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Introduction


Throughout the Twentieth Century, the 50 American states were the constant targets of various reform
 efforts.  Reform movements surged intermittently, gained brief popularity and publicity, and then returned to a more quiescent state.  Each reform wave (or ripple) left some legacy and impact on the states, adding layer after layer of alterations, major or minor, in state operations.  Our objective is to peel back a few of these layers and assess the extent to which they may have moved the states forward toward the ultimate goal of better performance, however defined.  Such an objective is a heady one, not one to be achieved in a single analysis.  This paper represents only a beginning in that effort.  


Reform / reorganization movements have been viewed with considerable suspicion for decades.  The rhetoric behind reform stresses economy, efficiency, or some overall (though seldom well specified) improvement in government performance.  Yet, despite it’s long history, Conant (1986) observed that empirical assessments of its’ fiscal impact were sparse, with most treatments of reform remaining at the “conceptual or anecdotal” (Conant 1986:48) stages.  In good part this is due to the substantial difficulties in measuring post-reform financial changes, difficulties that range from the merely quite difficult to approaching the virtually impossible.  Though sold with claims of economy, year-to-year budget changes are not good measures of reform outcomes.  Population growth, federal funds or mandates, legislative adoption of new programs, new technologies, and a host of other variables “affect the bottom line on a monthly, even daily basis” (Conant 1986:48).  Even reorganizations followed by immediate personnel or expenditure cuts provide no convincing test, for Chackerian (1996) demonstrated that many reorganizations are spurred by economic hard times.  Hence personnel and expenditures cuts would be expected to occur anyway.  Claims for reform successes thus typically stress cost avoidances – lower costs than what might have existed absent reform.  Meier (1980) searched for such a slowing in the growth of government, both short-term and long-term, but found no persuasively important differences between reorganized and non-reorganized states in either employment or expenditures.  On the other hand, Conant (1986) examined in depth a New Jersey reorganization and estimated that it probably did achieve some “cost avoidances,” agency budgets coming in below what would be expected from prior years projected growth.  These two examples represent the literature’s conflicting findings stemming from different times, cases, and methodologies, conflicts which do little more than confirm the near-intractability of the task.


Beyond difficulties in identifying the effects of reform are numerous doubts about whether any performance effects should be expected at all.  After the early flush of economy and efficiency claims, scholars began to view reform efforts as far more political than managerial.  Some see economy and efficiency as only sales slogans.  Conant’s (1988) examination of 22 reorganizations between 1965 and 1987 found better government performance as the publicly stated goals, with consolidating power under the governor the most common mechanism.  Reforms can shake up established political relationships and frequently represent political struggles among contending interests (March and Olson 1983, Redford and Blisset, 1981).  The true battle, it is claimed, is not over good government, but who will be in charge.  March and Olson further contended that the language of reorganization is often of greatest importance symbolically, expressing the possibility of meaningful action so important to a democracy where “confessions of impotence are not acceptable” (March and Olson 1983:290).


Still others have observed that the terms “reorganization” and “reform” are highly elastic terms covering multiple and often inconsistent approaches.
  Kaufman (1956, 1969) saw the emphases of various reform waves as cycling among executive leadership, neutral competency, and representativeness.  Nor were these themes merely different packaging for similar proposals.  Kaufman pointed out that the premises and hoped-for outcomes of each emphasis contradicted one another – neutral competence does battle with representativeness and executive leadership, which in turn battle with one another.  More recently, Light (1997) made a similar argument regarding tides of reform targeting the federal government since World War II.  He perceived four tides across this history – scientific management, war on waste, watchful eye, and liberation management – which, like Kaufman’s trinity, frequently conflicted in both means and ends.  


Though these political views of reform provide important correctives to earlier naiveté that saw management as divorced from politics, they risk becoming contemporary unchallenged orthodoxies.  Conant (1986) fears that the political perspective on reform has become near-exclusive, driving off attention to managerial goals that may comfortably coexist with political ones.  Thompson (2002) is unsure whether Light’s tides, particularly in the case of the states, are truly contradictory in all cases.  And as Durning (1995) noted, rather than seeing a conflict the Winter Commission called for both centralization via hierarchy and decentralization via a flatter bureaucracy, or, as Thompson (1993) put it:  “executive leadership without micromanagement.”  


The cycles approaches of Kaufman and Light tend to present a century of reform as not a linear progression but rather more like billiard balls caroming off first one cushion then another.  Continual movement, but not in any consistent direction.  Philosophies of management, be they PPBS, ZBB, TQM, or reinventing government, may fit the billiard ball image rather well, but they deal more with how to manage than with some core characteristics state administration.  Other elements of reform have tended to follow a closer to linear, or at least monotonic, progression.  Governors have grown in authority across decades, retrenching only slightly of late as some with previously unrestricted tenure have suffered from the same term limit movements affecting legislatures.  The “neutral” part of neutral competency has wavered, with earlier expansion of civil service in the states facing such pullbacks as Georgia eliminating its merit system (Thompson 2002).  The competency part, however, has continued its forward move, at least if defined by the education and experience of state administrators (Wright & McAnaw 1965, Wright, Yoo, & Cohen 1991).  And representativeness, when seen as increased gender and ethnic penetration into formerly white male bastions, continues (Hebert & Wright 1982).  Sometimes in fits and starts, but it does continue.


Thus we do have a history of some trends in state reforms.  Further, we also now have data that allow us a different look at effective state performance.  In the late 1990s, Governing magazine teamed up with the Maxwell School of Syracuse University in a study funded by the Pew Charitable Trusts to initiate the Government Performance Project.  The result was published in Governing (1999) as a “management report card” for the states.  Each of the 50 states was evaluated in five categories:  financial management, capital management, human resources management, managing for results, and information technology.  Evaluations in each category drew on a number of indicators, ranging from as few as 24 for human resources management to as many as 71 for financial management.  States were given an A through F grade (including plusses and minuses) in each category, and an overall grade summarizing the five categories.  The study was repeated in 2001 (Governing 2001), and is expected to continue as an ongoing project.  


These state-by-state assessments provide a distinctive look at state performance.  They offer a way to explore the impact of reforms without the many confounding factors that affect year-to-year financial comparisons.  In the broadest sense, reform sought management improvement, not only financial savings.  Reform movements were not just low tax groups in disguise content with any cuts in government budgets, no matter how achieved.  Public declarations regularly stressed improved government performance, with the corollary assumption that if government operated professionally and followed the best administrative and managerial practices of the day, waste would be reduced and economy and efficiency would follow.  Past research used measures of the indirect consequence, economy, whereas the GPP measures allow us to look at the direct antecedent, good management.  For example, GPP measures in the financial management category includes indicators for the accuracy of general fund revenue estimates, the timely adoption of budgets, financial impact assessments of new legislation, limits on managers moving funds between programs, short-term cash investment policy, conducting internal audits, the existence of unfounded liabilities, and other items.  If state reforms have led to more efficient and effective government operations these indicators should uncover such results.  


With this in mind, we explore two general loci of reforms, structural and individual.  By structural, we mean the classic push for hierarchy, coordination, and streamlining government.  The individual aspect deals with the character of state administrators – their age, education, diversity, and experience, or the competence part of Kaufman’s neutral competence.   

Structural


The structural argument stems from progressive and scientific management movements.  Proper structure, such as strengthened governorships and reformed state constitutions, would contribute to control, coordination, and efficiency.  Despite its’ age, this thrust has shown remarkable endurance.  Conant (1993), building on earlier work by Garnett (1980) identified five major waves of reform efforts: 1914-36, 1937-46, 1947-64, 1965-79, and 1980-91.  But the last wave was hardly at an end before the Winter commission (1993) reiterated the agenda, and Chi (2001) observed that more than 15 governors proposed major state structuring for FY 2000.


Common proposals from the structural perspective have been to expand gubernatorial terms from two to four years, increase gubernatorial budget authority to achieve a coherent state budget, replace state official selection by popular election or independent boards with gubernatorial appointment, and expand the reach and ease of use of gubernatorial item vetoes.  Beyond changes exclusive to the governorship were also regular calls, particularly later in the century, to replace statutory constitutions with more brief-basic ones.  An executive strengthened vis-à-vis the legislature and administrators could still have her action hemmed in by earmarked funds and similar constitutional limits closing off to political leaders some avenues of change.


Emphasis on gubernatorial authority chief executive stems from a variety of aims that lead toward the same ends.  One persistent focus in the academic literature is political (Conant 1986, Chackerian 1996).  Strengthening the executive changes the balance of power in each state’s political system, which is precisely what numerous reformers wanted (Arnold 1995, 1988, Conant 1988),  The Brownlow Committee, operating from the same forces as state reformers, distrusted the ability of legislatively controlled governments to get things done (Meriam and Schmeckebier 1939).  They called for a strong chief executive as “the center of energy, direction and administrative management” (1939:1).


The desire for a strong chief executive can also be viewed in managerial terms.  Concerns have been constantly raised about the governor’s span of control and a clear chain of command needed for coordination.  There is an implicit, and sometimes explicit argument that improving bureaucratic performance -- whether that be through performance measures, better trained employees, coordinating mechanisms, fiscal responsibility, or what have you -- is a function that naturally falls to and perhaps can only be accomplished by the chief executive.  The governor is the one who will “wield the new technical capacities of the administrative state” (Arnold 1995:409).  


For the political aim, strengthening the executive branch appears to have accomplished what generations of reformers sought.  Sabato (1983) found a “new breed” of governors -- individuals with more energy and ability -- appearing in the 1970s, attracted to the office by its increased strength.  Scholars generally agree with Sabato’s assessment (Bowling and Wright 1998, Thompson 1987, Sigelman and Smith 1981) about both the caliber of the office of the office-holders.  Whether these changes have also affected administrative performance is our question.


We examine two elements of gubernatorial power.  The first will be the tenure, budget, and veto elements of Beyle’s (1999) formal power index.  Each component represents an element of state structure that puts the governor more in charge of state activity.  The second variable is a measure of the governor’s appointment power.  This is the governor’s ability to select the leaders of state agencies.  The ability to appoint subordinates has been a central thrust of state reform efforts, above all the elimination of administrative positions filled by popular election or via selection by an independent board.  Past research (Dometrius 1979, Brudney, Hebert & Wright 1983) has shown the impact of appointment authority to be sufficiently distinctive from the other elements of gubernatorial authority to deserve separate treatment.  To represent a governor’s appointment power, we have taken all the major state administrative offices listed in the Book of the States, identified the percent of those offices filled by popular election or board selection, and also the percent of offices filled by gubernatorial selection alone.
  The governor’s appointment authority is measured by subtracting the former from the latter so that positive scores represent gubernatorial dominance in subordinate selection.  Negative scores indicate gubernatorial weakness. 


Centralized control under the governor was not the only aim of state reform efforts.  An additional concern was the character of the state constitution.  Many state constitutions were drafted to govern states in a pre-industrial, limited state activity era and have not been changed since.  Others, particularly in the South and West, are statutory constitutions.  Each type contains such restrictions on political leaders, including governors as:  taxes dedicated to specific purposes, dispersion of authority for some state activities, limits on gubernatorial and legislative salaries, constitutionally dedicated policies favoring special interests, and more.  Sabato (1983), for example, followed by Thompson (1995) over 10 years later, each commented on a variety of constitutional restrictions – ranging from absolute prohibitions, to legislative supermajorities, to a requirement for voter approval – facing governors who seek tax increases.


To represent constitutional age and statutory character, we draw again from the Book of the States.  First, we identified the year each current state constitution was adopted.  State constitutional ages range from only 15 years for Georgia to 218 years for Massachusetts, with the average state constitution having been in existence for 102 years.


To capture the statutory character of a state’s constitution, we could have used the length of the document, but length is both highly correlated with age and only a rough measure of how restrictive the constitution is.  Instead, we focused on restrictions more precisely under the assumption that a highly detailed and restrictive constitution would need to be amended frequently.  Thus we took the number of amendments to each constitution since its adoption and divided by the number of years it has been in existence to determine the average number of amendments per year.  This variable ranges from a low of .25 amendments per year for Tennessee to a high of 6.37 annual amendments for Alabama.  The average for all states of 1.38 constitutional amendments per year.


These four key independent variables – general gubernatorial authority, gubernatorial appointment authority, constitution age, and average annual number of constitutional amendments -- are regressed on three aspects of state performance:  their financial management grades, their grades in the managing for results category, and their overall average grade.  Good financial management was a fundamental objective of state reformists.  Graft, corruption, and waste would be eliminated by the fair and careful management of state revenues and expenditures.  Managing for results is less directly tied to traditional reform efforts but does have an indirect connection to their belief that proper structure would allow energetic and innovative chief executives to demand the best management techniques from state administrative officials.  GPP A through F grades for each state on these individual elements were transformed into twelve-point scales with a grade of F equaling 0 and an A+ equaling 12.  A state’s overall score was produced by averaging the scores for all five GPP elements.  National averages were 7.6 for financial management, 5.7 in managing for results, and 6.5 for average grades.


Control variables are also needed in this analysis.  It has been long recognized that larger and higher income states are more likely to revise their state constitutions, strengthen their governorships, and insist on superior management practices by their state agencies.  Two variables control for these factors, the state’s per capita income in 2000, and the total (FTE) number of state employees per state.  State employment reflects both the absolute size of the state and both governing difficulties and opportunities.  A general principle is that larger organizations are more difficult to manage, but some scholars also claim that large organizations contain slack that can be drawn on to meet unexpected problems.  Either way, state and organization size are potential confounding influences.  Similarly, per capita income represents the resources available in the state.  Regardless of governmental structure, a wealthier state might be expected to adopt a number of up-to-date management techniques since they have the resources to do so.  The results of this analysis incorporating the four main variables and the two controls above are portrayed in Table 1.

Table 1 Here


Two independent variables are consistently significant predictors of state performance scores: (1) the total size of state employment and (2) the average number of amendments to the state constitution.  As expected, the more frequently a state constitution has been amended, a measure we feel to be reflective of the constitution’s statutory character, the lower the state’s performance on each of the dependent variables. State size, represented by total state government employment, also contributes to state performance.  This latter finding could be due to the organizational slack argument, that larger organizations can readily move resources to critical areas.  However, it might also represent the older state innovation argument, that larger states tend to be those most willing to innovate and adopt new practices.


Two other variables reach statistical significance in Table 1, but only as determinants of financial management scores.  It is not surprising that financial management performance should behave differently than the other categories, for it has long been the aspect of state performance examined most comprehensively and critically by both reform groups and the mass media.  Burke and Wright (2002), in an examination of the GPP scores, argued many of the GPP indicators assumed a top-down approach, very consistent with standard hierarchy.  The financial management category in particular represents this approach.  Human resources or information technology management are of greater interest to narrow groups of experts, while the efficient and non-wasteful spending of tax dollars attracts a much broader audience.  The curiosity is not that the financial management model behaves somewhat differently than the others, but that the signs of the additional statistically significant coefficients are in unexpected directions.  Gubernatorial appointment authority and the state’s per capita income are both presumed to support better financial management behavior.  Each, instead, is negatively related to high scores in this category.


Before leaving an examination of state structure, it is informative to perform an analysis of score changes.  As noted before, the GPP collected data on state performance for both 1999 and 2001.  There were numerous changes in performance scores across these two years.  Before the GPP report cards, which established some national standards for comparisons, “good performance” would be defined by each state.  Agencies focused on whatever performance aspects state leaders felt to be important.  Different state environments and cultures would produce different expectations.  Some state leaders might feel they were doing well financially as long as they had a system of regular audits.  Other states might emphasize the accuracy of revenue estimates.  Still others might be concerned with financial impact assessments for proposed legislation.  And some states might be happy only if they had all of these in place.  


Publication of the first set of report cards by Governing in 1999 produced common benchmarks for performance.  Not that these benchmarks were accepted uncritically, for low performers on such scales invariably question the standards applied.  However, state scores were widely reported in the media and undoubtedly became conversational topics at gatherings of state officials.  It is quite plausible that state leaders, now given a set of measurable standards to shoot for, and knowing that additional report cards would be coming out in the future, focused their efforts on performing better for the next GPP survey.  They would want to look good to both their citizens and their peers.  If structural reforms had some of the impacts their promoters hoped for, such as stronger leadership from above or greater administrative coordination and coherence, then it is possible that reformed states may have moved more quickly to improve their scores for the second survey than non-reformed ones.


To conduct this analysis, we subtracted a state’s 1999 score, both overall and in the two sub-categories of interest, from their 2001 scores.  Negative values represent declines across time while positive values reflect improvement.  We did this only for states scoring B+ or below in these categories for 1999 since states with A- or better scores were necessarily, and artificially, barred from much upward movement.  The means and ranges for these difference scores were:  financial management, .08 ranging from -3 to +3; managing for results, .69, ranging from -2 to +3, and overall, .51, ranging from -1.2 to +2.0.  The results using these difference dependent variables are presented in Table 2.

Table 2 Here


The results in Table 2 are not that much different from those in Table 1 when it comes to the impact of each variable, but are quite different when it comes to the signs of the coefficients, many of which have reversed.  The Governor’s appointment power, state per capita income, and average annual number of constitutional amendments are now positively connected with improving financial management scores.  This is not particularly surprising, and is most likely artifactual rather than causal.  The average state did improve its’ grade between the two years.  Whatever factors were connected with low scores in 1999 would thus almost automatically be correlated with upward improvements.  Though we attempted to control for this through deleting states scoring very high in 1999, confounding is still apparently taking place.  Deleting more states would shortchange both the sample’s size and its’ representativeness.


More telling would be notable differences in relationship patterns between 1999 scores and 1999-2001 improvements.  There are a few that are suggestive, though far from definitive.  The age of the state’s constitution is never statistically significant, but is consistently negative in Tables 1 and 2 in its’ impact on managing for results and overall grades.  This suggests that states that have not revised their constitutions to deal with contemporary needs suffer in their ability to perform well, and make advances on, the GPP elements.  On the other hand, state employment (slack) is almost consistently positive across the two tables.  States with the largest administrative structures were able to both perform better originally and improve on low performing elements between the two surveys.  This also implies, as has been suggested by various scholars over the years, that organizational slack, which most reform movements view as inefficiency, can be a useful resource for organizational performance. 

Individual


Early reform efforts had among their complaints the weak competence, and character, of public organizations.  Along with seemingly incoherent management structure, corruption and control by political machines were so rife that Woodrow Wilson referred to the “crooked secrets of state administration” (1887:505).  Perceptions hadn’t change much 60 years later leading Allen (1949) to describe state government as: “the tawdriest, most incompetent, most stultifying unit in the nation’s political structure” (1949:vii).  Part of the reform drive for a strengthened governorship was that an office with strong authority, and commensurate responsibility, would break the control of machines, reduce corruption, and insist on subordinates who had not only the willingness, but also the ability, to follow executive directions.


Massive change has been demonstrated in the character of state administrators since the 1950s (Wright & McAnaw 1965, Hebert & Wright, 1982, Wright, Yoo, & Cohen 1991).  This change has been so substantial that Bowling and Wright (1998) described it as “a half-century administrative revolution.”   The very significance of this change may have removed this topic from the agendas of most scholars under the assumption that a reasonable amount of administrative quality could now be counted on, thus any explanations for government failures would have to lie elsewhere.  However, Bowling and Wright (1998) also warned that their (and prior) findings constituted an abstract national aggregate, not applying uniformly across all states.  State activity does not occur in this abstract but rather “it is in the individual state-by-state contexts that crucial choices are made and where administrative quality translates into effective governance” (Bowling & Wright 1998:61).  


Measuring administrative quality incorporates a host of indicators, many of which are based on the characteristics of individual administrators (Sigelman 1976, Barrilleaux, Feiock & Crew 1992).  To measure these characteristics, we use the same data source as Bowling and Wright, the American State Administrator Project (ASAP) Surveys.  The ASAP data are drawn from surveys of top-level state administrators, with the most recent, and the one we will use, drawn in 1998.  While these surveys are of top administrators only, past research has shown that agency leaders (a) tend to have more influence over the affairs of their agency than does either the governor or legislature (Dometrius 2002, Miller 1987, Miller & Wright 1992), and (b) are often critical actors in achieving changes in their agencies (Brudney, Hebert, & Wright 1999).  The total number of respondents to the 1998 ASAP survey was 1,178.


Measurements of administrative quality usually includes dimensions of both competence (age, education, experience) and diversity, and we shall do the same.  On the competence dimension, the variables below will be drawn from ASAP data.  Age is sometimes used as an indicator of the vigor of public officials and their willingness to try new ideas (Sabato 1983).  Education is an obvious indicator of competence and will be reflected by two variables.  First is whether the respondent possesses a graduate degree of any type.  Second, we will also look at whether the administrator possesses a Master’s degree in either public administration or planning.
  MPA degrees in particular have been a growth industry since the 1960s with its adherents claiming public mangers require different preparation from private ones if they are to be effective in the public environment.  Next, we will include an indicator of whether the administrator has served in state management position in some other state.  Mobility across organizational (in this case state) lines is often seen as reflective of professionalism.  Finally, we will look at whether the prior position held by the respondent was in an organization not connected with state administration.  This includes administrators coming to their positions from the state legislature, the federal government or a local government, or the private sector.  The expectation is that all of these variables, except the last, may have some positive impact on state performance.  The last variable, administrators coming to their positions for jobs outside of state administration, is frequently seen as a holdover from less professional times when no unique preparation was required to lead a state agency.  This variable is expected to have a negative impact on state performance.


Diversity is measured via both gender and ethnicity.  Respondents identified each on the ASAP surveys.  Ethnicity has been collapsed into a white – non-white dichotomy since the crucial factor is not the specific ethnic background of the respondent, but rather whether the lock white males have long held on top state leadership positions has been broken.  It is not clear how the diversity measures will relate to state performance as measured by the GPP.  The argument for representativeness is partly normative, that government actors should reflect the array of citizen values and experiences.  In terms of managerial impact, representativeness is often felt to have an impact on organizational effectiveness in dealing with a diverse clientele.  Whether it should have an impact on efficiency, stressed in the GPP, is not clear from prior representative bureaucracy arguments.  Arguments that a more representative bureaucracy will increase access, improve service, and promote customer satisfaction might have a connection with organizational efficiency, hence we include these indicators here.


Since our GPP dependent variables are state-level measures, each of the indicators above has been aggregated to the state level.  Gender, for example, thus becomes the percent of female ASAP respondents for each state.  Table 3 presents the means, standard deviations, and high and low values for each of the individual characteristics mentioned above.  Extensive variability exists for most of the indicators, illustrating Bowling and Wright’s warning regarding national averages versus individual state scores.


In Table 4, these characteristics of state administrators are regressed on the three GPP indicators, along with previous controls for state size and wealth.  A third control has been added for the South.  Southern states are likely to have higher proportions of non-whites among their administrators which could also confound the results.

Table 4 about here


The analysis in Table 4 produces only a few worthwhile results.  The percent of top administrators with Master’s degrees in PA or planning has a mild positive impact only on the managing for results category.  The percent of administrators coming to their positions from outside state government negatively affects performance on all three scales, confirming the argument that state management now requires unique professional skills not readily attained in other positions.  However mobility – having held a position in another state – which we had expected to be positively related to performance is actually negatively related, though significantly so only for overall grades.  


We did not expect terribly impressive results for the diversity measures, gender and ethnicity, for the theoretical connection between diversity and the particular performance measures in the GPP was not particularly strong.  However, the results for gender and ethnicity are among the most impressive in Table 4, but problematically so.  Gender has the strongest performance connection of any of the independent variables, consistently significant and positive across all three models.  Theoretically, however, the nature of the relationship, as well as the direction of causality, remains unclear.  For example, gender highly correlated with the percent of administrators possessing graduate degrees.
  So, is it gender or education producing the relationship, and which is coming first?  Are women simply preparing themselves better than men?  Are women only landing top jobs if they are more qualified than men?  Or are states that demand the most professional (best educated) administrative leaders also the states that insist on diversity?  These, and other, explanations would all fit the data, and we have no basis in our data for choosing among them.


In contrast to gender’s strong positive results, ethnicity also produces quite sizable results but in a negative direction.  We see this as having little causal meaning, readily explained by the confounding characteristics of state populations.  Such Midwestern and New England states as Iowa, the Dakotas, Maine, and New Hampshire have low minority populations and consequently no minorities among top administrators in the ASAP data.  As a group, these states also tend to score below average on the GPP measures.  A classic spurious correlation.


Turning to the control variables, organizational slack (state employment size), continues its significant relationship with the dependent variables in two of the models.  State per capita income has a puzzling negative relationship with performance, a relationship that existed in earlier tables as well, but is now statistically significant with the structural variables removed from the model.


As with the structural analysis, we repeat Table 4’s models but changing the dependent variables from 1999 performance scores to 1999-2001 difference scores.  The results (Table 5) shows patterns similar to the earlier difference analysis with a number of signs reversed.  This is true for ethnicity, the percent of administrators whose prior job was outside of state government, and the percent of administrators who held a state management position in another state.  Again, we see this sign reversal as a statistical quirk with little substantive meaning.  Gender and per capita income also suffered from sign changes, but also lost statistical significance.  Gender, most important in determining 1999 scores, has no impact on 1999-2001 changes.  The same is true for state per capita income, highly significant in Table 4, not so in Table 5.  The exception again appears to be organizational slack.  Large sized administrative structures were positively signed, and significant in two out of the three models in Table 4.  It remains positively signed, across Table 3’s models, and statistically significant in the difference in average grade model.

Conclusion


We began this paper noting the multiple waves of reorganization and reform that have washed over state government in the last century.  Each is likely to have left some residual impact, large or small.  Our goal was to see if we could detect whether some of these residual effects had their intended impacts on government performance.  


Many reorganizations have been studied as individual cases, or limited comparative cases, with mixed conclusions about their effects.  A very few studies have engaged in more general explorations of reform impact across all 50 states, also with mixed conclusions.  We sought to seek out systematic impacts as well using performance measures that did not suffer from all the confounding forces affecting longitudinal financial or employment measures.  Our results have also been mixed.


The one steady finding across our analyses is one that would dismay most reformers, organizational slack, which reformers would often view as inefficiency, is a consistent source of both good organizational performance and performance improvement.  Results for most of the other variables, structural and individual, are intermittent and not always theoretically explicable.
  This leads to the second broad inference from this study, that our theoretical models of reform need considerable development before we can determine what, if any, impact reform movements might have had.


Results for the regression analyses in this paper frequently lead to more questions that answers.  Two primary questions come quickly to mind.  First is the common one in any empirical analysis:  what variables have I forgotten to include.  For example, the curious results for ethnicity in Table 4, led to the quick realization that region needed to be factored into such analyses much more carefully.  A more important, and difficult, task posed by our results is the clear need to have sharper theoretical expectations.  Particularly important is a theory that incorporates causal sequencing.  It has undoubtedly occurred to some readers that not all of the variables in each model are on the same causal plane.  Such characteristics as state per capita income may be a cause of organizational slack which may in turn affect, or be caused by, some of the state’s structural and individual characteristics.  Gubernatorial appointment power, for example, may be one of the determinants of the percent of females and non-whites among state agency leaders.


Some of these causal linkages are sophisticatedly dealt with in single or comparative case studies.  However the nuances discussed in such studies are often unique to single states or governors.  Broader discussions of state reform generally mention a number of factors that affect reform’s success or failure, but seldom hone the arguments to a sufficient degree of precision so that causal sequencing can be teased out of the argument.  Our task, as we continue to peel back layers of reform to examine each more closely, is to see if a reasonable theoretical model containing these structural linkages can be developed as general explanation covering all the states.
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Table 1.  Regression:  State Structure and 1999 State Performance Scores – Betas (Standard Error of Beta).


Financial
Managing
Average


Management
for Results
Grades

Gubernatorial Budget, Veto

  & Tenure Power
-.020
-.078
.042


(.138)
(.145)
(.146)

Gubernatorial Appointment Power
-.273**
-.160
-.157


(.132)
(.136)
(.139)

Average Yearly Amendments

  To State Constitution
-.514***
-.323**
.-447***


(.147)
(.155)
(.155)

Age of State Constitution in Years
.000
-.116
-.027


(.144)
(.151)
(.152)

Log, Total State Government

  Employment (FTE)
.305*
.463***
.369**


(.162)
(.170)
(.170)

State Per Capita Income
-.251*
-.087
-.138


(.142)
(.149)
(.150)

   R2
.281
.206
.203

   N
50
50
50

________________


* Significant at .10


** Significant at .05


*** Significant at .01

Table 2.  Regression:  State Structure and 1999-2001 Difference in State Performance Scores – Betas (Standard Error of Beta).


Financial
Managing
Average


Management
for Results
Grades

Gubernatorial Budget, Veto

  & Tenure Power
.115
-.051
-.008


(.149)
(.157)
(.144)

Gubernatorial Appointment Power
.282**
.212
.221


(.137)
(.149)
(.135)

Average Yearly Amendments

  To State Constitution
.512***
.069
.212


(.159)
(.166)
(.152)

Age of State Constitution in Years
.031
-.041
-.166


(.153)
(.163)
(.148)

Log, Total State Government

  Employment (FTE)
-.020
.206
.250


(.170)
(.181)
(.165)

State Per Capita Income
.296**
-.117
.095


(.147)
(.160)
(.145)

R2
.409
.132
.316

   N
40
48
46

________________


* Significant at .10


** Significant at .05


*** Significant at .01

Table 3.



Standard


Mean
Deviation
Minimum
Maximum

Percent Female
22.4%
10.8%
0.0%
50.0%

Percent Non-White
10.2%
10.6%
0.0%
68.6%

Percent with Master’s Degrees in

    Public Administration or Planning
9.7%
6.3%
0.0%
25.0%

Percent Whose Previous Job was

    Outside of this State’s Government
38.5%
10.9%
21.1%
71.4%

Percent Who Have Held a Previous

    Position in Another State
15.8%
7.7%
0.0%
33.3%

Average Age
50.6
2.0
45.9
55.8

Percent with Graduate Degrees
61.1%
12.4%
30.8%
87.5%

Table 4.  Regression:  State Administrator Characteristics and 1999 State Performance Scores – Betas (Standard Error of Beta).


Financial
Managing
Average


Management
for Results
Grades

Percent Female
.436***
.614***
.589***


(.169)
(.158)
(.164)

Percent Non-White
-.343***
-.204
-.341***


(.134)
(.125)
(.129)

Percent with Master’s Degrees in

    Public Administration or Planning
-.002
.251*
.114


(.150)
(.140)
(.145)

Percent Whose Previous Job was

    Outside of this State’s Government
-.246*
-.327***
-.248*


(.135)
(.126)
(.131)

Percent Who Have Held a Previous

    Position in Another State
-.177
-.124
-.237*


(.143)
(.134)
(.139)

Average Age
-.023
.067
-.007


(.142)
(.133)
(.138)

Percent with Graduate Degrees
.183
-.019
-.010


(.169)
(.158)
(.163)

Log, Total State Government

    Employment (FTE)
.208
.495***
.403***


(.158)
(.148)
(.153)

State Per Capita Income
-.420**
-.411**
-.383**


(.177)
(.165)
(.171)

Is State in the South
-.193
-.156
-.215


(.169)
(.158)
(.164)

R2
.383
.462
.422

   N
50
50
50

________________


* Significant at .10


** Significant at .05


*** Significant at .01

Table 5.  Regression:  State Administrator Characteristics and 1999-2001 Difference in State Performance Scores – Betas (Standard Error of Beta).


Financial
Managing
Average


Management
for Results
Grades

Percent Female
-.176
-.100
-.136


(.204)
(.199)
(.168)

Percent Non-White
.073
.157
.346**


(.173)
(.157)
(.136)

Percent with Master’s Degrees in

    Public Administration or Planning
.335*
-.183
-.063


(.191)
(.174)
(.153)

Percent Whose Previous Job was

    Outside of this State’s Government
.064
.134
.286**


(.167)
(.159)
(.138)

Percent Who Have Held a Previous

    Position in Another State
-.088
.247
.309**


(.177)
(.168)
(.145)

Average Age
.140
-.205
.042


(.172)
(.160)
(.140)

Percent with Graduate Degrees
-.019
.134
.104


(.2070
(.196)
(.167)

Log, Total State Government

    Employment (FTE)
.332
.176
.382**


(.216)
(.187)
(.165)

State Per Capita Income
-.041
.014
.114


(.247)
(.213)
(.190)

Is State in the South
-.241
.247
.028


(.231)
(.199)
(.178)

R2
.294
.199
.440

   N
40
48
46

________________


* Significant at .10


** Significant at .05


*** Significant at .01

� Though “reform” and “reorganization” can be treated as conceptually distinct, we will use them interchangeably in this paper.


� A host of other studies have been done as well from both early in the century (e.g., Holcombe 1921, Hurt 1932) to much more recently (e.g., Price 1975, Seidman 1980).  Meier and Conant represent recent empirically grounded examples.


� Conant (1992) for example, stated that “one can read hundreds of pages on this topic without ever graining a clear understanding about what reorganization and executive branch reorganization mean and entail” (1992:4-5).


� Gubernatorial selection includes only positions the governor can fill without approval by any other agency, including the legislature.  


� It is possible that the number of constitutional amendments per year could also be reflective of whether or not the state allows for initiatives.  We looked at states allowing initiatives and also the ease of proposing initiatives.  Neither initiative existence nor ease was connected with the average number of constitutional amendments per year.  Most initiative states were in the bottom half of average number of amendments per year.  The state with the most widely used initiative process, California, was third from the top on the amendments-per-year scale, not an outlier as some might suspect.


� We calculated our own average grades from the 5 components which allowed for slightly more detailed values than the rounding system used by Governing.


� As with any “movement” state reform advocates presented multiple, and not always consistent, proposals.  Independent boards and commissions were pushed by some in the progressive movement as ways to eliminate political machines, only to latter become villains in the desire for a stronger executive.


� The ASAP data do not distinguish planning and public administration.  The surveys began in 1964 when public professionals frequently obtained degrees in either field, and the question combining these two fields has been retained across later surveys for reliable comparisons.


� For those surprised that a few states have zero percent female or non-whites, remember that (a) these are top state administrators only and (b) not all who were surveyed responded.  While less that perfect response rates are always somewhat problematic, the state averages calculated from the ASAP data do represent well the relative positions of the states on these variables.


� We tried many of the standard approaches for dealing with high collinearity, such as deleting some of the offending variables and re-running the analysis.  None produced any significant change in relationship patterns, so we decided to retain the original models in Tables 4 and 5 to provide the reader with as much information as possible.


� We did run a final model incorporating both the structural and individual variables.  Barring a few minor exceptions, the results did not change from Tables 1 through 5 – relationship strengths and signs remained the same as did the statistical significance of the relationships.  We do not present those results here since they do not add information beyond what is contained in the existing tables.
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