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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this paper is to present one method of introducing what Rutgers University calls citizen driven government performance or CDGP to students in Master of Public Administration (MPA) programs.  The Troy University MPA program will be used as an example.  The intended readers of this paper are classroom professors in MPA or similar programs. Blooms’ Taxonomy of Learning model will be used to provide structure to the process.  The goal is to move the students through Blooms’ cognitive learning stages from knowledge to comprehension and ultimately to application.  Depending on the amount of time the classroom instructor wants to dedicate to the process, there is the possibility of moving the students to Blooms’ sixth level or evaluation.  The authors’ methods of instruction include readings, PowerPoint presentations, Socratic questions, and case analysis work.
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Purpose

The purpose of this paper is to provide one method of introducing graduate students in MPA  or similar program to the concept of encouraging citizens to become proactive and creating, implementing, and evaluating performance measurement for the management of their governments.  The authors assume that this citizen involvement will likely increase government effectiveness, efficiency, responsiveness, and accountability.  The authors accept the fact that citizen involvement in government has a cost; however, they assume the government will not engage in the activity known as Citizen Derived Government Performance (CDGP) unless the cost-benefit analysis and/or the cost effective analysis show that benefits exceed the costs.

Intended Readership

The targeted readers of this paper are primarily classroom instructors in Master of Public Administration (MPA) or similar programs.   We believe there could also be some utility for government and non-profit administrators who are interested in getting their citizens, clients, and customers involved in deriving performance measures to assist them in their management challenges.

Background
Both authors are full-time faculty members at Troy University, an Alabama state university.  They teach in Troy’s Master of Public Administration (MPA) program and, while accomplishing their professional development, have become aware of increased emphasis on performance measurement in government and increased citizen involvement in government.  Instrumental in the development of this paper is Rutgers University’s certificate program, which addresses citizen involvement in the development and implementation of performance measures to help elected officials and government administrators meet today’s management challenges.  The authors wish to express their appreciation to this program. 

In the arena of performance measurement, the authors see evidence of related activity at all governmental levels.  For example, at the national level the vast majority of agencies are directed to use performance measurement by the Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 (GPRA ‘93).  Almost simultaneously with the passage of GPRA ’93, the Clinton Administration also adopted the National Performance Review (NPR), which also advocated performance management (Gore, 1993).  Kamansky (2002) points out that the NPR resulted in the “…use of results-oriented performance agreements.”  Melkers and Willoughby (1998 & 2001), in discussing Performance-Based Budgeting at the state level, point out that 47 of the 50 states have either executive or legislative mandates to use performance measures in their management processes.  Poister and Streib (1999) discuss the use of performance measurement at the local levels of government. The authors also see evidence of citizen involvement in government.  It has been pointed out that many communities, for example, Dayton, Portland, Savannah, and Seattle, have been successful in using Citizen Derived Performance Measurement (CDPM) to help governments manage (Callahan, 2002).  

Many of the students in Troy’s program are already working in government and others are taking the MPA program to prepare them for employment in government.   The authors conclude that it is appropriate to address (CDGP) in courses populated by government administrators or those aspiring to be government administrators.  When these students have been asked if they agree with this addition to their learning experience, the vast majority agree with the authors’ proposition.

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Foundations for Citizen Participation

 It is obvious that the writers of the Constitution of the United States intended that there be citizen involvement in the government.  This is evident in the first sentence of the Constitution, “We the People of the United States…” Woodrow Wilson (1887) presents a model of governmental evolution with three time-elements.  First there is a period of absolute rulers; next there is the time of the framing of constitutions and popular control; and finally, an era of the development of administration to execute the popular control.  Moving forward in time, Robert P. Goss (2004) comments about representative democracy, asserting that this form of government must provide a reasonable reflection of citizens served.  To achieve a government that is responsible to its citizens and reflects their interests, governments must have methods available for hearing and listening to the citizens’ inputs.  

The degree of involvement has varied over the years.  Vigoda (2002) presents the following three continua to represent the amount and kind of citizen involvement possible in our system of government.  First, is the role of the citizen; then is the role of the public administrator; and finally are the types of interactions.  The citizens’ roles move from subjects to voters to clients/customers, to partners, and finally to owners.  The types of interactions begin with coerciveness to delegation to responsiveness to collaboration and finally to citizenry coerciveness.  These are hypothetical paradigms and will be modified as they come into contact with reality.  However, they are useful in presenting the possible evolving roles of citizens in our government. 

Evolution of the Field of Public Administration - 1990s and 2000s
Some authors describe the 1990s as a period of performance management and citizen involvement.  For example, Ho and Coates (2002), state that the mid-1990s saw two major events in the field of public administration.  They claim that these two macro-movements in the field of public administration since the mid-1990s include (1) performance measurement and (2) the “reinvention of government through citizen involvement.”  The authors of this paper subscribe to the theory that most changes are evolutionary and not revolutionary.   To support this hypothesis, the authors point to earlier evidence of writings encouraging movements in the direction of citizen involvement in governmental management.  For example, Sherry Arnstein (1969) provides one of the earlier examples of a paradigm of citizen involvement.  Arnstein provides a model in the form of an eight-step ladder of citizen involvement as depicted in Figure 1.

[image: image1.wmf]Citizen Control

Delegated Power

Partnership

Placation

Consultation

Informing

Therapy

Manipulation

Figure 1:

Arnstein

’

s

Eight

-

Step Ladder 

of Citizen Involvement

Arnstein’s ladder provided an early model for public administrators to consider when moving to a system that included citizen inputs.  This article and model provided food for thought for later contributors to the literature of citizen participation in government.  For example, Gerald Smith and Carole Huntsman (1998) build on Arnstein’s model and present their readers with three representations for citizen involvement.  Smith and Huntsman call their first exemplar the Customer Model, which is characterized by the government providing services to the citizen as a customer and measuring customers’ satisfaction.  The two authors then present what they call the Owner Model, where the citizen supervises, controls, and manages the delivery of services.  Finally, the authors present the Value Model, which is distinguished by having governments provide unique services, which provide incremental values to the citizen.  

Additional research from the same era as the Smith and Huntsman article (King, Feltey, and O’Neill, 1998) presents two contexts for citizen participation.  One is called the “Context of Conventional Participation” as depicted in Figure 2.  Clearly, under this arrangement, the citizen is the ultimate recipient rather than a participant in the decision making process.  In contrast, the second model, the “Context of Authentic Participation,” shown in Figure 3, places the citizen in the center in such a way that the citizen is driving or at least initiating the decision making process.  Smith and Huntsman recommend the second context.  They also provide a detailed table, which provides a comparison of “unauthentic” and “authentic” participation.  These authors provide plenty of [image: image2.wmf]Issue
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information to build on.
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Michael C. Weeks (2000) presents a theory that he calls “Deliberative Democracy”.   He defines his premise as a revitalization of the governmental model to improve communications and generate a will, which encourages quality citizen involvement.  Denhardt and Denhardt (2000) propose a governmental form that would replace New Public Management or NPM.  They provide the name of their representation in the title of their article, “The New Public Service: Serving Rather than Steering.”  The Denhardt model thus takes on the abbreviation of NPS.  A major element of their paradigm is “democratic citizenship”.  

All of the above present convincing arguments for citizen involvement.  This brings us to the question, citizen involvement in what?  The answer to this question is citizen involvement in performance measurement.  Following are comments from some authors who address performance measures in government.

Performance Measurement

Robert D. Behn, a lecturer in Harvard’s JFK School of Government and the faculty chair for Harvard’s executive program Driving Government Performance, addresses the question, “Why Measure Performance?”  In his research Behn professes there are eight reasons to measure performance, each of which responds to a different question posed by public managers:

1) Evaluate – “How well is my public agency performing?”
2) Control – “How can I ensure that my subordinates are doing the right thing?”
3) Budget – “On what programs, people, or projects should my agency spend the public’s money?”
4) Motivate – “How can I motivate line staff, middle managers, nonprofit and for-profit collaborators, stakeholders, and citizens to do the things necessary to improve performance?”

5) Promote – “How can I convince political superiors, legislators, stakeholders, journalists, and citizens that my agency is doing a good job?”
6) Celebrate – “What accomplishments are worthy of the important organizational ritual of celebrating success?”

7) Learn – “Why is what working or not working?”
8) Improve – “What exactly should who do differently to improve performance?”

Behn points out that the manager will need different types of performance measures to meet all of these reasons for measuring performance (2003 and 2004).   President Bush’s Management Agenda (OMB, 2002) directs the use of performance measurement to satisfy the five key elements of the president’s agenda.  It is apparent that Behn’s model should be applied to the current administration’s Management Agenda. 

Citizen Involvement in Performance Measurement

 The above discussion provides indications of the utility of performance measures in managing government or what some call managing for results or MFR.  The following discussion addresses the roles of citizens in creating, implementing, and validating performance measures.  Kathe Callahan (2002) writes that citizen advisory committees can and have been used effectively in helping with the budgeting processes in local governments.  She notes that there are three major players in this process of using citizens’ inputs in government management.  She identifies the citizen, the elected officials and municipal managers.  She further points out that all of these three groups of individuals could require indoctrination and/or process training to ensure that the culture of citizen involvement makes a contribution to increase the effectiveness, efficiency, and responsiveness of governments.  Consequently, Callahan identifies one of the potential costs of getting citizens involved in the decision-making processes and that is the training expenses.  Callahan notes that one of the first contemporary requests for citizen participation comes from Daniel Patrick Moynihan’s call for citizen involvement in government in the 1960s.  

Ho and Coates (2002) present a convincing case for citizen involvement in government.  Using funding from the Alfred P. Sloan foundation, these authors were part of a team with membership from Iowa State University, the University of Iowa, and Iowa League of Cities, which launched a project known as the Citizen-Initiated Performance Assessment (CIPA).    The goal of CIPA was to help communities get citizen involvement in the creation and implementation of performance measures.  Eighteen cities were involved in a three-year process.  The resulting research reports on the first year’s results, which basically confirm the utility of citizen involvement in managing government.  The CIPA included the following eleven steps:

1) Form citizen teams

2) Select service area

3) Solicit citizen input

4) Develop citizen-based performance measures

5) Integrate performance measures and budgeting

6) Collect data and establish activity-based management

7) Conduct performance reporting

8) Regulate the process

9) Expand process into other service areas

10) Conduct performance benchmarking

11) Evaluate project

               Carol Ebdon (2000) compared the structure of governments and citizen involvement.    The author basically concludes one-size does not fit all.   The culture and structure of government must be considered, when deciding the optimal use of citizens in governmental management.  Mark Robbins and Bill Simonsen (2002) look at two approaches to citizen involvement in making governmental service-level selections.  The first approach uses citizens’ inputs to inform decision-makers about citizens’ preferences.  The second approach actually permits the citizens to make the cost and revenue decisions.  Two researchers from Boston College report on their field research in a Northeastern city on value of citizen involvement in government.  They compare and contrast the customer and ownership models of citizen involvement (Smith and Huntsman, 1997).  Another author calls for “efficient citizenship” and joins Smith and Huntsman in addressing the use of a citizen ownership model of government (Schachter, 1995).  

As was noted earlier in this article, Vigoda (2002) provides recommended models and processes to move governments to more citizen participation and an improved New Public Management paradigm.  Weeks (2000) also provides an extensive review of the literature related to citizen involvement and a model to encourage citizen participation.  A basic hypothesis for most, if not all, of these authors is that increased and enhanced citizen participation will enrich government’s effectiveness and responsiveness.  Some go so far as to say citizen participation will also improve governments’ efficiency.  Accepting these hypotheses without testing them, the authors of this article move on to the purpose of this article and that is presenting a method of introducing CDGP to students in a MPA program.

PROPOSED METHOD

Troy University’s MPA Program

The authors of this paper teach in Troy’s MPA program, which requires its graduate students to successfully complete twelve courses, nine of which are required or core courses.  The initial course in the program is entitled Survey of Public Administration.  It is designed to introduce the student to the field of public administration.  The authors recommend that Citizen Derived Government Performance be introduced to the students in this course.  It is the introductory course and all students must take this course.  This would permit students to continue to move up Bloom’s Taxonomy of Learning as they progress through their program.  The authors do not recommend that the course be exclusively devoted to CDGP; however, it can serve as a thread-element in the course.

Bloom’s Taxonomy of Educational Objectives

As presented in earlier research addressing performance measurement (Rosenhoover, Hand, and Lynch, 2004), the authors found Bloom’s Taxonomy to be a useful tool in structuring new material for presentation to MPA students.  Benjamin Bloom introduced his taxonomy in the 1950s, with the intention of helping professors structure the learning process.  Bloom (1956) provides a list of competencies, related skill demonstration categories, and question cues to assist the professor develop teaching techniques to help the student move up Bloom’s Taxonomy.  The authors use these elements to structure their instruction of the CDGP.

As shown in Table 1, Bloom’s Taxonomy has six competencies: knowledge, comprehension, application, analysis, synthesis, and evaluation.  Troy’s MPA program has 12 courses and this paper focuses on the introductory course.  Since the authors are only addressing one course, they realistically set a goal of only moving the student through the first four competences, that is, knowledge, comprehension, application, and analysis.  The authors recommend additional instruction in CDGP in other courses in the MPA program to accomplish the rest of Bloom’s competencies.  These are topics for other papers.

Table 1:  Bloom’s Taxonomy  

	COMPETENCY
	DESIRED OUTCOMES (SKILLS)
	QUESTION CUES

	Knowledge
	Observation and recall of information

Knowledge of major ideas

Mastery of subject matter
	List

Define

Describe

Identify

Who, when, where, etc.

	Comprehension
	Translate knowledge into new context

Interpret facts, compare, and contrast

Predict consequences
	Summarize

Contrast

Predict

Associate

Differentiate

	Application
	Solve problems using required skills or knowledge

Use methods, concepts, theories in new situations

Use information
	Demonstrate

Solve

Examine

Modify

Classify

	Analysis
	Seeing patterns

Organization of parts

Recognition of hidden meanings
	Analyze

Explain

Classify

Infer

Divide

	Synthesis
	Generalize from given facts

Relate knowledge from several areas

Draw conclusions
	Combine

Modify

Design

What if?

Generalize

	Evaluation
	Make choices based on reasoned argument

Recognize subjectivity

Verify valued of evidence
	Assess

Decide

Convince

Judge

Summarize


What follows is a summary outline reflecting the authors’ method.  First, a desired competency from Bloom’s Taxonomy is presented.  Next, examples of desired outcomes in the form of skills are related to the specific competency.  Then question cues are provided, which can be used by the classroom professors to form Socratic questions and other classroom methods.  Finally, examples of techniques are presented to accomplish the skills and competencies.  Following this outline, the authors present specific examples of elements for use in each of these areas.

First Class Meeting

The Bloom’s competency target for this introduction to performance measurement is knowledge.  This introduction and assigning exercise discussion in the following sentences should take no more than one hour of class time and will require no student preparation time outside of class.  The first meeting for any class is busy and the students may need an introduction to Bloom’s Taxonomy.  It is recommended the professor present a PowerPoint Presentation on this taxonomy.  The authors have developed such a presentation and would be willing to share it with interested parties.  After or during the presentation, the professor should introduce the specific items being addressed and provide reading assignments, which are addressed below in the paragraphs devoted to the specific classes.


Second Class Meeting

The Bloom’s Competency Target for this discussion of performance measurement is knowledge.  It is estimated the following elements will require approximately 2 hours of class time and about 6-8 hours of student preparation time.  The authors assume approximately 45 contact hours are scheduled for a three semester hour graduate class.  Individual meeting times will vary across universities.  The Troy University MPA program targets working adult learners and the classes meet once a week, at night, for five hours.  This is the model the authors are using.  Other meeting models could require some modifications to the timing of the items presented.


The authors assume that there are a myriad of items that will be presented in the first course in an MPA program.  Consequently, they present items that will not require the entire preparation and class time.  The authors recommend the following five methods to assist the students in their progression up Bloom’s Taxonomy:

1) Out of class readings

2) PowerPoint presentations

3) Socratic questions

4) Student team projects

5) Student oral and written presentations 


To help the students prepare for their introduction to citizen driven performance measurement, the authors recommend the students read pages 1-45 in Performance Measurement: Concepts and Techniques, 3rd edition, and the following two articles before the first meeting and be prepared to respond to the Socratic questions that follow.  The two recommended articles are, Robert D. Behn’s “Why Measure Performance? Different Purposes Require Different Measures” and Sherry Arnstein’s “A Ladder of Citizen Participation.” 


The authors recommend that the instructor continue the in-class performance measurement process from the first meeting with another PowerPoint presentation introducing performance measurement.  We recommend the professor use the ASPA Center for Accountability and Performance workbook entitled Performance Measurement: Concepts & Techniques for information to construct this PowerPoint presentation.  The authors have created this presentation and will be willing to share it with interested parties.  


After the PowerPoint presentation, the following Socratic Questions could be used to ensure the students have achieved at least the knowledge competency.  The professor can always add the “Why?” question at the end of the following Socratic questions.  These Socratic questions should be provided to the students before the class when the readings are assigned.  The authors use a random selection process to select students.  After the first student responds to a specific question, a second student is randomly selected to complement and supplement the first student’s statements.  Then the discussion is opened to comments for any other students.  These questions can serve as a departure point for in-class discussions.  If time permits, students can be placed in teams of 3-5 to discuss one or more of the Socratic questions and have the teams orally report the outcome of these team discussions. The students are told graduate responses are expected and if not provided the Socratic questions will be used for closed-book, written, scored quizzes.  The authors find it useful to have written comprehensive answers for each Socratic question and have them available during classroom discussion of the questions.  Following are some recommended Socratic questions:

1) What is your Description of the thesis of Behn’s article?

2) What is your Description of Behn’s major themes?

3) How would you Define performance measurement?

4) What is your Description of the thesis of Arnstein’s article?

5) Where do you find yourself in Agreement with Behn & Arnstein?  Why?

6) Where do you Disagree with Behn & Arnstein?   Why?

7) How would you Describe the utility of performance measurement?

8) How would you Describe the utility of having citizens create performance measures?

9) What would you  Describe as the costs of citizen derived performance measurement?

10) Using Behn’s article, what would you List as the areas with the highest utility for performance measurement?  Why?

11) Using Arnstein’s article, what you Identify as the appropriate rung of the ladder as appropriate for today’s PA?  Why?


After the Socratic questions have been addressed the professor should summarize his/her introduction to performance measurement and citizen involvement and introduce the next events.   This introduction should include reading assignments and tasks for the next scheduled activities.  It is recommended that performance measurement activities be assigned at the end of the second meeting and not be scheduled until the fourth meeting.  The intention is to provide the graduate student an opportunity to reflect on his/her exposure to performance measurement, internalize the experience, and prepare for the next exposure.


Fourth Meeting  

The Bloom’s competency target for this class is primarily comprehension with some application and analysis.  It is estimated the following elements will require approximately 2 hours of class time and about 6-8 hours of student preparation time.  Conversations with students in the Troy University MPA program indicate the budgeting class is more demanding than some of the other classes in the program.   To help them prepare for this class, some of the Troy professors who teach the introductory course spend some additional time on public sector budgeting.  In keeping with these efforts, the authors of this article have elected to provide instruction, which combines public sector budgeting and performance measurement.  The students should be directed to read the two articles, Philip G. Joyce, “Linking Performance and Budgeting: Opportunities in the Federal Budget Process” (http://www.businessofgovernment.org/pdfs/Joyce_Report.pdf) and Kathe Callahan, “The Utilization and Effectiveness of Citizen Advisory Committees in the Budget Process of Local Governments” and to revisit Robert D. Behn, “Why Measure Performance? Different Purposes Require Different Measures” before class.  Further, they should be instructed to prepare answers to the following Socratic questions:

1) How would you Explain the purpose of each of the articles?

2) How would you Contrast Joyce’s and Behn’s papers?

3) How would you Contrast Joyce’s and Callahan’s papers?

4) What would you Explain as the utility of Joyce’s paper to public administrative practitioners?

5) What would you Explain as the utility of Callahan’s paper to public administrative practitioners?

6) After Analyzing Joyce’s article and how would you explain which use of performance measures is the most useful to public sector practitioners?  Why?

7) How would you Explain to your supervisor why you are adopting Joyce’s/Behn’s recommendations?

8) After Examining Callahan’s Tables 3 and 4, how would you explain your observations?

9) After Examining Callahan’s Table 7, how would you explain your potential solutions to these obstacles?

10) How would you Classify which of these articles (Joyce’s, Callahan’s, or Behn’s) has the highest utility to public sector practitioners?  Why?


After the students have answered all of the Socratic questions and the discussions have reached their useful conclusion, the professor should summarize what occurred and provide the assignments for the sixth meeting. 


Sixth Meeting

The Bloom’s competency target for this class is primarily comprehension with some application and analysis.  It is estimated the following elements will require approximately 3 hours of class time and about 8-10 hours of student preparation time.  The following assignment should be provided to the students at the end of the first meeting and no later than the end of the fourth meeting.  The results of these student assignments will be presented at the sixth scheduled meeting.   Each team will be afforded 30 minutes for their presentations and questions and answers.  More time can be afforded if available and appropriate.  Following are the specific assignments:

1) Divide the class into five student teams, with 3-5 students on each team

2) Have all of the students access the following URL: http://www.iowacipa.org/
3) Student teams must interact to avoid duplication

4) Have the first student team

a) Summarize the “Mission” found at this site

b) Summarize and Contrast the characteristics and developed performance measures of the following cities

i. Burlington

ii. Carroll

iii. Clive

5) Have the second team

a) Summarize the “Objectives” found at this site

b) Summarize & Contrast the characteristics and developed performance measures of the following cities

i. Des Moines

ii. Marion

iii. Johnston

6) Have the third team

a) Summarize the “Activities” & “Components” found at this site

b) Summarize & Contrast the characteristics and developed performance measures of the following cities

i. Indianola

ii. Urbandale

iii. Marshalltown

7) Have the fourth team (Link to “Downloads” & Scroll to “Articles”)

a) Summarize and Contrast the following two articles

i. “Citizen Participation: Legitimizing Performance Measurement as a Decision Tool”

ii. “The Shift from Government to Governance: Adapting  to a changing local problem solving context”

8) Have the fifth team (Link to “Downloads” & Scroll to “Articles”)

a) Summarize and Contrast the following two articles

i. “Citizen-Initiated Performance Assessment: Lessons from Iowa”

ii. “Case Study: Citizens Identifying Performance Measures – The Experience in Iowa”

9) Have all teams prepare 30 minute oral presentations for delivery at the 6th  Class Meeting

a) Highly recommend PowerPoint presentations

b) Also recommend each team provide enough handouts for other members of the class


After the student teams’ presentations and the interactions related to the teams’ briefings, the professor should summarize the events.  Next the professor should make the assignments for the next presentations, which will take place during the 8th meeting.  These assignments are discussed next.


Eighth Class Meeting

The Bloom’s competency targets for this class are application and analysis.  It is estimated the following elements will require approximately 3 hours of class time and about 8-10 hours of student preparation time.  

The city of Worcester, MA, with the support of the Alfred P. Sloan Fund, has created a Center for Community Performance Measurement (CCPM).  The purposes of this center are to encourage the development, implementation, and monitoring of citizen derived performance measures to promote greater responsibility by the government and citizens to improve community well being of the city of Worchester (2004).  This is an opportunity for the students to see, observe, apply, and analyze a recognized implementation of performance measurement.  Students should be required to visit the homepage for the Worchester, MA Center for Community Performance Measurement (CCPM) at the following URL: http://www.wrrb.org/CCPM/.  

The authors recommend at this point that the number of teams be reduced to three to permit a different mix of students on each team and to afford them the challenge of working with a larger number of team members.  Make the following assignments for each of the teams:

1) Following are the assignments for the first team:

a. Have the first team link to “Public Management” (http://www.wrrb,org/Management/)  

b. Then have the first team link to “Benchmarking Municipal and Neighborhood Services In Worchester 2003” (http://www.wrrb.org/Reports/CCPM -03-05.pdf) 

c. Then have the first team accomplish the following:

i. Analyze the report and in your analysis, include the following:

1. Explain the purpose and focus of the report

2. Explain the strengths and weaknesses of the survey in Appendix A – be sure to address the performance measures used

3. Analyze the demographics in Appendix B and Explain their significance

4. Analyze the comments in Appendix C and divide the comments into significant and insignificant comments

2) Following are the assignments for the second team: 

a. Have the second team link to “Public Management” (http://www.wrrb,org/Management/)  

b. Then have the second team link to “Respect for the Dead and Relief for the Budget: Can Privatization Improve Hope Cemetery” (http://www.wrrb.org/Reports/CCPM -04-05hope.pdf) 

c. Then have the second team accomplish the following:

i. Analyze the report and in your analysis, include the following:

1. Explain the purpose and focus of the report

2. Explain the strengths and weaknesses of the report

3. Explain what the second team would have done differently

4. In addition to analyzing the report, also Explain the utility or non-utility of the CCPM to the field of public administration

3) Following are the assignments for the third team:

a. Have the third team link to “Local Governance” (http://www.wrrb,org/Governance/)  

b. Then have the third team link to “Oh Manager, Where Art Thou? Best Practices for Selecting a City Manager” (http://www.wrrb.org/Reports/CCPM -04-07.pdf) 

c. Then have the third team accomplish the following:

i. Analyze the report and in your analysis, include the following:

1. Explain the purpose and focus of the report

2. Explain the strengths and weaknesses of the report

3. Explain what the third team would have done differently

4. In addition to analyzing the report, also Explain the utility or non-utility of the CCPM to the field of public administration

4) Allow each team 45-60 minutes to present their findings, using PowerPoint, and to respond to questions and comments


After all of the presentations and discussion, the professor should summarize what transpired in the classroom for all of the meetings, which addressed performance measurement.  If time permits, a PowerPoint presentation could be presented, which summarizes the salient points of citizen derived performance measurement.  The authors have developed such a presentation and are happy to share it with interested parties.  This professor presented briefing would close out the students introduction to performance measurement.  Table 2 provides a summary of the overall method for covering the subject across all class meetings.

Table 2: Summary of Method 

	MEETING
	IN-CLASS TIME

(In Hours)
	STUDENT PREPARATION

TIME (In Hours)
	METHODS

(Includes all Listed)
	BLOOM’S COMPETENCY LEVELS

	1
	1
	0
	PowerPoint presentation (PPP)
	Knowledge

	2
	2
	6-8
	Readings

PPP

Socratic questions
	Knowledge

	4
	2
	6-8
	Readings

Socratic questions
	Comprehension Application Analysis

	6
	3
	8-10
	Readings

Student team activities

Student oral presentations
	Comprehension

Application Analysis

	8
	3
	8-10
	Readings

Student team activities

Student oral presentations
	Comprehension

Application Analysis


Summary

The public sector is currently experiencing an era of intense focus on performance measurement and performance management.  During this era, there is a call to get the citizen involved in this process of performance measurement.  Assuming this is true, and accepting the fact that many of our MPA students are either already involved in public management or striving to be hired into the public sector, it appears appropriate to at least introduce them to these concepts of performance measurement and citizen involvement.   The authors have provided one method to begin this introductory process.  They have purposely elected the first required course in Troy’s MPA program.  Accepting this as the first step in the process of moving MPA students up Bloom’s Taxonomy of Learning in the area of performance measurement and citizen participation, the authors see a need to continue the learning process in other courses in the MPA program.

Recommendations

To assist in the presentation of the described process, the authors recommend the assistance of Blackboard or similar course management software to help provide the required readings for the students.  The authors have used this technique in their traditional class offerings and find this technique to be useful in achieving desired learning outcomes.  Further, the authors strongly suggest that their recommended method be adopted, evaluated, modified for improvement.  In addition, the authors see a need for continued research and communications in this area of informing MPA students concerning the dual requirements of performance measurement and citizen involvement.  They see a need to improve and expand this process, continuing the process in other courses in MPA programs.  The authors do recommend that the introductory course be the beginning of the process and that instructors should use this experience to build advanced instruction into other courses.
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