference in means between research and development program
scores and the scores of the other types is significant. The mean score of the research and
development programs is 0.77 with a standard deviation of 0.12, while the mean score of
the other programs is 0.71 with a standard deviation of 0.15. The difference in means is
0.06 with a t-statistic of 3.92 (p < 0.001). Of interest is that the mean PART score of the
research and development program is higher than those of other programs‘ scores and
this difference is statistically significant, contrary to my expectations.
[Insert TABLE 3.8]
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I now move on to the external independent variables, which include PERCENT
APPOINTED, BUDGET, and UNIFIED. PERCENT APPOINTED is a continuous
variable so I can run a simple correlation with PART scores. Based on Lewis‘ (2008)
findings, I expect the coefficient to be negative to indicate the greater the ratio of
appointees will result in lower PART scores. The correlation coefficient (found in Table
3.4) is negatively correlated with PART scores and is highly significant. The size of the
effect is also important. The coefficient is -0.18, which means that were the ratio of
appointees to increase one percentage point, the PART score would decrease 18 percent.
This is a large effect, but it will be interesting to see if the size is mitigated by the other
variables in the multivariate analysis.
BUDGET is also a continuous variable (measured in millions of dollars) and I
expect that an increase in budget will result in an increase in PART score. This is based
on studies (see Gilmour and Lewis 2006), which find programs with larger budgets score
higher, likely due to the additional resources agencies with more money can use to
comply with PART and meet their goals. The correlation coefficient (also in Table 3.6)
is positive, but small and insignificant. It does not appear, at least at this point, that
budget is a predictor of PART scores.
The UNIFIED variable is dichotomous, so I will use a two-sample t test like I did
to determine whether the mean PART scores of research and other types of programs
were significant. I expect that agencies created during unified government will receive
higher PART scores because they are given more discretion to act independently. The
literature demonstrates that independence is a critical characteristic of a high performing
agency (Potoski 1999). The mean PART score of the agencies created during unified
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government (N=30) is 0.76 with a standard deviation of 0.12. The mean of agencies
created during divided government (N=18) is 0.71 with a standard deviation of 0.12. The
difference in mean PART scores is 0.05. The t-statistic is 1.4, but it is not significant (P
= 0.08). I therefore cannot reject the null hypothesis and claim that the difference in
PART scores is due to whether the agency was created during unified versus divided
government.
The YEAR ASSESSED variable is important to include because I want to control
for any systematic differences in PART scores from one year to the next. Greitens and
Joaquin (2009) suggest that PART scores actually increased over time and that this could
be attributed to the number of programs being evaluated for the second time or to
agencies learning better how to comply with PART. Unfortunately it is not evident in the
dataset which programs were previously assessed, but a systematic and significant
increase in PART scores over time could support their findings. In Table 3.9 I have
included the mean PART score for each year from 2002 to 2008. With the exception of
2002, the mean scores are relatively stable from 2003-2008. This seems to suggest that a
great deal of learning took place after the first PART scores were given by OMB. To
determine if the difference in means between 2002 and the other years is significant, I
will once again run a two-sample t-test. The mean score for 2002 (N=49) is 0.67 with a
standard deviation of 0.18. The mean score for years 2003-2008 (N=793) is 0.72 with a
standard deviation of 0.14. The difference in mean scores (0.05) is significant at the 0.01
level, which means the scores were indeed lower in 2002.
[Insert TABLE 3.9]
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Several of the variables have supported my hypotheses, but the bivariate analysis
only tells us about the relationship or association between a particular independent
variable and PART scores. Next I examine the relative effects of the internal and
external variables on PART as well as the overall explanatory power of a model
combining both sets of variables.
Multivariate Analysis
Because I want to compare the relative strengths of the external and internal
models of agency performance, I will run each set of variables in a separate model and
then I will run a combined model of all variables. These models are below.
External-Only Model: y(PART Score) = b + b1(PercentAppointed) + b2(Unified)
+ b3(Actual08Budget) + b4(YearAssessed)
Internal-Only Model: y(PART Score) = b +_b1(AgencyIdeology) + b2(Leader1)
+ b3(ResearchandDev) + b4(YearAssessed)
Combined Model: y(PART Score) = b + b1(PercentAppointed) + b2(Unified) +
b3(Actual08Budget) + b4(YearAssessed) + b5(AgencyIdeology) + b6(Leader1) +
b7(ResearchandDev)
I have coded my dependent variable three different ways and will, therefore, use
the appropriate type of regression for each. PART1 is a categorical variable so I will use
ordered probit. PART2 is a dichotomous variable so I will use logit regression and
PART3 is continuous so I will use ordinary least squares (OLS) regression. From now on
I will refer to the regression results according to the type of dependent variable (e.g.,
categorical).5
PART1 is coded 1-5 to indicate which of the five qualitative ratings an agency
program received. The highest four ratings (effective, moderately effective, adequate,

5

PART scores are program-level data, but I recognize that programs operate within a larger agency
context. To address this important issue, I cluster programs by agency in each regression.
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inadequate) are determined by the raw score (e.g., 85-100 percent = effective), while
RND are not. As I stated earlier, RND is given to programs that fail to establish OMBaccepted performance measures regardless of the overall score. Because this outcome
category is different, I will first run the models without the 173 RND programs, then I
will run the models including those programs. Because there is some subjectivity on
behalf of OMB as to which programs receive RND, I will also perform a Heckman
selection model to determine which specific independent variables might be determining
if agencies receive this rating.
Results:
External-Only Model
The results of the external model are found in the first column of Tables 3.103.12. I will first review each hypothesis and discuss how well the results support my
predictions. Once I review the results I will discuss the size and substantive effects of
each significant independent variable on PART scores. In addition to whether the
coefficients for the independent variables are in the expected direction and reach
statistical significance, I need to more closely examine the size of each variable‘s effect
on PART scores. I use the Clarify software developed by Gary King, Michael Tomz and
Jason Wittenberg (2003), to assign specific values to a given independent variable while
holding the values of all other variables constant, which can tell me the precise expected
effect on PART scores. I will do this for each of my independent variables that achieved
significance in one or more of the regressions and I will use actual agency program
scores as examples. I acknowledge that while these examples are used to illustrate the
potential for each of the significant independent variables to change the outcome of a
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program‘s PART score or rating, I do not claim this would occur in every case. These
examples, however, do show that a number of different variables have the potential to
shape agency program performance.
Hypothesis 1 says, as program budget size increases, program performance will
improve. The direction of the relationship between BUDGET and PART scores is as
predicted in all of the regressions, but the coefficient never reaches significance. There
is, therefore, no support for the hypothesis that an increase in budget will increase PART
scores.
According to Hypothesis 2, if government is divided at the time of agency creation,
then the overall performance score will be lower. The results for the dichotomous and
continuous dependent variables (see Tables 3.11 and 3.12) support this hypothesis.
Because the variable is coded 1 for unified government and 0 for divided or split
government, the positive coefficient indicates that unified government is positively
associated with higher performance. This result is significant at the 0.05 level for the
continuous dependent variable PART3 and at the 0.01 level for the dichotomous
dependent variable. Using the Clarify software, I input actual agency program scores to
determine the substantive effect of the UNIFIED variable on PART scores. The
Environmental Protection Agency was created during divided government which, as I
hypothesize, should mean its programs do not perform as well on PART. I use the EPA‘s
Global Change Research program to demonstrate the size of the effect of the UNIFIED
variable on PART scores. The Global Change Research program was assessed in 2006
and received a PART score of 49 percent and a corresponding rating of ―inadequate.‖
This also means the program was considered to be ―not performing‖ by the Bush
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administration. The program‘s budget was $16 million and it is classified as a research
and development program. Using the program‘s actual values for the other independent
variables, I can compare the mean PART score for when the UNIFIED variable equals
zero and when it equals one. In other words, will the PART score change simply by
changing whether the agency was created during unified rather than divided government.
The mean PART score increases from 0.72 to 0.75. This three percent change is
important because it would have raised the Global Change Research program‘s actual
PART score from 49 to 52 percent, which would classify the program as ―adequate‖ or
―performing.‖
Hypothesis 3 predicts that, if the ratio of appointees to careerists is greater, then
the overall performance score will be lower. The results for the PERCENT
APPOINTED variable meet this expectation. The coefficient is negative and highly
significant in all of the regressions. As Lewis (2008) found, the higher percentage of
appointed staff within an agency reduces agency performance due to increased
politicization. PERCENT APPOINTED refers to the ratio of appointed to career staff
within an agency. As Lewis (2008) found, an increase in this ratio seems to have a
negative effect on agency performance as measured by PART scores. Using Clarify, I
have used a specific agency program (the Department of Education‘s Federal Pell Grants
program) to demonstrate how its PART score would have changed had its parent agency
had more or fewer appointees. I do this by using the program‘s actual values for each of
the variables (e.g. BUDGET) and then modify the value of PERCENT APPOINTED to
isolate its effect on PART scores. I selected the Department of Education because it has
the greatest ratio of appointees to careerists (3.47), and I use the Federal Pell Grants
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program to demonstrate the strength of the PERCENT APPOINTED variable on PART
scores. The Federal Pell Grants program was assessed by PART in 2003 and received a
numerical score of 67 percent and a corresponding rating of ―adequate.‖ The program‘s
budget at the time was close to $12 billion. The Department of Education was created
during divided government (so UNIFIED = 0), the agency IDEOLOGY value is 0.05
(which categorizes it as moderate) and the LEADER1 score for the agency is 32 percent.
Using these values, I ran Clarify to compare the PART scores when PERCENT
APPOINTED equals the actual value of 3.47 versus several other possible values. If the
agency‘s ratio of appointees to careerists were 2.47 instead of 3.47, the mean PART score
for this particular program would increase from 59 percent to 62 percent. This is
certainly a sizeable increase. Using a more dramatic example, I set the PERCENT
APPOINTED value to 1.0. This time the mean PART score increases from 59 percent to
66 percent. A seven percent increase would be enough to move the Federal Pell Grant
program from the adequate to moderately effective rating category.
Internal-Only Model
Turning to the internal model, I ran the same series of regressions as I did for the
external variables. The findings are in the second column of Tables 3.10-3.12.
Strong leadership is expected to have a positive impact on performance.
Hypothesis 5 says that, if agency staff have positive perceptions about their agency’s
leadership, the agency will have a higher PART score. The results are as expected.
LEADER1 has a strong, positive coefficient that is highly significant in all regressions.6

6

Hypothesis 6 stated that agencies with positive staff perceptions about performance culture should have
higher performance scores. The leader2 and culture1 variables have been dropped from the analysis due to
problems with multicollinearity. Unfortunately I do not have culture and leadership variables that are
independent from one another. Culture will be examined further in the qualitative analysis.
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The LEADER1 variable has a very positive relationship with PART scores. My
hypothesis is that strong, positive perceptions of leadership by an agency‘s staff will
increase performance. The regression results support my hypothesis, but I want to
estimate the size of this effect as I have for the other variables. The Department of
Interior‘s Fish and Wildlife Service Habitat Conservation program was assessed in 2006
and received a score of 67 percent and a rating of ―adequate.‖ The LEADER1 value for
the Department of Interior in 2006 was 0.3, which is rather low. Could an increase in this
score have increased the program‘s PART score? The Department of the Interior was
created during divided government and has an agency IDEOLOGY score of -0.2, and
the ratio of appointed to career staff is 0.11. The program‘s annual budget is $95 million.
Using these values, the estimated mean PART score is 0.67, but increasing the
LEADER1 value to 0.4 or to 0.5 would increase the mean to 0.72 or 0.75, respectively.
This is an increase of 5 percent in PART score for every 10 percent increase in
LEADER1 value. Had the Fish and Wildlife Service Habitat Conservation program had
a LEADER1 score of 0.4, the PART score would have been 72 percent and the program‘s
rating would have been ―moderately effective.‖
The agency IDEOLOGY variable is coded from Liberal (-1) to Conservative (+1).
My expectation, according to Hypothesis 6, is that agencies with more liberal ideologies
will have lower performance scores. Therefore, the coefficient should be positive to
indicate that more conservative agencies score better on PART. The result supports my
hypothesis. The coefficient is positive in all three regressions and highly significant in
the OLS regression. Using Clarify I can assess their effects on PART scores using
agency programs as examples. For agency IDEOLOGY I want to determine whether
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changing the value of this variable from liberal to conservative or vice versa would
change the resulting PART score. I use the Department of Health and Human Services‘
(HHS) Radiation and Exposure Screening and Education Program
as my example. HHS is considered a liberal agency with an agency IDEOLOGY value
of -0.42. The agency was created during unified government (UNIFIED =1), received a
LEADER1 score of 0.39 and the ratio of appointed to career staff (PERCENT
APPOINTED) is 0.21. The Radiation and Exposure Screening and Education Program
has a budget of $2million. The program was assessed in 2006 and received a PART
score of 45 percent and a rating of ―inadequate.‖
Using these particular values I can assess the estimated mean for the dependent
variable (PART scores) and compare it to the estimated mean when I change the value of
agency IDEOLOGY from -0.42 to 0.42. My hypothesis is that conservative agencies
perform better, so will changing the agency IDEOLOGY value to something more
conservative yield a higher PART score? The answer is yes. The estimated mean
increases from 0.74 to 0.80. A one point change in ideology yields a six percent increase
in PART scores. This six percent increase in PART score would have given the HHS
program a PART score of 51 percent and a rating of ―adequate‖ and classified it as a
―performing‖ program.
The RESEARCH AND DEV is an interesting variable. Previous research
comparing GPRA and PART claims that research and development programs will not
score as well on PART because they do not yield short-term results (Gueorguieva, et. al.
2008). My regression results suggest the opposite is true because the coefficient is
positive and significant in all three regressions. I turn to Clarify to uncover whether a
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program is classified as research and development can have a substantive effect on PART
scores. I use the Department of Transportation‘s FAA Air Traffic Organization,
Technical Operations program. The FAA Technical Operations program was assessed in
2008 and has an annual budget of $2.7 billion. The program received a PART score of
58 percent and a rating of ―adequate.‖ The Department of Transportation was created
during unified government, has an ideology value of 0.08 (moderate to conservative
leaning), a PERCENT APPOINTED value of 0.16, and LEADER1 value of 0.25 (or 25
percent positive). Using the actual values and then only changing the program type from
direct federal to research and development, I find the mean of the PART score increases
from 0.71 to 0.76. This is a sizeable increase and suggests that if the FAA Technical
Operations program was a research and development program, the PART score would
have been five percent higher (63 percent instead of 58 percent). This provides further
evidence that research and development programs are not disadvantaged under PART.
Rather, the opposite is true.
Next I turn to the combined model to determine whether these individual variable
results hold and to find out if the overall explanatory power of the model increases by
adding the variables together. I will also use the Clarify software to more precisely
measure the substantive effects of the independent variables on PART scores.
Combined Model
The far-right columns of Tables 3.10-3.12 show the results of the combined
model using the three different dependent variables and regressions. Many of the results
are as expected. The direction and significance of several independent variables hold in
the combined model. Looking first at the external variables, PERCENT APPOINTED is
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negative and highly significant in all three regressions. The coefficient for the UNIFIED
variable is in the expected direction in all three regressions, but only reaches significance
with the dichotomous dependent variable. There is no support for the BUDGET variable
in any of the regressions.
The coefficient for agency IDEOLOGY is positive and significant using the
dichotomous and categorical dependent variables. The LEADER1 and RESEARCH
AND DEV variables are positive and significant in all three regressions. The coefficient
for YEAR ASSESSED, which serves as a control variable, is positive in all three
regressions, but only reaches significance when using the categorical dependent variable.
Results Including “Results not Demonstrated” Programs
As I previously mentioned, I excluded RND programs from the first set of models
because the rating is awarded differently than the other four categories. I want to
determine if there are specific factors driving the OMB‘s decision to rate a program RND
other than the given reasons that they lack acceptable performance measures and/or have
failed to collect adequate date associated with those measures. First I run the same series
of regressions now including those programs. Second, I will perform a Heckman
selection model to determine if politics is playing a part in the assignment of that rating.
Specifically I will use agency ideology and the percent appointed values to determine
how each might affect a program receiving a rating of RND because these two variables
measure aspects of the external and internal agency politics. I will also use year assessed
since I previously found that program scores got better after 2002.
The results for the three regressions (categorical, dichotomous, and continuous
dependent variables) are found in Tables 3.13-3.15. The strength and significance of
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several variables remain similar. PERCENT APPOINTED still negatively impacts
PART scores, which is highly significant using all three dependent variables. LEADER1
is also still significant and positively impacts PART scores. YEAR ASSESSED and
RESEARCH programs are also positively associated with PART scores and their
coefficients are significant in most regressions. Agency IDEOLOGY performs poorly
and only reaches significance using the continuous dependent variable. UNIFIED does
not reach significance in any regression.
[Insert TABLES 3.13-3.15]
Adding the RND programs into the analysis does have an effect as agency
IDEOLOGY and UNIFIED no longer affect performance. The PERCENT
APPOINTED, or the degree to which an agency is politicized still negatively affects
performance, while LEADER1 still positively affects it. The year and program type also
matter. I now perform a Heckman selection model, which isolates the RND programs so
that I can better examine which specific variables are determining whether a program
receives the RND rating. I believe that politics plays a part in this determination because
OMB is afforded leeway to make these decisions. Therefore, I hypothesize that
PERCENT APPOINTED and AGENCY IDEOLOGY will determine whether programs
receive this rating. The larger the PERCENT APPOINTED, the more likely a program
will receive an RND. The more liberal the ideology, the more likely the program will
receive an RND since these ratings occurred during the Bush administration. I also
include YEAR ASSESSED because a majority of the programs receiving RND did so in
the first year PART was in effect.
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The results of the Heckman model show that PERCENT APPOINTED is the
primary variable determining whether programs receive an RND rating. The coefficient
is negative and significant. The sign for the AGENCY IDEOLOGY coefficient is also
negative, which indicates liberal programs are more likely to receive RND, but it is not
significant.
Discussion
The results of the regressions support several of my hypotheses. Referring first to
the analyses without RND programs, the external variables, PERCENT APPOINTED
and UNIFIED, are important predictors of PART scores, while BUDGET appears not to
play a role when accounting for other variables. All of the internal variables contribute to
explaining agency performance at least in one or more of the regressions. Beyond the
sign and significance of the coefficients for these variables I have examined their size and
strength and found that each of these significant variables has the potential to change an
agency‘s PART score. The empirical results, however, also show that neither external
nor internal variables tell the whole story of agency performance. Instead it is the
combination of variables, or external and internal agency characteristics, that give us a
more complete picture of how and why some agencies perform better than others.
Beyond what has been learned from the models in this chapter, there is more
variance to be explained. I was unable to empirically assess the role of agency culture,
which I believe to be an important predictor of success. And because PART scores
evaluated agency programs, rather than the overall agency, I did not provide a measure of
agency type. There are many classic agency typologies. I review three and then discuss
recent work applying one such typology to PART performance. I offer my own analysis
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of agency type and PART and then move on to a discussion and analysis of agency
culture and performance.
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TABLE 3.1 Number of PART Scores per Rating Category
Rating Category
Effective
Moderately Effective
Adequate
Inadequate
Results not Demonstrated
Source: ExpectMore.gov

Number of Programs
within Category
193
326
298
26
117

Percentage of Programs
within Category
19
32
26
2
17

TABLE 3.2
Summary Statistics for all Dependent and Independent
Variables
Variable
Obs.
Mean
Std. Deviation Min
Max
DEPENDENT VARIABLES
PART1
1,015
3.3
1.3
1
5
PART2
1,015
.80
.40
0
1
PART3
1,015
.67
.18
.1
1.0
Internal Variables
Leader1
955
.35
.06
.21
.55
Leader2
783
.58
.06
.33
.74
Culture1
955
.83
.03
.72
.92
Agency Ideology
908
-.05
.28
-.61
.49
External Variables
Unified vs. Other
1,013
.62
.49
0
1
Percent Appointed
931
.68
.98
.02
3.5
Actual 2008 Budget
1,011
2644.26 23414.17
-177
505,062
Control Variables
Year Assessed
1,015
4.0
1.6
1
7
Research and dev
1,009
.11
.32
0
1
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TABLE 3.3 Frequency Distributions for Categorical Variables

Variable Name
Year Assessed
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
Total:
Program Type
Block/Formula Grant
Capital Assets
Competitive Grant
Credit
Direct Federal
Mixed
Research and Dev.
Regulatory
Total:
Rating
RND
Ineffective
Adequate
Moderately Effective
Effective
Total:

Frequency Percent Cumulative
62
130
203
218
220
116
67
1,016

6.10
12.80
19.98
21.46
21.65
11.42
6.59
100.00

6.10
18.90
38.88
60.33
81.99
93.41
100.00

161
85
177
39
366
1
113
74
1,016

15.85
8.37
17.42
3.84
36.02
0.10
11.12
7.28
100.00

15.85
24.21
41.63
45.47
81.50
81.59
92.72
100.00

173
26
298
326
193
1,016

17.03
2.56
29.33
32.09
19.00
100.00

17.03
19.59
48.92
81.00
100.00
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TABLE 3.4
Agency Name

Federal Agency Rankings of Constituency Support
Excellent/Good
%

CDC
NASA
FBI
CIA
Department of
Homeland Security
EPA
IRS
FDA
Federal Reserve Board
Source: Gallup Poll, July 2009.

Only Fair
%

Poor
%

61
58
58
47
46

24
26
27
29
31

10
7
7
13
18

42
40
38
30

33
36
37
35

20
21
22
22

83

No
Opinion
%
5
10
8
12
4
4
5
3
13

TABLE 3.5
Agency Name

Rankings of Agency Ideology from Liberal to Conservative
Ideology (Ranked from Liberal to
Conservative)
National Labor Relations Board
-0.68
Department of Health and Human Services – NIH
-0.61
National Science Foundation
-0.58
Environmental Protection Agency
-0.5
Department of Health and Human Services
-0.42
Federal Trade Commission
-0.41
National Archives and Records Administration
-0.35
Department of the Treasury
-0.27
Department of State
-0.24
Department of the Interior
-0.2
Department of Labor
-0.16
Department of Commerce
-0.13
Department of Commerce – Census
-0.13
Social Security Administration
-0.13
Department of Commerce – NOAA
-0.12
Department of Housing and Urban Development
-0.02
Department of Education
0.05
Department of Transportation
0.08
Department of Energy
0.1
Department of Veteran Affairs – Health Admin
0.15
Department of Agriculture
0.16
Department of Veteran Affairs
0.16
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
0.18
Department of Justice
0.19
General Services Administration
0.2
National Aeronautics and Space Administration
0.22
Department of Homeland Security
0.32
Department of Defense
0.37
Department of Agriculture – Agriculture Res.
0.4
Service
Department of the Navy
0.43
Department of the Air Force
0.43
Department of the Army
0.45
Department of Agriculture – Rural Development
0.49
Source: Bertelli et al. 2008.
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TABLE 3.6
VIF Scores for Explanatory Variables as Test of Multicollinearity
Variable Name
VIF
1/VIF
Direct Federal
6.58
0.15
Competitive Grant
4.47
0.22
Block Formula
3.96
0.25
Research and Development
3.36
0.30
Five
3.30
0.30
Six
3.26
0.31
Four
3.15
0.32
Capital Assets
3.04
0.33
Seven
2.49
0.40
Leader1
2.47
0.41
Culture1
2.34
0.43
Regulatory
2.30
0.43
Leader2
2.00
0.50
Agency Ideology
1.33
0.75
Percent Appointed
1.22
0.82
Actual08 Budget
1.03
0.97
Mean VIF
2.89

TABLE 3.7 Correlation Between Continuous Independent Variables and PART
Scores
Independent Variables
Correlation Coefficient
Agency Ideology
0.09**
Leader1
0.15***
Leader2
0.04
Culture1
-0.03
Const Support
0.25**
Percent Appointed
-0.18***
Actual08Budget
0.02
*** = .001, ** = .01
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TABLE 3.8

Number of Programs by Type

Program Type
Block/Formula Grant

161

Capital Assets

85

Competitive Grant

176

Credit

40

Direct Federal

366

Research and Development

113

Regulatory

73

Mixed

1

Total:

1,016
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TABLE 3.9

Number of PART Ratings by Program Type

Program Type

Effective

Adequate

18

Mod.
Effective
38

52

Inadequate Results not
Demonstrated
7
47

Block/Formula
Grant
Capital Assets

18

32

22

3

10

Competitive

18

46

59

9

44

Credit

4

7

12

1

5

Direct Federal

83

119

115

4

45

Research and
Development
Regulatory

33

51

19

2

8

19

22

19

0

14

Grant

Chi2 = 55.11***
***=0.001

TABLE 3.10

Mean PART Score by Year Assessed

Year Assessed

Mean PART Score

2002

0.67

2003

0.72

2004

0.71

2005

0.71

2006

0.72

2007

0.73

2008

0.72
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TABLE 3.11 Impact of Variables on PART Scores Minus RND (Ordered Probit)
Independent
External-Only
Internal-Only
Combined
Variables
Percent Appointed
-.17 (.05)***
-.16 (.05)***
Actual08Budget
1.5 (1.4)
2.7 (1.5)
Unifiedvsother
.16 (.08)
.13 (.09)
AgencyIdeology
.28 (.15)
.40 (.15)**
Leader1
4.0 (.73)***
2.9 (.78)***
ResearchandDev
.36 (.12)**
.25 (.12)*
YearAssessed
.06 (.02)*
.05 (.03)***
.05 (.03)*
Cut 1
-1.7 (.15)
-.28 (.29)
-.7 (.30)
Cut 2
-.03 (.13)
1.4 (.28)
.99 (.29)
Cut 3
1.0 (.13)
2.4 (.29)
2.1 (.30)
Pseudo R2
.01**
.03*
.03*
Chi Square
24.37***
45.91***
49.67***
N
753
729
711
*** = .001, ** = .01, * = .05

TABLE 3.12 Impact of Variables on PART Scores Minus RND (Logit)
Independent
External-Only
Internal-Only
Combined
Variables
Percent Appointed
-.37 (.10)***
-.36 (.10)***
Actual08Budget
2.3 (3.7)
3.4 (4.3)
UnifiedversusOther
.40 (.16)**
.40 (.18)*
AgencyIdeology
.59 (.29)*
.76 (.30)**
Leader1
5.4 (1.4)***
3.3 (1.5)*
ResearchandDev
.80 (.25)***
.69 (.26)**
YearAssessed
.05 (.05)
. 04 (.05)***
.05 (.05)
Pseudo R2
.03*
.03*
.05*
Log Likelihood
-489.6
-471.81
-452.5
N
753
729
711
*** = .001, ** = .01, * = .05
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TABLE 3.13 Impact of Variables on PART Scores Minus RND (OLS Regression)
Independent
External-Only
Internal-Only
Combined
Variables
Percent Appointed
-.03 (.01)***
-.03 (.01)***
Actual08Budget
7.8 (1.9)
1.2 (8.4)
UnifiedVersusOther
.03(.01)*
.02 (.02)
AgencyIdeology
.05 (.04)
.07 (.04)
Leader1
.53 (.17)**
.39 (.18)*
ResearchandDev
.06 (.03)*
.05 (.02)*
YearAssessed
.01 (.00)**
.01 (.00)
.01 (.01)
F
9.98***
4.79**
40.42***
R2
.05*
.08
.11
N
753
729
711
*** = .001, ** = .01, * = .05

TABLE 3.14 Impact of Variables on PART Scores (Ordered Probit)
Independent
External-Only
Internal-Only
Combined
Variables
Percent Appointed
-.23 (.07)***
-.21 (.05)***
Actual08Budget
8.8 (6.7)
8.9 (6.6)
Unifiedvsother
.20 (.18)
.17 (.13)
AgencyIdeology
.19 (.20)
.33 (.21)
Leader1
5.5 (1.6)***
4.0 (1.7)*
ResearchandDev
.55 (.18)**
.45 (.17)**
YearAssessed
.06 (.03)
.05 (.03)
.05 (.03)
Cut 1
-.80 (.18)
1.2 (.68)
.59 (.56)
Cut 2
-.70 (.19)
1.3 (.68)
.70 (.56)
Cut 3
.19 (.20)
2.2 (.70)
.16 (.58)
Cut 4
1.1 (.21)
3.2 (.67)
2.6 (.55)
Pseudo R2
.02
.04
.04
Chi Square
27.07***
34.25***
173.15***
N
927
897
876
*** = .001, ** = .01, * = .05
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TABLE 3.15 Impact of Variables on PART Scores (Logit)
Independent
External-Only
Internal-Only
Combined
Variables
Percent Appointed
-.44 (.09)***
-.41 (.06)***
Actual08Budget
.00 (.00)
.00 (.00)
UnifiedversusOther
.17 (.33)
-.06 (.31)
AgencyIdeology
.34 (.65)
.41 (.69)
Leader1
11.1 (3.8)**
8.7 (3.5)*
ResearchandDev
1.1 (.40)**
1.0 (.38)**
YearAssessed
.20 (.06)**
.22 (.08)**
.23 (.07)**
Pseudo R2
.07
.07
.10
Log Likelihood
-427.55
-408.24
-386.89
N
927
897
876
*** = .001, ** = .01, * = .05

TA BLE 3.16 Impact of Variables on PART Scores (OLS Regression)
Independent
External-Only
Internal-Only
Combined
Variables
Percent Appointed
-.04 (.01)***
-.04 (.01)***
Actual08Budget
1.5 (1.3)
1.7 (9.3)*
UnifiedVersusOther
.03 (.03)
.03 (.02)
AgencyIdeology
.03 (.03)
.05 (.04)
Leader1
.89 (.25)***
.64 (.24)**
ResearchandDev
.10 (.03)**
.08 (.03)**
YearAssessed
.01(.01)*
.01 (.01)*
.01 (.01) *
F
10.69
10.82
40.57
R2
0.09***
0.12***
0.17***
N
927
897
876
*** = .001, ** = .01, * = .05

90

CHAPTER FOUR
A Closer Look at Agency Performance: The Role of Agency
Type and Culture
This chapter further explores explanations of agency performance not included in
the empirical analysis. In chapter 3 I found several variables to have a significant effect
on agency program performance. Confirming my expectations, an increase in the ratio of
appointed to career staff had a negative effect on performance, while agencies with
conservative ideologies, positive perceptions of leadership, and those created during
unified government tended to have better performance scores on PART. Do these
variables tell us everything about why some agencies perform better than others? While
they offer new insights into performance, they do not explain all of the variance with
respect to how well agencies fared on PART. For instance, the R-square for each OLS
regression is modest and reaches only 0.24 for the combined model. This means much
more variance in the dependent variable remains to be explained.
Chapter Preview:
In this chapter I explore agency type and culture as additional explanations of
performance. Previous studies have pointed to agency type and culture as especially
important predictors of performance (Ban 1995; Derthick 1990; Wilson 1989; Gormley
1986). Because PART scores are program-level variables, I accounted for the type of
program, but not the type of agency. I considered including dummy variables for the
type of agency, but because the small, independent agencies do not necessarily fit within
one of the ―standard‖ typologies discussed below, I felt nothing substantive would be
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gained by incorporating agency type into those models. Agency type is important,
however, which is why I discuss it in this chapter. Below I will discuss some classic
agency typologies, highlight recent work that applied one of these typologies to PART
performance, and offer my own analysis of agency performance based on agency type.
Following my analysis of agency type and performance, I move on to a discussion of
the importance of agency culture. It was my hope to include a measure of agency culture
in the empirical analysis because of its prominence in the literature and the lack of largeN empirical work testing culture‘s impact on performance. Unfortunately, as I note in the
potential limitations section of Chapter 3, the measure I used was too highly correlated
with the measure for leadership and was omitted from the models and I was unable to
develop another suitable empirical measure. In this chapter I will define agency culture,
discuss its importance in explaining agency performance and use a few selected
illustrative case studies to demonstrate how agencies with different cultures performed on
PART.
Since quantitative analysis has limitations, I engage in a case study to explore the
impact of culture on agency performance. Case studies, according to King, Keohane and
Verba (1994), can and should be focused, systematic comparisons of data across units.
Case studies offer a way for me to explore my hypotheses for how agency type and
culture affect performance through the ―systematic collection of the same information
across carefully selected units.‖ I proceed first by identifying a few agencies whose
culture vary. I determine their culture type by drawing upon a number of sources.
Wilson‘s (1989) work from more than 20 years ago still seems to provide a reasonable
approach to observing and measuring culture. I also draw upon Ban‘s (1995) analysis of

92

how culture type affects the roles of public managers. Each identifies some broad types
of culture that shape my analysis. Second, I determine how to compare these cases on
other data points that might impact their performance. These include variables from
Chapter 3 as well as agency mission and agency type. Third, I examine how well the
agencies fared on PART and offer an analysis of how culture may have played a role or
not. This analysis is solely exploratory, so more empirical work is needed before
generalizations can be made.
Agency Type
There are several classic agency typologies. I review three of the most prominent
(Lowi 1964; Gormley 1986, Wilson 1989) and highlight what each offers in terms of how
agency type might impact performance. I then discuss how Lowi‘s typology has recently
been applied to the study of agency performance and PART, followed by my critique of
this work and my own analysis of agency type and performance.
In his classic and often-cited 1964 review article, Theodore Lowi classified
public policies according to one of four categories: distributive, redistributive, regulatory,
and constituent. Based on these categories or types of policies, Lowi made predictions
about the type of political relationships associated with each, which I believe can also
help explain performance.
Distributive policies are those for which the government provides some type of
good or service to a specific class of recipient. Distributive policies are often referred to
as ―pork barrel‖ policies and include farm subsidies and public land use. The benefits are
concentrated, but the costs are diffuse. Distributive agencies include the Department of
Agriculture and the Department of the Interior. Redistributive policies transfer resources
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of some type from one group to another, usually through the collection of taxes.
Examples of redistributive policies include social welfare programs administered by
agencies such as the Department of Education and the Department of Health and Human
Services. Regulatory policies are those that benefit many, but impose costs on a select
few. Regulatory agencies like the Department of Energy develop policies and rules for
specific groups, like corporations, to follow and impose sanctions for noncompliance.
Examples include environmental and energy conservation policies. Lowi used
constituent agencies as something of a catchall category for agencies that do not fit neatly
within one of the other categories. There are also independent agencies such as the
Department of Defense and the Office of Management and Budget.
Gormley (1986) analyzed regulatory policymaking, arguing that previous
typologies including Lowi‘s did not account for two important characteristics: public
salience and technical complexity. Public salience refers to how many people in the
general public care about a given issue. If there are many people who care about an issue
(broad scope of conflict) and with great intensity, public salience is high. If an issue is
only of interest to a narrow group of people, or those affiliated with a particular industry,
public salience is low. Technical complexity refers to an issue that raises questions
requiring a high level of specialized knowledge to address (Gormley 1986, p. 598). Both
complexity and salience can change over time, although complexity is less likely to do
so. According to Gormley, the combination of public salience and technical complexity,
whether each is high or low, will result in one of four different types of regulatory
politics; board room politics (low salience, high complexity), street-level politics (low
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salience, low complexity), hearing room politics (high salience, low complexity), and
operating room politics (high salience, high complexity).
Public salience and technical complexity also affect who participates. ―Regulars‖
include bureaucrats and officials from a particular industry. They always participate.
Depending on salience and complexity, however, predictions can be made about which
―irregulars‖ including politicians, citizens and interest groups may also participate. For
example, politicians and citizens are usually attracted to salient issues, but not so much to
complex ones. Salience and complexity also predict the ―dominant participant.‖
Politicians will dominate high salience, low complexity issues because of the potential
electoral consequences. High-level bureaucrats will dominate high salience, high
complexity issues because they are the experts. Low-level bureaucrats handle low
salience, low complexity issues according to standard operating procedures, and business
groups dominate low salience, high complexity issues due to economic motives (Gormley
1986, p. 615).
In chapter 1, I briefly described Wilson‘s (1989) typology of agencies. In contrast
to Lowi, Wilson categorizes agencies based on how well their activities and results can
be observed rather than by the nature of the policies they carry out. The four types of
agencies are procedural, craft, coping, and production. In procedural agencies, managers
can observe the activities of their staff, but not the eventual outcome. The best example
of a procedural agency is the military during peacetime. The training and preparation is
observable, but whether or not these activities are effective in achieving peace and
security is unknown. Craft agencies are those with observable outcomes, but
unobservable activities. This applies to enforcement agencies, like the Wage and Hour
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division of the Department of Labor. The compliance officers are located all across the
country and are not directly observed by supervisors. The outcome of their efforts,
including legal complaints, could be observed and evaluated. Neither the activities nor
outcomes of coping agencies are observable. This type of agency or organization is
usually made up of street-level bureaucrats like police officers or even teachers.
Production agencies are those like the Social Security Administration that have
observable outputs and outcomes. Another example is the IRS, which can observe its
staff and the amount of money they collect (Wilson 1989, p. 160). Why, according to
Wilson, are these types of agencies important for our understanding of performance? The
type of agency determines the process by which managers hold staff accountable and
build and maintain morale. Managers in production agencies can observe both the
activities and outcomes produced so they are better able to determine staff contributions
to results achieved. In a procedural organization, managers closely watch activities and
processes because outcomes cannot be observed. The focus therefore is on process, not
results, which could hamper overall performance on PART that stresses outcomes over
outputs. Craft organizations have observable results, but the staff conducts their daily
activities without supervision. The potential to shirk is great, so to be successful,
agencies of this type must foster a strong sense of mission to motivate staff to do their job
according to outlined rules and procedures. Coping organizations or agencies are the
most difficult to manage because neither outcomes nor outputs are observable. Poor
outcomes sometimes signal managers to look into and correct a problem, but these
―alarms‖ are often random and it is difficult to identify the source of the problem (Wilson
1989, 159-175).
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The type of agency may also determine how susceptible agencies are to external
control by the president and congress. Agencies like production and craft agencies with
observable outcomes are more likely to be externally controlled than procedural and
coping agencies, whose outcomes are not observed. Wilson provides case study
examples for each type of agency and makes general predictions about how the type of
agency and the strength of its mission could affect their success. I will revisit his
predictions in the next section of the chapter when I discuss agency culture.
PART scores are measured at the program level, but because I want to determine how
additional factors like agency type affect performance, I have created an average PART
score for each agency, which is the sum of all agency program scores divided by the
number of programs within the agency rated via PART. The average agency rankings by
PART score are found in Table 4.1.
[Insert TABLE 4.1]
As you will see from looking at Table 4.1, the average agency PART scores range
from a low of 35 percent for the Federal Communications Commission to a high of 94
percent for the Smithsonian Institution. It is difficult, however, to make any real
inferences from such a large table so the next step is to divide agencies according to
different criteria to determine whether factors like agency type may help explain PART
scores.
I turn now to a very recent article that applies Lowi‘s typology to agency
performance on PART. Greitens and Joaquin (2010) evaluated how well different types
of federal agency programs fared on PART. They asked two research questions. First,
would agency program type affect the PART scores in each of the four sections: Program
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Purpose and Design, Strategic Planning, Management and Results. Second, would there
be greater variability in PART scores for redistributive and regulatory programs because
their outcomes are more difficult to consistently measure. They hypothesized that
redistributive and regulatory agency programs would receive lower PART scores because
these programs were likely to be at odds with President Bush‘s agenda. Agency
programs were categorized into the four Lowi types: constituent, distributive, regulatory
and redistributive. Using PART‘s categorization of seven different programs types,
Greitens and Joaquin made determinations as to which PART program types belonged in
each of Lowi‘s four overall agency types. The coding from PART program types into
Lowi‘s types is found in Table 4.2.
[Insert TABLE 4.2]
Greitens and Joaquin used t-tests to examine the difference in mean PART scores
for each of the four types of agency programs. They also employed point-biseriel
correlations to determine the strength and direction of the relationships between PART
scores and program type. They found a large and significant difference in PART scores
between redistributive and non-redistributive programs and that redistributive programs
consistently receive the lowest PART scores among all agency program types, although
the correlation is modest at best. They also found a greater variability in PART scores
for redistributive and regulatory programs and attribute this variability to a greater
difficulty in measuring outcomes for these program types. This finding ties into
criticisms that OMB graders were inconsistent in their scoring and that it could be
because of political motivations.
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According to Greitens and Joaquin, constituent and distributive agency program
types received higher PART scores than redistributive and regulatory types. One
possible explanation is that their missions and goals are the most straightforward. Clear,
unambiguous mission statements and goals were considered key determinants of
performance by Wilson (1989) and this explanation has since been empirically validated
(Chun and Rainey 2005).
For this reason, I choose to compare the types of agencies based on their average
PART score (see Table 4.1) to see try and confirm Greitens and Joaquin‘s (2010)
findings. Table 4.3 shows the average PART scores for each agency and an average
PART score for agencies of each type. Interestingly, constituent agencies have the
highest average PART score (74 percent), while distributive and regulatory agencies have
nearly the same average (67 and 69 percent respectively) and redistributive agencies
score the lowest on PART (60 percent). To determine whether the difference in averages
is statistically significant, I conduct a two-sample t-test comparing the mean PART
scores for programs in constituent agencies versus those in all other agencies. The mean
PART score for all constituent agency programs is 0.74 with a standard deviation of 0.17.
The mean PART score for all programs in the other three agency types is 0.64 with a
standard deviation of 0.18. The t-statistic is 7.38 and the difference in means is 0.10 (p >
t = 0.0000), which means the mean PART score of constituent agency programs is
higher than in other types of agencies and this difference is statistically significant.
These findings are partial confirmation of Greitens and Joaquin‘s analysis and suggest
that more work should be done to uncover how agency type affects performance.
[Insert Table 4.3]
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Because constituent agencies are consistently the highest performers whether I use
the percent effective rating or average agency PART score, I want to know what makes
these agencies different from the other three types. I begin first by applying what I
learned in Chapter 3 about which variables seem to influence PART scores. In Table 4.4
I have listed each of the constituent agencies as well as their values on variables found to
have a substantive and significant effect on PART scores from Chapter 3. I have
eliminated the variables YEAR ASSESSED and PROGRAM TYPE because they are
program level variables and not applicable here. Included are ideology, leadership,7 and
percent appointed scores for the agencies. Most of these agencies were created during
unified government, but an average score is not applicable because this is a dichotomous
variable. What can be learned from this table? Below I compare these four broad types
of agencies across key explanatory variables from chapter three.
[Insert Table 4.4]
Beginning with constituent agencies, it appears that leadership is not driving the
constituent agencies‘ high overall PART scores as the average leadership rating is below
50 percent. The average ideology score leans conservative, which as I found in Chapter 3
is associated with higher performance. This is one possible explanation for the category‘s
higher ratings. The percent appointed average is also relatively low, which might also
explain the strong performance of these agencies as a higher ratio of appointees was
found to have a negative effect on performance. Next, I compare how the other three
types of agencies fared using their average values for the variables found to be significant
in Chapter 3.

7

For each agency I have averaged the LEADER1 scores from each of the four years that the agency
participated and received a score in the Federal Human Capital Survey from which the variable is drawn.
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In Tables 4.5-4.7, I list the values of the significant independent variables from
Chapter 3 for regulatory, distributive, and redistributive agencies. Interestingly, there are
no major differences among distributive and regulatory agencies when their average
scores are compared to those of constituent agencies. The average leadership scores are
very similar and only distributive agencies are slightly less conservative (0.01) than
regulatory (0.13) and constituent agencies (0.07). The average percent appointed values
are also similar. Redistributive agencies, which have the lowest average PART scores,
are also the most liberal (-0.11) and have the greatest percent of appointees (0.1). I
would have to say that it is not the constituent agencies that stand out from this
descriptive analysis, but the redistributive agencies, for how differently they score on
those two variables.
[Insert TABLES 4.5-4.7]
We have learned that the type of agency potentially affects performance on PART,
which builds on our understanding from the models in Chapter 3 that found agency
politicization, leadership, politics at the time of agency creation, ideology, and program
type matter. There is still more to be explained, however, about why agencies perform
differently. Next I look at agency culture. This is an important concept and has proven
quite challenging to measure, which is why it is frequently omitted in large-N analyses of
performance.
Agency Culture
An agency‘s culture is also a commonly cited explanation for agency performance
(Lewis 2003; Smith and Sosin 2001; Brewer and Selden 2000; Moon 2000; Mahler 1997;
Ban 1995; Wilson 1989). According to Wilson (1989), culture is defined as the
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―persistent, patterned way of thinking about the tasks of the agency, how staff interact,
and how appropriate actions, rewards and consequences are defined.‖

This is echoed by

Ban (1995), who finds that agency size, history, and mission shape culture. For Wilson,
mission is very important to the development of culture as are defining the agency‘s
―critical task,‖ and an agency‘s degree of autonomy.
In addition to agency size, history and mission, leadership is an especially
important component of agency culture. According to the Partnership for Public Service
and American University's Institute for the Study of Public Policy Implementation
(ISPPI), culture can be measured by ―the extent to which employees believe that
management ensures they have the necessary skills and abilities to do their jobs, is
successful at hiring new employees with the necessary skills to help the organization, and
works to achieve the organizational goals with targeted personnel strategies and
performance management‖ (Partnership for Public Service 2009). It is with these
components of culture in mind that I explore the relationship between agency culture and
performance.
The agency‘s critical task is different from the agency‘s goals, which, as Wilson
points out, can be numerous and vague. Tasks, rather, are the means agencies use to
achieve their goals. For example, the primary goal of the Social Security Administration
is to ―deliver social security services to meet the changing needs of the public‖ (SSA.gov
2010). The task for the agency then, is to pay benefits on time and accurately. The
SSA‘s task of paying benefits on time is a means to achieving its goal. When the task(s)
of an agency are widely agreed upon and endorsed by staff, Wilson says the agency has a
―sense of mission‖ (Wilson 1989 26). The agency‘s sense of mission encourages pride
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among staff and enthusiasm for their work and ultimately helps the agency perform its
tasks more effectively. The third organizational issue, agency autonomy, means that the
agency has some freedom to redefine its tasks as necessary and that there is a sufficient
base of external political support to draw upon when needed.
The task environment, as highlighted in James D. Thompson‘s classic book
Organizations in Action (1967), varies greatly from one agency to another. No two task
environments are alike and, therefore, their influence on the agencies‘ culture will vary as
well. This has profound implications for agency performance depending upon the
complexity and size of the organization. The task environment refers to the particular job
the agency is assigned to do as well as the clients it serves, resources it has and the
broader environment in which it operates. The task environment, according to Thompson
shapes the agencies‘ culture.
What is agency culture? When agency staff agree upon and embrace their mission,
Wilson says it becomes the organization‘s culture. When there is no such agreement,
agencies tend to have multiple and conflicting cultures. This is the case for most
agencies. According to Ban (1995), no pure culture type exists among federal agencies.
Instead it is the extent to which there is a consensus within the subcultures that matters
for behavior and performance. Achieving consensus is possible only when the goals are
clear, which is also rarely the case.
Goal ambiguity creates culture conflict (Chun and Rainey 2005). According to Chun
and Rainey (2005), federal agencies tend to have a high level of goal ambiguity, which
means staff do not clearly understand what the work they do is meant to achieve.
Arguably, goal ambiguity has implications for how well agencies perform, although there
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is mixed empirical evidence (Weiss and Piderit 1999; Baum, Locke and Kirkpatrick
1998; West 1997; Lowi 1979). In a two-part empirical analysis, Chun and Rainey
developed four measures of goal ambiguity and tested their relationship with a number of
variables including work satisfaction, organizational structure and performance, to
determine whether government performance efforts like GPRA and PART make the
correct assumption that clear goals and missions are linked to strong performance.
Chun and Rainey (2005 531) define goal ambiguity as the ―extent to which an
organizational goal or set of goals allows leeway for interpretation, when the
organizational goal represents the desired future state of the organization.‖ As I noted
above with examples, most federal agencies have ambiguous goals although the degree of
vagueness varies. The different measures of goal ambiguity include mission
comprehension ambiguity, directive goal ambiguity, evaluative goal ambiguity and
priority goal ambiguity. They found that three of the four measures (excluding mission
comprehension ambiguity) performed well and that organizational performance, as
measured by perceived effectiveness on the 2000 U.S. Federal Employee Survey, was
negatively impacted as goal ambiguity increased.
Using Wilson‘s (1989) and Ban‘s (1995) broad classifications of agency culture,
Chun and Rainey‘s findings, and agency rankings on a federal survey about performance
culture as selection criteria, I now examine four agencies as case studies to examine how
culture affects performance. I expect that agencies with strong missions, effective
leadership, clear goals and those whose staff perceive a strong culture will perform better
than those without them. I establish how each agency measures up on these
characteristics. First, I rank agencies according to both the the 2008 Federal Human
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Capital Survey (FHCS) performance-oriented culture index and the 2009 Best Places to
Work survey administered by the Partnership for Public Service.8 The 2008 FHCS
ranked participating federal agencies according to four indices: leadership and knowledge
management, performance-oriented culture, talent management, and job satisfaction. In
Chapter 2 I discussed how these indices were developed, but I will provide a quick
review for reference. The FHCS is designed to assess the attitudes and impressions of
federal agency employees in four areas of their work experience toward improving
agency management and their provision of services. OPM surveys the federal workforce
every two years and asks a battery of questions within the four areas. Responses to
questions are weighted to develop an index for each area. More than 210,000 federal
agency staff from 37 agencies participated in 2008. I am most interested in the
performance-oriented culture index because it measures how much workers in an agency
believe it promotes improvements in processes, products and services. In other words, it
asks agency staff whether they believe their agency‘s culture promotes strong
performance. The rankings for 32 agencies according to the performance-oriented
culture index are found in Table 4.8. The index scores range from a low of just under 41
percent for the Broadcasting Board of Governors to a high of nearly 66 percent for the
National Science Foundation.
[Insert TABLE 4.8]
The Best Places to Work survey is also administered every two years and was
developed by the Partnership for Public Service and American University‘s Institute for
the Study of Public Policy Implementation (ISPPI). I use the 2007 scores for agencies‘
8

This was supposed to be my empirical measure of agency culture, but I was unable to use it in Chapter 3
because of the high degree of correlation between my leadership and culture variables, both of which were
from FHCS.
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―strategic management,‖ which measures how well staff believe managers successfully
hire employees with the required skills to do their jobs well and those who will work to
achieve organizational goals. It also measures how well managers have ―targeted
personnel strategies and performance management‖ (Partnership 2009). I chose to use
the 2007 scores because the survey was administered prior to the end of the Bush
administration. I use the Best Places survey to validate the rankings of the FHCS. If
rankings for a particular agency are similar, then I can assume these are valid measures of
culture. The rankings according to the Best Places survey are found in the far right
column of Table 4.8.
Despite a few exceptions like the Social Security Administration and the National
Credit Union Administration, the scores are quite similar and the rankings of agencies
change little from one survey to the other. Given the similar scores, what might explain
the variation in agency culture and what impact, if any, do these scores potentially have
for how well agencies score on PART? I attempt to answer these two questions below by
examining select agencies as case studies. These cases are exploratory and, therefore, I
cannot make generalizations from my findings, but I am hopeful they will provide
insights for how culture might affect performance.
The FHCS measures federal agency staff perceptions of their agency‘s
―performance-oriented culture.‖ As I mentioned earlier in the chapter, there are several
factors that influence how well the so-called ―performance-orientation‖ may or may not
become a part of an agency‘s culture. Among them are the strategic management of top
leadership and the agency‘s ability to synthesize and use the performance information to
make decisions (Trahant 2008; Newcomer 2006). In a survey analysis of how well
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performance-orientation has become part of the management culture of federal agencies,
Newcomer (2006) found that more than half of all managers reported performance
information was used to guide decision making. Newcomer‘s results also suggest that
program managers are learning about how well their programs work from data and
program performance evaluations and that they feel they are held accountable for results.
Despite these advancements toward performance-oriented cultures, there are challenges
which agencies must overcome in their efforts to develop such a culture.
Among these challenges is deciding how to concisely capture an agency‘s mission
with clear and measurable objectives (Trahant 2008). Deciding upon measurable
program outcomes is another difficult. Agency managers have to figure out how to
translate the organization‘s goals into individual staff job descriptions (Trahant 2008).
Given these challenges, it is not surprising that agencies vary with respect to how well
they have developed a ―performance-oriented culture.‖ Next I examine the different
cultures in four agencies.
I have selected four agencies to provide a variety of size, mission, rankings on the
FHCS and Best Places to Work surveys and their classifications per Wilson (1989) and
Ban (1995). I hypothesize that agencies with well-defined missions and clear goals will
perform best. The agencies selected are the Social Security Administration, Department
of the Navy, NASA and the Department of Education. SSA and Navy were selected
because Wilson contrasted the two agencies in his discussion of organizational culture.
The SSA was discussed as an example of an agency with a very strong sense of mission
and culture, while the Department of the Navy was used as an example of an agency with
many competing subcultures. Ban also used the Department of the Navy as an example
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of an agency with a ―great diversity of organizational missions and structures,‖ and she
concluded that these different cultures have made effective management difficult (1995
26). NASA and the Department of Education were selected because of their rankings on
the FHCS. NASA scored very high, while the Department of Education was in the
bottom third. I will examine how each agency scored on PART and each of my
independent variables, then look closely at their mission and goal statements to figure out
why these agencies perform differently. It is my hypothesis that a higher ranking on the
FHCS will be associated with higher performance on PART. It is my second hypothesis
that the SSA, which is considered a ―strong culture‖ agency, will perform better than the
other agencies which have mixed cultures.
Social Security Administration
The Social Security Administration (SSA) was initially created as the Social
Security Board (SSB) in 1935 when President Franklin Roosevelt signed the Social
Security Act into law. The SSB had a rocky start with few staff and a minimal budget.
In 1939, the SSB lost its independent agency status and was consumed by the new
Federal Security Agency along with the Public Health Service, the Office of Education,
the Civilian Conservation Corp., and the U.S. Employment Service. In 1946, the SSB
was renamed the Social Security Administration, and in 1953 it became part of the new
Health, Education and Welfare Agency (HEW). HEW became the Department of Health
and Human Services, which housed the SSA until it once again became an independent
agency in 1995 (SSA.gov 2010).
Today the SSA employs more than 62,000 staff in 1,400 offices around the
country (OMB 2009). As I mentioned above, one of the SSA‘s most critical tasks is to
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pay retirement benefits on time and accurately. Because this is an easily defined and
agreed upon task, the SSA‘s retirement program, according to Wilson, has a strong sense
of mission (Wilson 1989). The strong mission shaped the development of the SSA‘s
service culture, which I argue is an important explanation for why the agency performs
well. It is worth noting, however, that the SSA has struggled to maintain its strong sense
of mission. When the Supplemental Security Income and Disability Insurance programs
were placed in the SSA, the different nature of the programs‘ tasks threatened the
agency‘s strong mission. It had to work very hard to absorb these new programs and
tasks while trying to maintain its mission and culture (Derthick 1990). I look next at how
well the SSA performs today by PART criteria.
The SSA‘s average PART score is a very respectable 76 percent and this score
would place it in the ―moderately effective‖ category. Beyond the assumption that the
strong sense of mission and culture contributed to the agency‘s strong performance, I also
want to look at how well it scored on other key variables from my empirical analysis.
The agency‘s ideology is -0.13, which makes it liberal-leaning. The leadership score is
43 percent and the percent appointed value is 0.03. The ideology and leadership values
would predict lower PART scores according to my earlier findings, but the low percent
appointed value suggests the opposite. In addition, the SSA was created during unified
government, which also predicts better performance. Since the values on these key
independent variables offer mixed predictions about performance, I am led to believe
something else is contributing to the SSA‘s strong performance.
I ran Clarify as I did in Chapter 3 to generate a predicted PART score based on
the agency‘s average values (sum of program values divided by the number of programs).
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The predicted PART score is 0.80 (95% CI = 0.67 <= µ1 - µ2 <=0.94), while the actual
agency PART score based on the average of all program scores is 0.76. It appears that
the variables included in the empirical analyses do a good job of explaining the SSA‘s
performance on PART. This does not mean that culture does not have a place among
these variables. It is likely that culture is what shapes many of these variables such as
leadership and ideology, which in turn influence agency performance.
Department of the Navy
Wilson discussed the Department of the Navy at length and described it as an
agency with competing cultures. For this reason, I have selected the agency as a case
study to determine whether these different and diverse cultures impede performance.
The Department of the Navy was established in 1775. In 1949, the Department of
Defense (DOD) was established and the Secretary of Defense was given control over all
branches of the military. DOD employs more than half of all civilian employees, making
it the largest agency in my analysis (Ban 1995). With the Navy‘s size come many
different cultures and these cultures have implications for how staff do their jobs and,
therefore, how the agency performs. The Navy‘s mission is ―to maintain, train and equip
combat-ready Naval forces capable of winning wars, deterring aggression and
maintaining freedom of the seas‖ (Navy.mil). This is straightforward, but as Ban (1995)
points out, the mission has to be constantly reevaluated in the face of changing world
politics. In addition, the methods for achieving such a mission differ based on whether
staff are active duty servicemen or civilians. For example, within the Department of the
Navy, there are pilots and seaman, and as Wilson (1989) points out, their cultures are
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different and sometimes collide. The important question is whether or not this cultural
divide impacts performance.
The Department of the Navy‘s average PART score is nearly 77 percent9, which
is similar to the SSA‘s. The Navy, by virtue of its place within DOD, is a constituent
agency, which appears to be advantageous for performance. Looking at the key
independent variables from Chapter 3, there is mixed evidence of why the Navy (and
DOD) performs well on PART. Using DOD‘s scores for agency-level variables, DOD
was created during divided government and perceptions of effective leadership are
modest at 40 percent. The values of these variables should disadvantage the agency, but
the percent appointed score is very low (0.04) and it is not surprisingly a conservative
agency (0.43), which might explain its strong overall PART score. I ran Clarify to
generate a predicted agency PART score based on the average values of the key variables
from Chapter 3. The predicted PART score is 0.74 (95% CI = 0.62 <= µ1 - µ2 <= 0.85)
or 74 percent, which is lower that what the Navy actually received, but the average score
is within the confidence interval. DOD ranked in the middle of agencies on the FHCS
performance-oriented culture index, so it is unclear whether culture explains the strong
performance on PART. Whether culture played a role in the DOD or Navy‘s PART
scores is unclear, but some might argue that the Navy and DOD would be advantaged on
PART because of the agency‘s major contributions to the wars in the Middle East and the
strong backing of the agency by then-President George W. Bush. This would suggest
that PART scores were, as critics argued, politically motivated. It could also be that for
agencies with a well-defined culture, culture is a strong predictor of performance, while

9

The Navy‘s PART score was calculated by the average of the nine Navy programs that received PART
scores. For OMB, the Department of Defense is considered the ―agency.‖
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for agencies like DOD with varied and competing cultures, the affect on performance is
mitigated by other factors. I will discuss the potential for culture to have a mediating role
in performance in the final section of this chapter.
NASA
NASA‘s mission is ―to pioneer the future in space exploration, scientific
discovery and aeronautics research‖ (NASA.gov). NASA was created in 1958 by
President Eisenhower, who was reacting to the former Soviet Union‘s launch of an
artificial satellite. Previously known as the National Advisory Committee on Aeronautics
(NACA), NASA‘s focus in the 1960s and 1970s was getting men and technology into
space. Later NASA‘s focus became the development and evolution of the space shuttle
and international space station. NASA technology is also used to improve airline safety
and health, among many other things. The agency is housed in Washington, DC with 10
field offices around the country (NASA.gov).
According to a 2007 report by the National Academy of Public Administration
(NAPA), NASA struggles to ―accomplish new missions and expand space exploration
efforts‖ (Ballenstedt 2007). The report was conducted at the request of the Senate
Appropriations Committee, which was concerned about how management and workforce
challenges were affecting agency performance. NASA employs nearly 60,000 civil
servants and contractors, a large workforce developed in response to previous missions.
The agency has struggled to adapt to new missions while keeping its current structure
intact (Ballenstedt 2007).
Despite some of these mission-related challenges, NASA programs scored very
well on PART and the agency ranks highly on the FHCS and Best Places to Work
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surveys. NASA had 13 programs evaluated by PART and scored an average of 76
percent. NASA is both a constituent agency and a conservative agency (0.22), which
should yield better performance on PART. In addition, NASA has a low percent
appointed score (0.08), which should also be associated with strong performance. The
agency was created during divided government and the leadership score is modest, which
could both negatively affect performance. What is interesting, however, is that NASA
ranks fourth overall on the FHCS performance-oriented culture index. The perception of
a strong culture might explain the agency‘s relative success on PART.
The predicted PART score generated via Clarify is 0.69 (95% CI = 0.60 <= µ1 µ2 <= 0.79), while the actual average agency PART score is 0.76. The average PART
score is within the confidence interval, while there is a difference in the raw scores, the
model seems to explain NASA‘s performance relatively well.
Department of Education
Unlike the other three agency cases, the Department of Education did not fare as
well on PART. The agency‘s average score for the 93 programs evaluated is only 50
percent. This score is significantly lower than the SSA, DOD and NASA. The
Department of Education was established by the Department of Education Organization
Act in 1980. The mission of the agency is to:

Strengthen the Federal commitment to assuring access to equal educational
opportunity for every individual;
Supplement and complement the efforts of states, the local school systems and
other instrumentalities of the states, the private sector, public and private
nonprofit educational research institutions, community-based organizations,
parents, and students to improve the quality of education;
Encourage the increased involvement of the public, parents, and students in
Federal education programs;
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Promote improvements in the quality and usefulness of education through
Federally supported research, evaluation, and sharing of information;
Improve the coordination of Federal education programs;
Improve the management of Federal education activities; and
Increase the accountability of Federal education programs to the president, the
congress, and the public. (Education.gov)
What is obvious from this lengthy mission statement is that the Department of
Education has many tasks and serves many constituencies. With such a broad mission, or
set of missions rather, it is unlikely that the agency is able to develop a strong sense of
mission. This is one explanation for the lower performance on PART. Looking now to
the key independent variables from chapter 3, the Department of Education is moderate
(0.05), has a low leadership score (30 percent), and was created during divided
government. All of these factors are associated with lower performance. Most strikingly,
the Department of Education has a ratio of 3.47 appointees to every career staff person,
which is by far the highest percent appointed ratio in the federal government. This alone
predicts poor performance, as Lewis (2008) found and I confirmed in analyses of PART.
In addition, the Department of Education is a redistributive agency and, as discussed
earlier in this chapter, redistributive agencies fared the worst on PART. What role does
culture play? The agency clearly has problems with goal ambiguity given its broad
mission, which is reflected in its ranking on the FHCS performance-oriented culture
index. The agency received a rating of 51 percent, which places it in the bottom third of
agencies. Culture could certainly play a role in the agency‘s poor performance on PART,
but there are many other factors at work too.
Using Clarify, the predicted agency PART score is 0.52 (95% CI = 0.49 <= µ1
- µ2 <= 0.54) while the actual score is 0.50. The difference is minimal, and the average
PART score falls within the confidence interval.
114

The Effect of Culture on Performance
I have discussed how culture, derived from the leadership, goals and mission of
the agency, might affect agency performance. Each of the agencies discussed in this
chapter have struggled to develop a performance culture for one reason or another and
each performed differently on PART. There are many factors that influence the
development of an agency‘s culture and, as I acknowledged in Chapter 3, one limitation
of my analysis is that my ―internal‖ variables might not be truly independent. Instead,
these variables are likely influenced by one another and the broader agency context in
which they operate.
To test the degree to which culture can be explained as a function of leadership,
ideology and agency politicization, I ran a regression using my culture variable as the
dependent variable. Interestingly, leadership, ideology and agency politicization
(PERCENT APPOINTED), explain one-third of the variance in the culture variable (Rsquared = 0.31). Leadership, as expected, is positively related to culture, which is
statistically significant. Agency ideology is negatively and significantly related to
culture, which suggests agencies with more conservative ideologies are less likely to have
a performance-oriented culture. Politicization appeared to have no relationship with
culture.
The role of culture is not well defined, but I am not alone in struggling to quantify
this relationship. Apart from the difficulty in defining and operationalizing ―culture,‖ it
may be that the relationship between culture and agency performance is indirect.
Research on organizational culture in both the private and public sector suggests that
communication could have a mediating or moderating effect on performance. Garnett et
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al. (2008) synthesized decades of research on organizational communication, culture and
performance and then empirically tested this multi-stage relationship between culture,
communication and performance using state health and human services agencies. They
found that there are certain types of communication present in organizations with a
mission-oriented culture that increase performance. These forms include task-oriented
feedback and upward communications. Despite their findings, however, the authors
admit that a ―pure type‖ of culture rarely exists. Usually organizations have a mixed
culture, certainly true for federal agencies. These mixed or competing cultures, as
Wilson (1989) and Ban (1995) refer to them, make it difficult for agencies to maintain a
strong sense of mission.
While the literature and case studies offer some evidence that culture matters,
much more empirical work needs to be done that offers a valid and reliable measure of
culture and that explicates the direction and strength of the relationship between culture
and performance. In my final chapter I review lessons learned from the empirical and
exploratory analyses and discuss the present-day status of performance management in
the Obama administration.
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TABLE 4.1

Average Agency PART Scores

Agency Name

Average PART Score

Smithsonian Institution
Federal Trade Commission
Railroad Retirement Board
Peace Corps
National Science Foundation
Trade and Development Agency
Broadcasting Board of Governors
Consumer Product Safety
Commission
Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
African Development Foundation
Tennessee Valley Authority
National Credit Union
Administration
Department of State
General Services Administration
Securities and Exchange
Commission
National Aeronautics and Space
Administration
Social Security Administration
Neighborhood Reinvestment
Corporation
Department of Defense
Department of Energy
Department of Transportation
Department of Commerce
Small Business Administration
International Assistance Programs
Department of the Treasury
Appalachian Regional Commission
Department of Homeland Security
District of Columbia
Department of Justice
Army Corps of Engineers-Civil
Works
Department of Health and Human
Services

.94
.92
.91
.91
.90
.90
.88
.88
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No. of Programs
Assessed
2
1
2
1
11
1
8
1

.87

2

.87
.86
.86
.84

7
1
3
3

.79
.78
.76

51
16
5

.76

13

.76
.75

3
1

.75
.75
.75
.73
.73
.72
.71
.67
.66
.66
.66
.66

54
55
36
33
10
14
36
1
61
2
35
13

.65
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TABLE 4.1 Cont.
Agency Name
Department of Agriculture
Court Services and Offender
Supervision Agency for the District
Millennium Challenge Corporation
United States Interagency Council
on Homelessness
Department of the Interior
Office of Personnel Management
Environmental Protection Agency
Department of Housing and Urban
Development
Department of Veterans Affairs
Department of Labor
National Archives and Records
Administration
Delta Regional Authority
Corporation for National and
Community Service
Department of Education
Federal Mediation and Conciliation
Service
Office of National Drug Control
Policy
Federal Communications
Commission

Average Agency PART Scores
Average PART Score No. of Programs
Assessed
.65
85
.65
2
.65
.64

1
1

.64
.62
.62
.61

70
9
53
33

.60
.58
.53

10
35
2

.52
.51

1
4

.50
.50

93
1

.47

5

.35

7

Table 4.2 Coding of PART Program Types by Lowi Typology
Program Type

Policy Typology

Constituent

Capital assets and service acquisition
programs
Direct federal programs
Research and development programs
Competitive grant programs
Regulatory-based programs
Block/Formula grant programs
Credit programs

Distributive

Regulatory
Redistributive
Source: Greitens and Joaquin. 2010.
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TABLE 4.3

Average Agency PART Scores by Type

Agency Type

Agency Name

Average Agency Score
(Percentage out of 100)

Department of Commerce
Department of Energy
Department of Justice
Department of Labor
Department of the Treasury
Avg. PART Score for Regulatory Agencies
Department of Agriculture
Distributive
Department of the Interior
Department of Transportation
Army Corps of Engineers
Avg. PART Score for Distributive Agencies
Department of Education
Redistributive
Department of Health and Human
Services
Department of Housing and Urban
Development
Environmental Protection Agency
Small Business Administration
Social Security Administration
Avg. PART Score for Redistributive Agencies
Department of Defense
Constituent
Department of Homeland Security
Department of State
Department of Veterans Affairs
General Services Administration
National Aeronautics and Space
Administration
National Science Foundation
Office of Personnel Management
USAID
Smithsonian Institution
Avg. PART Score
for Constituent
Agencies
Source: ExpectMore.gov
Regulatory
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69

67

60

74

Table 4.4 Values of Key Independent Variables for Constituent Agencies
Agency Name

Agency
Ideology

Leader1

Percent
Appointed

0.40

Unified Govt
(1 = yes, 0 =
no)
0

Department of
Defense
Department of
Homeland
Security
Department of
State
Department of
Veterans Affairs
General Services
Administration
NASA
National Science
Foundation
Office of
Personnel
Management
USAID
Smithsonian
Average Score

0.43
0.32

0.29

0

0.13

-0.24

0.42

1

1.09

0.16

0.39

0

0.02

0.20

0.46

1

0.31

0.22
-0.58

0.46
0.47

0
1

0.08
N/A

N/A

0.37

1

0.86

N/A
N/A
0.07

N/A
N/A
0.41

1
1

N/A
N/A
0.36

0.04

Table 4.5 Values of Key Independent Variables for Regulatory Agencies
Agency Name

Agency
Ideology

Leader1

Percent
Appointed

0.37

Unified Govt
(1 = yes, 0 =
no)
1

Department of
Commerce
Department of
Energy
Department of
Justice
Department of
Labor
Department of
the Treasury

-0.13
0.1

0.38

1

0.74

0.19

0.37

1

0.34

-0.16

0.36

1

0.93

-0.27

0.35

1

0.08
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0.46

Average Score

0.13

0.37

N/A

0.51

Table 4.6 Values of Key Independent Variables for Distributive Agencies
Agency Name

Agency
Ideology

Leader1

Percent
Appointed

0.34

Unified Govt
(1 = yes, 0 =
no)
1

Department of
Agriculture
Department of
the Interior
Department of
Transportation
Army Corps of
Engineers
Average Score

0.16
-0.2

0.31

0

0.11

0.08

0.28

1

0.16

N/A

0.39

1

N/A

0.01

0.33

N/A

0.16

0.21

Table 4.7 Values of Key Independent Variables for Redistributive Agencies
Agency Name

Agency
Ideology

Leader1

Percent
Appointed

0.31

Unified Govt
(1 = yes, 0 =
no)
0

Department of
Education
Department of
Health and
Human Services
Department of
Housing and
Urban
Development
Environmental
Protection
Agency
Small Business
Administration
Social Security
Administration
Average Score

0.05
-0.42

0.39

1

0.21

-0.02

0.32

1

0.87

-0.5

0.34

0

0.36

N/A

0.26

1

1.35

-0.13

0.44

1

0.03

-0.11

0.34

N/A

1.0
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3.47

TABLE 4.8 Agency Rankings by Performance-Oriented Culture Index Scores
Best Places to
OPM Federal Human
Work Survey
Agency Name
Capital Survey (2008)
(2007)
National Science Foundation
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Federal Trade Commission
National Aeronautics and Space
Administration
Court Services and Offender
Supervision Agency for the District
Department of Commerce
Department of State
International Assistance Programs
National Credit Union Administration
Environmental Protection Agency
General Services Administration
Office of Personnel Management
Department of Labor
Department of Health and Human
Services
Department of the Treasury
Department of Energy
Department of Defense--Military
Railroad Retirement Board
National Archives and Records
Administration
Department of Justice
Social Security Administration
Federal Communications
Commission
Small Business Administration
Securities and Exchange Commission
Department of Education
Department of the Interior
Department of Agriculture
Department of Veterans Affairs
Department of Housing and Urban
Development
Department of Homeland Security

65.4752
64.9185
64.0424

64.3
68.4
64.5
59.0

63.4694
61.1
60.9899
59.3869
57.1972
57.1972
56.8816
56.8347
56.0771
55.5406
54.4824
54.4538
54.2682
54.1513
53.8968
53.7706
53.5351
53.2625
52.8403
52.7569
52.5730
52.0804
51.8016
51.4731
51.3430
51.1404
49.0998
46.4461
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60.0
59.0
56.6
65.8
56.2
60.9
56.6
58.7
56.2
57.1
56.0
56.6
51.4
55.2
57.6
60.1
53.3
46.3
62.8
52.3
52.2
53.9
58.6
49.7
47.8

49.3
Department of Transportation
46.1659
Broadcasting Board of Governors
40.9753
41.6
Sources: 2008 Federal Human Capital Survey, Office of Personnel Management;
2007, 2009 Best Places to Work Survey, Partnership for Public Service.

CHAPTER FIVE
Lessons Learned for Agency Performance and PART
Chapter Preview:
In this chapter I want to review what the empirical and exploratory analyses
revealed about how external and internal agency characteristics affect performance. I
then return to examine if this knowledge explains why the PART scores of the Basic
Center and HOPE IV programs introduced in Chapter 1 are so different. In the last
sections of the chapter I discuss the status of performance measurement and management
in the Obama administration. I also provide suggestions for improving performance
measurement and discuss directions for future research.
Empirical Findings Revisited
I set out to uncover why some agencies perform better than others and I believe I
have several interesting answers. The Bush administration‘s PART scores, while
imperfect, provide a measure of performance at the agency program level. In all, more
than 1,000 agency programs received scores. Drawbacks of these scores include
inconsistent grading and subjectivity on behalf of OMB graders. These concerns
notwithstanding, I believe PART scores can reveal many things about why some agencies
perform well.
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In the first two chapters I discussed the framework for my analysis. The
principal-agent theory attributes agency behavior to the external constraints imposed by
the president and congress, who want to maintain agency accountability despite
delegating policymaking authority to agencies. An alternate theory is that agencies are
internally constrained by values, culture and other internally-derived factors that
influence behavior and limit the extent to which the president and congress have control.
I developed a set of measures for both external and internal characteristics of
agency behavior and then ran a series of regressions to determine how well these
variables (and theories) explain performance. I found several variables met my
expectations, which were based on previous studies of performance. The most consistent
variables were PERCENT APPOINTED and LEADER1. Lewis (2008) found that more
politicized agencies performed poorly compared to less politicized agencies.
Politicization is measured by the ratio of appointees to career staff within an agency.
LEADER1 is a measure of perceived leadership effectiveness from the Federal Human
Capital Survey (FHCS). Measures of perceived leadership and culture have been
validated in many previous studies (Brewer 2005; Wall et al. 2004; Bommer et al. 1995),
although I must mention as a potential limitation the low response rate of the FHCS.
Other variables such as agency ideology and budget showed modest affects on
performance. I also ran a special analysis of programs which received a Results not
Demonstrated (RND) rating on PART. RND was given to programs that either failed to
establish adequate outcome measures or collect suitable data to support those measures
regardless of the overall numerical score. Because of the subjectivity OMB was afforded
in making these determinations, I performed a Heckman selection model to test whether
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some of my independent variables explained which programs received this rating. As I
suspected, politics plays a role. Agency politicization (measured by PERCENT
APPOINTED) is a highly significant predictor that agencies will receive a RND rating.
This is evident for the Department of Education, which has the highest PERCENT
APPOINTED ratio: 3:47 to 1, and the most programs rated RND (44 out of 93).
The two explanations of agency performance used to frame my analysis are not
mutually exclusive. Agencies behave according to both external and internal factors.
Some have negative influences on performance and others positively influence
performance. My findings show that all are important to provide a complete explanation
of agency performance.
HOPE IV and the Basic Center Programs Revisited
In my introduction to this dissertation I provided examples of two agency
programs that despite many similarities such as budget size, constituencies served and
program type, had very different performance scores on PART. I now return to these two
programs to uncover whether the key variables found to significantly affect performance
help explain the differences in these two programs.
The HOPE IV Severely Distressed Public Housing program is includedwithin the
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). The program was rated by
PART in 2003 and received a numerical score of 42% and a rating of ―inadequate.‖ The
Basic Center program for Runaway and Homeless Youth is housed in the Department of
Health and Human Services (HHS), was rated by PART in 2006, and received a PART
score of 85 percent and an ―Effective‖ rating. Both are competitive grant programs. The
programs‘ budgets for FY 2008 were 100 million (HOPE IV) and 96 million (Basic
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Center). With so many similarities, however, what accounts for the vastly different
PART scores?
The key independent variables found to have a substantive and significant affect
on performance were the PERCENT APPOINTED, LEADER1, BUDGET, and
AGENCY IDEOLOGY, and PROGRAM TYPE. The budgets are similar and the
programs are the same type. But HHS, which houses the Basic Center program, has a
nine percent higher leadership score (39 to 31 percent) and a much lower percent
appointed score (0.21 compared to 0.87) than HUD, which houses HOPE IV.
Interestingly, HHS is a more liberal agency (-0.42 compared to -0.02), which does not
seem to affect the Basic Center program‘s success.
In Chapter 4 I provided a detailed discussion and exploratory analysis of agency
type and culture as predictors of performance. Both are redistributive agencies, which I
found to be disadvantageous for performance on PART. Reviewing the two agencies‘
culture scores on the Federal Human Capital Survey (FHCS), it appears that HHS has a
higher score, 54 percent, compared to HUD‘s 46 percent.
The bottom line is that many factors contribute to performance on PART. Using
these two particular programs, it appears that percent appointed (or agency
politicization), leadership, and culture matter most. This is not true for all programs, but
these examples definitely highlight the need to account for both external (politicization,
budget, design) and internal (leadership, culture) performance factors.
Agency Performance and the Obama Administration
Even before assuming office, President Obama solicited the advice of top
performance management experts to develop a new and improved performance
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management framework. According to Donald Kettl, while Obama did not immediately
announce a new performance improvement program like Clinton and Bush, there is a
―stealth revolution‖ underway to reshape government and performance (Kamensky
2010). These initiatives are part of three ―mutually reinforcing performance management
strategies‖ highlighted in the FY 2011 budget (OMB 2010). The first strategy is to use
performance information to improve outcomes by setting high performance goals for
agencies. The second strategy is to communicate performance information for better
results and transparency. This includes developing online dashboards to keep the public
apprised of agency progress. The third strategy is to strengthen problem-solving
networks that go beyond the traditional performance model, centered on agencies and
programs (Kamensky 2010; OMB 2010).
In the summer of 2009, agencies were asked to identify a small number of highpriority goals and the strategies for achieving them (Newcomer 2010). According to the
High-Priority Performance Goal Initiative, these goals must demonstrate a high and direct
value to the public or achievement of key agency missions rather than internal
management or administrative issues; address how congressional authorizations and
appropriations are required for implementation; identify how resolution of inter-agency
collaboration and coordination challenges can improve effectiveness; set performance
outcomes that can be evaluated, quantified and measured in a reasonable timeframe; and
identify challenges that require a ―concerted focus of agency resources‖ (OMB 2010;
Orszag 2009). In addition, agencies are asked to define the problems and goals to be
accomplished within the next 12 to 24 months. They must identify internal and external
agency programs that can contribute to achieving the stated goals. Agencies must also
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identify the lead staff to be held accountable for progress in achieving the goal(s) and
outlining the strategy and key measures to be used to track progress (Orszag 2009). An
example of one such goal is to ―assist 3 million homeowners who are at risk of losing
their homes due to foreclosure‖ (OMB 2010).
To address the second strategy, the Obama administration is taking several steps
to improve the communication of performance information. Performance measurements
and documents found not to be useful will be eliminated. Goals will ―concisely and
coherently‖ communicate what government is trying to accomplish. Performance
measures, including agency, cross-agency and program-level, as well as those developed
under GPRA and PART that proved useful to agencies, the public and OMB, will clearly
state how well government is accomplishing goals (OMB 2010). Agencies will also be
responsible for communicating progress toward goals to key audiences including the
administration, congress, stakeholders and the public. To expedite this process, the OMB
is developing a federal performance portal based on the Canadian system that will house
federal goals and performance measures categorized by theme, agency, program and
program type (Miller 2010; OMB 2010). The portal will offer links to mission-support
management dashboards. Examples include the IT dashboard and the hiring dashboard
that will provide information to all involved with these ―common government functions.‖
The third strategy is to strengthen existing problem-solving networks and create
new practitioner networks to encourage cross-agency collaboration on shared issues.
Performance Improvement Officers appointed from every federal agency make up the
Performance Improvement Council (PIC). The PIC, along with the OMB, is charged
with developing a set of federal performance management principles, and a government-
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wide performance management and implementation plan (OMB 2010). The PIC will
also be the home of the federal communities of practice which provide tools and expert
advice and are organized around problems, program type, and methods like quality
management. OMB will meet with PICs from each agency to determine how well
agencies are meeting their high-priority goals.
A parallel development is the recent passage (June 17, 2010) in the House of the
―Government Efficiency, Effectiveness, and Performance Improvement Act of 2010‖
(H.R. 2142), which requires ―quarterly performance assessments of Government
programs for purposes of assessing agency performance and improvement,‖ and the
establishment of ―agency performance improvement officers and the Performance
Improvement Council‖ (OpenCongress.org). The bill, which now moves to the Senate,
complements GPRA, which already requires federal agencies to define their missions and
evaluate their performance.
The bill specifically requires federal agencies to: 1) identify and assess their
goals; 2) submit strategic plans; 3) designate agency improvement officers within each
agency; 4) establish a performance improvement council; 5) impose additional reporting
requirements for each agency‘s annual plan; and 6) require several reports to the congress
from the Government Accountability Office regarding the evaluation of federal
programs. The Performance Improvement Council and Performance Improvement
Officers were originally established in President Bush‘s Executive Order 13540,
―Improving Government Program Performance.‖ HR 2142 legislates their establishment
as part of Obama‘s performance management and improvement efforts.
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The president‘s FY 2011 budget requests $100 million for 17 agencies to conduct
evaluations of their performance similar to those that would be required under
H.R. 2142. The actual cost of the legislation depends on the extent to which agencies
have integrated performance evaluation processes. The CBO estimates that completing
the required program evaluation for all major federal agencies would cost about $150
million over the next five years (CBO 2010).
The Obama administration has announced a performance management
―program,‖ but the key question is how this approach differs from those of previous
administrations. According to the FY 2011 budget, ―the ultimate test of an effective
performance management system is whether it is used, not the number of goals and
measures produced‖ (OMB 2010). While GPRA and PART increased the number of
agencies with performance measures, there is little evidence these measures are being
utilized. Congress does not consider these measures while conducting oversight and
there is little evidence that agencies are using them to improve performance (NAPA and
GWU 2008). The other main problem with GPRA and PART is that the length of their
review cycles prohibits short-term feedback to help agencies make immediate
improvements. GPRA reports annually, while PART had a five-year review cycle, so
neither could inform ongoing agency action.
How well Obama‘s program works remains to be seen, but the success of these
new efforts depends on a number of factors. A very important component of a successful
performance management effort is effective leadership within the top levels of the
administration. Current OMB Director Peter Orszag has demonstrated his commitement
to improving performance in a series of communications to agencies and the public.
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Obama‘s appointment of Jeffrey Zients as the first-ever Chief Performance Officer is
another indication the administration is taking these efforts seriously and committing
tremendous resources to their success. In addition, the Performance Improvement
Officers within each agency will be in place to utilize performance information to
improve performance (Newcomer 2010a).
A second factor necessary for the success of Obama‘s performance management
efforts is prioritization, which means focusing on a limited set of goals to be
accomplished within the next one to two years. As mentioned above, this process is
underway as all agencies developed high-priority goals by October 2009 (Newcomer
2010a).
The third, and perhaps most important, factor contributing to the success of the
performance management efforts is the focus on use of performance data to improve
programs. While GPRA and PART produced a wealth of performance data, there is little
evidence these data have been put to good use. In a 2009 report for the IBM Center for
the Business of Government, Shelley Metzenbaum outlined more than 20
recommendations to improve the use of performance data. Metzenbaum, now the
associate director for performance and personnel management, suggested such steps as
having focused, goal-driven meetings like the CompStat meetings in New York City,
which successfully reduced crime. At these meetings, managers are expected,‖ to bring
evidence to discussions of problems and consideration of the options for addressing
them‖ (Metzenbaum 2009). Some agencies have begun to adopt this approach.
It appears that the Obama administration is ambitiously working to improve
performance management in the federal government and has sought the advice of leading
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experts. There will, however, be challenges for the administration, especially
transforming management cultures within agencies toward more efficient use of
performance data (Newcomer 2010a).
Improving Performance Management
Throughout this dissertation I have mentioned PART‘s shortcomings including
measurement validity and reliability. An obvious question then is how to improve
performance measurement moving forward. Improving the reliability and validity of
performance measures is not an easy feat. One suggestion is to move away from using
questionnaires like PART which use ―no‖ as the default answer. Another is to have
greater collaboration between those who design performance assessments and evaluations
and agency leadership. I believe a one-size-fits-all assessment or evaluation will
inevitably disadvantage some agencies.
Critics of PART suggested that it failed to take into account the different
environments in which programs and their respective parent agencies operate. From
what I have learned about PART, this is a valid criticism. Moving forward, performance
management must incorporate the elements of the agencies‘ task environments as
described in Chapter 4. It is impossible to determine how well agencies perform without
understanding the broader context and how it affects the job or jobs they have to carry
out. I tried to include measures of the agencies‘ tasks by controlling for type and the
broader environment by incorporating measures of constituency support.
As I mentioned in the previous section of this chapter, Shelley Metzenbaum, who
is currently serving in the Obama administration at the OMB, developed a list of
suggestions for how to improve performance management (Metzenbaum 2009). Perhaps
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the most important suggestion is to ensure that the performance information generated is
actually used to improve performance. There is evidence that PART scores were not
used to improve agency performance or inform Congress‘ appropriations decisions. Even
if performance data continues to be generated it will be for not unless it is used to
improve future performance of federal agencies and their programs.
Conclusions and Future Research
The aim of my dissertation is to address why some agencies perform better than
others. To frame my research I drew upon two broad and contrasting theories of agency
behavior. The first, generally referred to as principal-agent theory, claims external actors
(presidents and congress) use control mechanisms to influence agency behavior. These
control mechanisms include appointments, oversight and budgeting. Studies, however,
have found these influences sometimes have negative consequences for performance
(Lewis 2003, 2008). In contrast to principal-agent theory, internal agency characteristics
such as leadership and culture are offered as important predictors of performance. These
characteristics or resources help agencies withstand external pressures and to exert their
own influence on performance.
To answer my research question I used Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART)
scores from the Bush administration. Scores for more than 1,000 agency programs
provided a rich data source for my analysis. Potential limitations of this analysis, as
discussed in detail in Chapter 3, include measurement validity and appropriate level of
analysis.
I found through a series of regression analyses that both external and internal
characteristics influence agency performance. The strongest, most significant predictors
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of performance are agency politicization (PERCENT APPOINTED) and leadership.
Future analyses should strive for more reliable and valid measures of internal agency
characteristics, especially culture. In my qualitative analysis I tried to highlight culture‘s
potential contribution to performance and I believe this is a rich area for further study.
Performance management remains especially important in today‘s political
environment. Like many of his predecessors, President Obama has developed his own
program to evaluate government performance. Due to increasingly advanced
technologies, performance management information is likely to become more accessible
and transparent which should make for higher quality analyses of the success of efforts to
improve government performance.
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