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Decision Making in
Public Organizations

HAL G. RAINEY, JoHN C. RONQUILLO,
AND CLAUDIA N. AVELLANEDA

Decisions in government organizations can have broad impacts on the public
Interest, so the decision-making processes in public organizations merit analysis.
Yet, while major scholars have contributed important essays and observations, very
few empirical studies have focused on distinctive aspects of decision making in
public organizations as contrasted with other organizations such as business ﬁ@s.
Actually, major scholars have asserted that they differ very little from business in
Organizational processes such as decision making. This chapter will first address
this matter of whether the public sector presents a distinctive context for dec?s?on
making. We will discuss the meaning of a ‘public’ organization as a decision
context, and the claims people make about the characteristics of this context
‘h:clt affects decision making. Then the chapter reviews scholars’ observations a‘nd
f?Wdence from empirical studies about the distinctive nature of decision making
1 public organizations. We will describe how people in public organizati?ns (?ften
tNgage in ‘rational’ decision processes in wellstructured and routine situations,
and these decisions resemble those in similar situations in business firms. Then
the chapter addresses the limits of rationality assumptions for public organizations,
ad the need for contingency perspectives. Such perspectives, exemplified by

James ThomPSOIl’s framework, take into account such factors as the level of goal

'zlgref:mem and technical knowledge. Then we review additional.al.temauvesdf:;
aonungency perspectives, including prospect theory and pohhf{qnsuc theorymine
nalysts have applied to some governmental settings. In addition, we exa

PR . : nd
ZCSearc}, Indicating the importance of issue type and salience, E}Hd mtffm?lll athe
I.Xtemal Constraints on decision processes. Then we review major topics .
erature lude the debate over 1n-

On public sector decision-making. These inc
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THE DisT
INCTIVE CONTEXT OF PuBLIC ORGANIZATIONS
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others. Congress included in some of this legislation sharp limits on the use of
these financial resources to support bonuses and financial compensation packages
for leaders and employees of these foundering financial institutions. In the media
and through other channels, critics berated the massive bonuses and compensation
that these institutions had paid, even as the organizations failed. The President and
Members of Congress had publicly objected to having the taxpayers’ money go to
pay high bonuses for the executives of the ‘private’ firms. While the federal invest-
ment in the private companies blurred the distinction between the public category
(i.e. the government category) and the private business category, at the same time it
brought the public versus private distinction into sharper focus. With public money
came more public control, including government intervention into the compensa-
tion decisions in the business firms.

Still, we face a challenge in clarifying the meaning of public and private organiza-
tions. (We will focus on this distinction and leave the nonprofit category out of the
discussion for present purposes.) The ‘generic’ perspective among mjany organi‘za-
tion theorists fails to recognize the observations of numerous authors in economics
and political science who treat government agencies as fundamentally distinct from

private firms. As one of many examples, in his very widely cited book, Inside Bureau-
ion of why ‘nonmarket’

cracy, Anthony Downs (1967: Chapter IV) raised the quest .
organizations must perform important social functions in modern societies, and
why business organizations that sell goods on markets ca

organizations such as regulatory agencies must deal with ¢ b
and water pollution, which impose costs and benefits external to an exchange be-

tween a business firm and its customers. Government organizations have to provide
collective or public goods such as national defense and enfqrcement of contracts.
Such goods provide benefits or costs to everyone in the area in which they are pro-
vided. Thus they cannot be sold to individuals at a market price, and government
funds them with some of the taxes that citizens pay. Government also must provide

1 . . . afe
protection for consumers in certain instances (for example, by ensuring the safety
and order, deal with instabilities

of foods and drugs), create a framework of law ¢
and deficiencies in the market economy (see the example abe»ve about governmen
intervening to support failing private firms), and ot‘her essential goods and Setni,{f;(s;:
Prominent authors have analyzed such distinctions between governmen
tions and roles as contrasted with those of private firms. OV"C.I" half.a cent“?’ ig?,
Dahl and Lindblom (1953), two of the most prominent po‘htlcal %aenﬂsts (r)mtn :{::
era, distinguished between ‘enterprises’ (private ﬁ@s) and ‘agencies (gf:;eand en-
agencies). They pointed out that in modern political economies agte :)flanizations
terprises represent two poles or extremes of a complex continuum Th : ‘hybrid’
that mix characteristics of business firms and government agencics. fset c) utili-
forms include business firms heavily regulated by government }(le.g..icelige state-
ties), or enterprises in which government holds some stock. Ot i‘: tlion organiza-
Owned enterprises such as govemment-owned banks and o nSpgle distinction be-
tions (airlines, railroads). While these hybrid forms Comphcatle £
tween agencies and enterprises, there are still plenty of examples O

these two types
. are
of organizations, which present no confusion over whether they

government or
business organizations.

nnot do so. Government
externalities’ such as air
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Wamsley and Zald (1973
They pointed out that the
component distinctions —
zations as those that gove

) offered an additional clarification of the distincti(.)n.
public-private distinction actually includes tyvo major
ownership and funding. We can think of public organi-

currency, regulate private Organizational activities

tions. Of course these patterns j
(DoD) relying on private contr.
revenues through sales (of surpl i
sion, policing, and fire fighting i
can easily clarify what is ‘public’ or ’
not. We can consider private organizati ivate,
mental owners and /or stockholders i i i
sales to customers at 3 Price. We really do not have to puzzle over whether a great
many organizations, such as IBM, Mi

i ypes of organizations, there are organizations owned
Y through private sources such as sales to cus-

S. al Service). Other organizations, such as defense
contractors, are Privately owned but geta very la

sources from government contracts. Again, these two types of organizations render
inadequate a s istincti

do not obviate such

out that alj Organizations have some degree of publicness
Ultimately, all of these methods o

f distinguishing between public and private or-
ganizations lead o similar ¢ i

onclusions. We cap designate public organizations as
those Organizations that government ‘own
and operated under th

s’ in the sense that they are establishe‘d

¢ authority of government, and that they receive most of their

financial resources from governmental sources such as legislative allocations from
taxes that citizens Pay. Private organizations are pn'vately owned and receive most of
their financi resources from sales 1o customers or donations. When we gener: ali.ZC
about public ang private Organizations we are referring to these two types, recogniz-
ing the existence of the hybrid and intermediate forms as complications. Whether
Seneralizations aboyy ghe Public and private Categories apply to those organizations
ority and public funding for the particular

uestion
. ce do such differences make» As Previously mentioned, in general,
public Organizations Operate under th

thorization
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These conditions in turn influence organizations’ structures and processes. In
the absence of market indicators and influences, and in the presence of political
control and oversight, public organizations’ goals are often more difficult to specify
and measure, more complex and multifaceted, and more conflicting than the goals
of private organizations. The authority of leaders in public organizations tends to
be more limited, by external political interventions and controls and shifts in the
elf:.ctlon results, and through structures of constraints such as constitutional limi-
tations, and system-wide personnel and purchasing rules that limit administrative

such i ivi epinds . . :
h incentives as pay and dxscxphnary actions, and a stronger role for incentives to

;:ari\:e;lgo%gl))?ic interest and provide services beneficial to society (e.g. Feeney and

Assertions and evidence about decision, making in public organizations

ifg;;};:t 01;‘;3::1(2)1;5 ab‘out‘ differences between public and private organizations

, ganizations should haye distinct decision-making processes
cal interventions and constraints and more diverse,
pports such assertions. Although it shows that the
sses of public organizations often resemble those of
leates that major decisions in public organizations
dynamism, intervention, and interruption than those in

Private organizations, it also in
involve more complexity,

about thj
decisiot:ins'agi;yp‘;ztt:sgg‘::ry gfganilaﬁonal scholars (e.g. Daft, 2007) analyze
contingencies or conditions s 2 contingency perspective. Under som¢
deciSion-making Processes ,Oltllllanagers can successfully adopt highly rationalized
tured approachag and & - Uthers involve toq much uncertainty for such struc-
€quire more complex, intuitive decision making. This sort

()f dlStlIlCthll can help to explaln hOS p
W de(ZlSl()Il rocesses can be t
dlfiel e€nt in publlc Olganlzatl()ﬂs as

meani i ; ;
ngs and dimensions, but we can specify that a strictly

rational decisio i

é n-making proce i

. . $S woul rolv :

Decision makers know uld involve the following components.

€rences among the goals ::(;}le relevant goals clearly, and they also know their pref-
means for achieving N rank order the goals. They examine all alternative

€ goal
the goals with minimum §xPesx’13Tltd Chof0 resons hcans that maximize aainment of
1ture o resources

1ese Str 1Ct C()“dluons are Seld()"l me €X (fpt m Su’lple s]tuaUOIl ’ h
t C uc
thdt Suc]l SllllathHS quu"e dCCISIOIls aH ”le ll'llle. P]ll)l]( agenCICS appl)
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techniques when they have consultants or in-house experts analyze work processes
to design more efficient, effective work procedures. Public Service Centers of the
Social Security Administration, for example, needed a system for keeping track of
the huge number of file folders for clients as the folders move around to various
employees who process the clients’ claims. Consultants working with the agency de-
veloped a system for putting bar codes on the file folders, so that the codes could be
read into the computer with a scanner wand at each work location. This recorded
the folder’s location and created a record of the location of each file within the
system,

Similarly, ‘management science’ techniques have wide applications in govern-
ment (Downs and Larkey, 1986). These techniques involve mathematical models or
other highly structured procedures for decision making about design of work ﬂo'ws
and queuing processes. Over the years, discussions of such techniques emphasize
the greater difficulty of achieving successful applications in government because of
such factors as vague performance criteria and political interventions (Drake, 1972;
Morse and Bacon, 1967). For many technical areas of govemmel'lt fvork, however,
these techniques have applications that are just as useful as those in 1ndustr?'. Some
have led to prize-winning, highly successful applications (Bell, 2003). These mcll(l;de
aYale University professor’s development of the diagnostic related groups (DB )
that provide product definitions for the output of hospital‘& In 1983, Medlc?rflf
adopted DRGs that by 1990 saved more than $50 billion in Medicare hospita
Payments. The HASTUS bus crew scheduling system is now used in 200 c13;¢s
around the world. Other highly successful applications haye' f,'nha‘rilcc’;i1 r(;fjine
exchange programs used in drug addiction programs, organizing an lslc ¢ ) rafﬁ§
Ofmilitary aircraft operations such as refuelings, and a system for controlling
flows on ex ressways in japan. .

Many of tI;le progosalsJ f(I))r improving government operations ove(r1 th_e _[())E:l ;Z‘;(Ci;agl
decades advocated approaches that involve elements of rational decisi

) :dential directive ordering
(Downs and Larkey, 1986). Lyndon Johnson issued a premdc;)r:ztliz;n p;emented o the

that the plannin and program budgeting system (PPBS) 1 .
bf‘dgeﬁnz procesgses of ?edegrral agenfes. PPBS involves 2 Sy“emaﬁflf Zﬁfbﬁgirf:s
Nzing budget requests according to major programs, with the I;Defense had used
for those programs specified and justified. The Dep an’ment ., Problems in imple-
the system with some success prior to President Johnson's orfdel‘- e;:rs later, however.
Menting PPBS more widely led to the order’s cancellation e?il};e use of zero-based
en Jimmy Carter campaigned for president, he propos ol over federal spend-
Pudgeting (ZBB) techniques as a way of exerting greater COI:ﬁn of various activities
Ing. This technique involves looking at the requests for fun vegry systematic, ratio-
B if thejr funding levels were zero. The idea 1s to force 'ans rather than simply
nal reviey of major commitments and possible reallocatl(; e into usc in any
aking existing programs for granted. The procedure neve
Significant way,
Others have proposed that the public secto
BO) techniques as well as the private .seCtO
oo techniques involve careful negotiation an
O individuals and units, with performance €va

can use management by objectives
: does (Rodgers and Hunter, 192.)?).
rd speciﬁcation of pri'mary obJ;cul: Z,S.
Juations concentrating on whet

J—
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those objectives have been achieved (Swiss, 1991). The Government Performance
and Results Act of 1993 is still in effe

Where conditions are conducive to
processes can clearly succeed in the
however, such as broad implementatio
public sector conditions of diffuse go
Plex programs often overwhelm such

such techniques, highly ‘rational’ decision
public sector. Under some circumstances,
n of budgeting and planning programs, the
als, political complications, and highly com-
highly rationalized procedures.

Paying for them to oth
public bureaucracy,

widely cited academ
oOrganizations striye udgets (Niskanen, 1971) and tend toward
ngidity (Downs, 196 i i

these assertions has
indicates thag they

public bureaucmcies, are simply Inaccurate (Blais and Dion 1991; Bendor and
Moe, 1985). )

~ they are intendedly rational. Cognitive limits,
of *bounded par; line ’ ho“'e“'er, cause them to decide under Condiuo'ns

poonality’, 'I,he’ O not maximjze in accordance with rationality
* 21€y undertake 5 limited search among alternatives
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et caveiut exph tion of goals and a strategy for m on of bounded ratio-
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Lty i tmess e, foul-lu see below that some ev.ldenc’(la‘he discussion above
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ot e e o'ften prft?izl andgcharacteristics of public org
about the distinctive co

i is should be the case.
numerous explanations for why this
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e . . ng
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formation and uncertain ¢
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ves. James . . ecision-
i i lysis of numerous alternatt Jress these variations. D
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: e decision
2007: 426) suggested a contingenc;(f,rra:i?ﬁzzcr)xrsions: the degree t;:(}ll lrcn}:fft::‘s-ﬂsnds or
making contexts vary along th mdgtgr ee to which they un?ﬁ:s have well-developed
makers agree on goals, and :h:t is, the degree to which t d);iCCOmpliSh the tasks.
cause—effect relationships — how t(; solve the problems an high, very rational P”’;
technical knowledge aboz:ltlt ;)nd technical knowledge are th the problem o
Where both goal agreem

. each year wi . State
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anal ; . .. .

o Zifesr rtl)ftifore;gn pohcyf decision making. They represent, however, interest-

T ligese e: ves for ?jlnalysm of decisions in public organizations more generally.

and coflsisgizt[ilzes meh-lde Prospect Theory (PT), Poliheuristic Theory (PH),
ns of issue ;

constraints, type and salience, and of external context and

As do other contin i
‘ gency theories, Prospect Theory (PT) al i
ston makers have cognitive limitations thap el vl e o deck

the status quo due o a gain (Levy, 1992 284)

Although PT }

1as b i .

bargaining behavior, H‘:ﬁfiltaapph?d to quest'lons about deterrence, crisis stability,
planatory i ATy action, and diplomatic disputes, it has potential ex-

budget, reputation credibility,

tal anaiyses assign a concrete value and probability
» however, values and probabilities are
f alternatives, (3) While in experimen-
al life conditions continuously change

ions. Finally,
Y In order to test how framing influences behav-
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Like prospect theory, poliheuristic theory (PH) also explains decision making
by assuming that it employs both screening processes and more rational processes.
In the work of Mintz (1993), subsequently extended by Mintz et al. (1997), Mintz
and Geva (1997), Reed (2003), and Brule (2005) among others, PH focuses on
development of alternatives and choice. The term poliheuristic combines the prefix
poly, which connotes both ‘many’ and the ‘political’ nature of decision making, and
the word heurisitic, which denotes ‘shortcuts’ (Mintz and Geva, 1997: 82, 84). The
PHassumes that the decision-making process consists of two stages. In the first one,
the decision maker cognitively screens the alternatives to discard some of them,
thus simplifying the decision matrix. Left with fewer choices, the decision maker
compares the alternatives’ expected utility to make a more rational decision (Mintz,
1993; Mintz and Geva, 1997; Reed, 2003).

In doing so, the decision maker performs five sequential processes (Mintz, 1993;
2004; Mintz and Geva, 1997; Reed, 2003; Stern, 2004). (1) Initially, decision makers
employ a ‘nonholistic search’ by using a ‘heuristic decision rule’ rather than ahfull
comparison of alternatives. (2) Because decision makers favor certain dimensions
over others, they conduct ‘dimension-based processing’ to discard those altemaiti.ves
that fail to meet their minimum requirements on key dimension(s). (3) Decision
makers follow a ‘noncompensatory decision rule’, that is, an alternative’s high rank-
ing on an irrelevant dimension (s) does not compensate for its failure to fulﬁli the
requirements on key dimension(s). Usually, the noncompensatory principle is to
oid political loss, that is, the political dimension. (4) The decisiori maker adopts
a ‘satisfying behavior’, stopping the search when an alternative satisfies }hem. Fi-
nally, (5) the above process is characterized by an ‘order-sensitive search i)ecause
decisions are sensitive to the order and the manner in which the alternatives are
Presented (Mintz, 1993; 2005; Mintz and Geva, 1997; Reed, 2003; Stern, 2004).

In addition to its extensive application in foreign policy decision making, PH
has been applied to state and local decisions (Christensen and Marlowe,.2004i,
National security decisions, foreign economic decisions, as well as domestic d;c;l-
Stons (Astorino-Courtois and Trusty, 2000; DeRouen, 2003; Sathasivam, .2003).'
Tesearch has employed a variety of methodologies ranging from case studies (Mmtzi
193), large-N comparative studies (DeRouen and Sprecher, 9004), and experimen
al analysis (Mintz and Geva, 1997).

}TH also receives criticism. Stern (2004), for example, ¢ - and
Plain hoy problems are detected, when problems are framed in term of gains ?ual
IOSSC‘.S- Healso points out that PH neglects consideration of the impact of COﬂ;Ciher
anq Institutional variables on the elimination of alternatives. St(?m (2_0.04) fu ors
objects to its overemphasis on the constraining role of domestic political fac deri
Such as politicat support. Hence, for Stern (2004) domestic factors act as mt?onal
0rs rather than inhibitors. Finally, the PH neglects the role of trzz)rﬁf;)?no-alu).
€aders, a5 they can change constraints into opportunities (Stern, 2Of ,m resting

¢ 'C’.iﬁCiSms of PH should not discourage public sector scholarsv or_(s)tage process
ngpt;)ls;tloxis when analyzing policymaking p rocess. The idea Zia ?z:ctors that merit
claims of a noncompensatory dimension are among m y

mO!‘e T . .. .. :
¢search in explaining decision making.

highlights its failure to cx-
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OTHE
R FACTORS INFLUENCING PusLIC DEcision-MakiNGg

Issue type/salience

Context- ;
; Envzronmental/external constraints

Like is
Sue type, e
Xternal
of the envi ’ contexts can i

vironment i . n influence decis; .

In which . € decision maki i

an organization operates on ma ng. :r(}ilf? lnﬂuellllce
nagers’ decisions has

been anal
yzed by scholarshj )
o) and private sector s (ffoon organizational performance in the public (Boyne

erfel, . . urgeoj .
1989; Hrebinijak and Joy geois, 1‘954, Calpon et al., 1990; Hansen and Wern-
ts of exte 7095 Lenz, 1981: Petti
B ' mal ¢ ; Pettigrew, 1987).
. oyne and his colleagues (20‘())’11Str?lnts on leaders’ decisigl maki 7)- These w orks
ernal constraing ; ), ‘theories th 1 aking. According to
mply that “force of ¢ci at emphasize the importance of ex-

, rcums »

quendy, given gt (BOYDE, 2001: 850560 con . \C2VES Managers with limited
organizag; € external constrajng  See also Andrews et al., 2005). Conse-

q ations are swept along I, » leaders are left with limj o U
© not accept this i g by events that ae beyond thei imited choices because
(1987) for €xample, pro § role of constraints, how):eve Helr CQDUOI. Some analysts
s pose a voluntaristic view thatr .su;;rn b;1 n;k and Finkelsteln
. ests that organizational

Ie'lders
4 can make u I.
they contj Qualified decisq .
) inue havin N making § .
g substantia] g; 8 i their respon
IsCretion, ponse to external events, as

Nevertheless, (1,
. . > ere exists .
tonship (Hrebip; considerab]
niak y € suppo )
local governmengs ina;ig {O)Ce, 1985, Pettigprlé wrtlf;)g;he constraints—choice rela-
ate that constrajn g ha’ve an )i.I:Ome studies of English
pact on interlocalities’

variations in expenditure decisions (Danziger, 1978; Sharpe and Newton, 1984;
Barnett et al., 1992; Boyne et al,, 2001) and on inter-localities’ variations in pub-

oo (Boyne 1996). The work of Andrews et al. (2005) also supports the

lic policy, t
ting that organizational

constraint-organizational behavior relationship by sugges
performance is not only attributable to decisions made by local policymakers but
also to the external constraints. They test their proposition across several English
local governments demonstrating that external constraints — such as social diversity,
size, and economic propensity of the population - affect localities’ decisions and,

in turn, their performance. Specifically, localities with diverse service needs find it
osperity are con-

more difficult to perform well, while large size and economic pr

ducive to high performance (Andrews et al., 2005: 653). Others, such as Hannan
and Freeman (1984), argue that environmental pressure alter the organizational
‘periphery’ while leaving the ‘core’ intact. That is, external constraints affec.t or-
ganization’s structure and processes but not its values nor strategies. Besides issue
type and context, decision making also varies depending on the process employed
by public managers. The next section describes some of these processes.

DECISION-MAKING PROCESSES IN PUBLIG ORGANIZATIONS
Incremental decision-making processes in public
management and public policy

Probably because of the higher frequency of bounded rationality c.o'ndmons' in
government, political scientists have debated whether govemmen't decxslon-m'al.img
processes follow an incremental pattern. This perspective on pub!lc sector dec_lslf)ns
has features similar to those of the bounded rationality perspective and has §1mllar
intellectual origins. Incrementalism in decision making means concentrating on

i - . . . in
increments to existing circumstances, ot relatively limited changes frf)m existing
ocess has this character-

conditi t the policymaking pr .
itions. Those who contend tha policym o seldom receive much

istic areue that maior changes to federal budget categori :
gue that major © one formulating the budget concentrate on the lim-

consideration. Instead, the officials ] .
ited increments, up and down, proposed in any given year. Polxcyrlilake(r)sr en:)stnf:
the size of the changes that they propose. The bigger the 'change, ;) e "L Polirt)i[Zal
sition it stirs up and the more complex the task of analyzing the change. !
P haracterizes the poli-

.. . : Iy ¢
scientists have debated whether incrementalism accurately ¢ g ettee
cymaking and budgeting processes. In addition, they debate its desirability. S0m<

i i ining among active political
argue that incremental processes stimulate useful bargamning :
1 onsidered radical changes. Others com

groups and officials and guard against ill-c _'
plainpthat they make theg:olicyrig:;king and budgeting proc:;ssesl itcci):S conservative
aer(Ilv;hortsighted and too supportive of1 ex [i(?b . an‘increment _
e debate became mired in difficulties ! e
how large a change has to be to be large. It has led to the concrlll(l)stl;)lr:;al;;).\;;ilr;
that policy and budgetary changes tend to be incremem.al bl;: 3;6 oA
drastic cuts in some portions of the federal budget durl.ng t']f ;a tge O owever
tion, along with fairly sharp increases in military spending, 1us

isting coalitions an
about what is mean
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;)Irllg Eefmﬁes an increment, cuts or increases can
€Ir agenci i
gencies (Rubin, 1985). More generally, however, the decision-making

sus a"d Supp()r[ Far'rea
. Chln ,» O
g I‘lglnal prOcedureS aIld goals e"Ol;e S g I

Need for political s
tecc upport often oy
tve impact. Thus, i formulatin i

sions — ; 1 :
tern:ti that is, they must satisfice — after examin-
 ente Vfls. Often they rely heavily on past practice.

r the dec1510n-making process through the in-

: tic . :
(.Rosenblf)om Kravchuck, 4 $ worry about the Implications of such an approach

. /) .
tists , ithi . .
> Usually apply th g pr; 0“556’13 within organizations. Political scien-
entalism to th . li
95 . I 1singhani, ap € process of creating public
° Major decisions iy, d Theoret (1976), on the other hand, studied

I at any of’ t:loving throug.h certain general

. € stages, causing the process to
n phase involves recognizing and di-
ent phase, a search process identifies
N Orgar?ilzzl;jsomﬁon' Finally, in the sel.ection
Oows Smooth]on mal.«.:s a formal commitment
¥ Decision interrupts make the
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decision-making process choppy and cyclical. An internal interruption may block
diagnosis of a problem. Even when a solution has been designed, a new option may
pop up and throw the process back. For example, a new executive may come in
and refuse to authorize a decision that is otherwise ready for implementation. An
external interruption such as a government mandate may cause higher executives
to push a proposal back for further development.

This incremental decision-making model has been used in research comparing
private managers with managers from public and nonprofit organizations. Schwenk
(1990) used it to analyze the managers’ perceptions about decision processes in
their organizations. He found that compared to the private business managers,
public and nonprofit managers reported more interruptions, recycling to earlier
phases, and conflicts in the decision processes in their organizations. This finding is
consistent with other studies of decision making (e.g. Hickson et al., 1986) that have
found that executive-level decisions in government organizations are more ‘public’.
More different authorities (chief executives, legislators) and interests (€.g. ac.lvo-
cacy groups) can influence the decision process. Legal and institutional constraints
inﬂuence the process. For example, laws sometimes mandate the particip.atlon of
Interest and advocacy groups in the decision process. The political a.ppo.mtmem
Process provides chief executives with authority to appoint top executives In marny
government agencies. These executives tend to have shorter tenure in office than
business executives. This calls to mind Mintzberg et al.’s (1976) example of a new
(op executive taking charge, as a source of decision interrupts.

Mixed scanning

T.he value of rational decision processes in some conditions, but th ;
bility in others, creates an obvious tension. So does the trade-off betweer} mcrt:i-
Mentalism, and more approaches that are more rational in the sense of setting an
Pursuing long-term, broadly strategic goals. Etzioni (1967; 1986) proposed aln ag:
Proach aimed at reaching a balance between incremenatalism and l(')ng—term, ;l)rgt 1
scale goal setting. He argued that administrators and other officials make bo

decisions hat implications and decisions of more lim-
) at have large-scale, long-term implica iy sclected by he former.

1t€c_l Scope. The latter often follow major directions alrea Dy e O
001 suggested that decision makers strive, through ‘mixed scanning’, to recog
::de &E} € points at which they concentrate on brf)ader,
OS¢ at which they focus on more specific, incremen
gf;lnrt of larger directions. Decision makers need to {nix‘ both ped o tes 0 pIe-
¢ 1o conduct broad considerations of many major issues an e el
o the shortsightedness of incrementalism. Yet such broad scans cann(())re e
anzlfioplprehensive analysis required by highly rationa-l model(si; thus m
YSIs must follow on decisions within areas of pressing need.

eir inapplica-

longer range alternatives
tal decisions that ar¢ 2
rspectives, taking the

The garbage can model

The . . I
rath, tendency (o regard major organizational decisions a5 Corxr:lpen
< than smoothly rational now dominates the manage

ex and dynamic
¢ literature, a5
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.. I political activi
bargamxng and conflict among coaliticoir;tzl\zzlclhgel%eg;)uy upposed, with extensive

These observati .
hizational decgtt;orr:xsaliYOlved into th_e garbage can model. It holds that in orga-
techniques, equinmme t1ng, ParUC}patlon, preferences, and technology (know.h(ia;l
pment) are ambiguous, uncertain, and rapidly changing These,

conditions occur 1o :
especially in ‘loos
ely coupled’ izati A
an:li gOYemment agencies (Weick, 15;]79- l\fl) edh organtzations such as universiites
and units have lpgse connectj ; March and

them. People come and go in decision-
oblems and potential solutions come and go
Oopportunities also come up — a cominittee
manager may look for work to do. A solu-

' ittees. Pr.
» @8 conditions ch

ange. Choic
may look for decisions to m .

) ak
tion may go looking for pr e &

oblem: 3

clearly where and when it applies.
Oii‘isgerd (without explaining) that the e el
ost of t};ganlzatfon§ (March and Olsen, 1976;
nizations and Ce apphcanOns have concentrated on
s and to alf g LCL At times they also suggest
the model for re:E:irllll-Z ations (March and Olsen, 1986
o B Ing too metaphorical, imprecise,
lp?ers_of the Perspective di?; ( eendor, Moe, and Shotts, 2001) I;I though thg devel-
Plications for pub;c man gree (Olsen, 2001). Still, th ’ 18, v

gement. As discussed below Ijircnk:grexlaha(; Lr?porltlamglllr:s-
> nd his collea

(1986) found
that this type
i o f decisi .
public OTrganizations thanpin (;)ﬁ(:':lmf;)n.makmg Process occurs more frequently in
€ firms.

vork, they g
Y to public ang educ);\tiu
h,dand Olsen, 1972). M.
: and milit ‘
;hat it :?Pplies to busings (i)irga
2). _Cnncs have attacked
and Internally contradicto

Cohen’ Marc
educational
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Strategic management

In some ways representing a trend countervailing the empbhasis on incremental or
chaotic processes in other perspectives, the topic of strategic decision making in
the public sector has advanced prominently in recent decades, and government
agencies at all levels engage in it (Berry and Wechsler, 1995; Bryson, 2004). In the
US, the Government Performance and Results Act requires all federal agencies to
publish strategic plans that specify goals and performance measures that reflect
upon progress towards those goals. Many state governments have similar mandates
for state government agencies. Many states governments also undertake kindred
processes of specifying performance measures that involve goal-setting, or perfor-
mance budgeting initiatives (see Moynihan, 2008; Melkers and Willoughby, 2005).
Debates and controversies swirl around issues of how meaningful these activities are,
as opposed to amounting to ceremonial exercises (Moynihan, 2008). The strategic
decision-making processes do require decision making about long term g(?als or
strategic issues, and about means for pursuing them. Hence they l)‘ec§)me impor-
tant as decision processes within government agencies. The growth in interest and
practice has spawned two streams of activity, one that involves the developmem‘of
prescriptive frameworks to guide strategic decision making, and another that in-
volves research on the nature and effects of strategic decision processes.

Prescriptive frameworks for strategic management. Management consultants and ex-

perts propose a variety of approaches for developing strategy (Brxson and Ro'ermg,
1996). Bryson (2004) concludes that managers can apply them in the public sec-
tor (although with several provisos, discussed below). Some of the mo@e'ls, such as
that of the Boston Consulting Group, focus on high—le\fe.l corporate decisions a:)?ut
the relative priority of the corporation’s business activities. '-l"he Bostlon C0n§u t.mg
Group’s ‘portfolio model’ exhorts executives to treat the mix of business units 1n a

large corporation as if they represented stocks in an individual s portf.oho of assets.
n on two dimensions — market

Executives assess the business units in the corporatio : :

growth and size of market share. The units high on both of these dxmen519n5 ?rﬁ
‘Stars’; they should receive priority attention and reinvestme‘nt of Qroﬁts. Ux:t‘sdx:ts'
small shares in slow-growing markets — low on both key dimensions = o 5
and candidates for divestiture. Mixed situations PrOVide. opportunitics ffﬁ S{rate]? C[
shifting of resources. A unit with a high market share 1n a slowly growing n:.a'rﬁzs
brings in a lot of money but does not have strong growth prospects. '.I'hels]e ac mide
should be treated as ‘cash cows’ and used to provide rgsources for units that ptr?gt ”
growth opportunities. Units that are in a rapidly growing ma'rket b?t;fur;;s)from
command of a large share of it should be considered for infusions ot

other units, especially the cash cows.
Ring (1988) applied a modified portfo
He used ‘tractability of the problem’ an
Where problems are manageable and pu
seek to gain resources that they can then use to
problems in settings where public support is high but the pro

lio model to public sector strategy mal.cing.
d ‘public support’ as the key dimensions.

blic support is high, public x.nanagers can
o deal with more difficult policy
blem is very difficuit
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:: :li)lt\;e;}:/};}:ft:}rlz pu})ll? support and tractability are both low, public managers simply
that strategic pzﬂz::sty Vji‘i‘;aziffrf(:l;?:(:red?mbtlems}‘l Silrlnﬂarly’ T (1958) T e
iy e Ing to whether the time horizon for the
sn anytidpatesd l:zgi r()ornsr}rllzqut:nd whether the policy plays out within a disruptive or
ho%t:rer rjff;o:;llest emphasize different levels and issues (Bryson, 2004). Stake-
o rg anizl;ti approaches, for e)‘(ample, analyze how key stakeholders
b incmdi i gn 211nd form strategies to deal with each stakeholder. (Stake-
suich a2 tmione e ;a s or grou'ps who have a major interest in an organization,
proaches analyz,e o ff‘:rs, suppl‘lers, and regulators.) Competitive analysis ap-
and supplers s o If T forces acting on an industry, such as the power of buyers
ing onelr fr,o o gC Omcoglpeutlve advantage through such strategies as differentiat-
o idenﬁfying o’ S};Eet(z;s (Porter, 1998.). Strategic issues management focuses
s objectives amd e sh at appear' crucial to an organization’s ability to achieve
118 ow a working group in the organization will respond to

t.hese 1ssues alld Iesolve the (o) €c BI ySOIl 200 4! ar }
) m. (F T more d.etall, S >

Application : .
rategi m;gj;g::?ltziz: i::lf}? agem;y? tin the public sector. Numerous frameworks for
Backoff, 199 € public sector are now available (Bryson, 2004; Nuttand

2). They tend to focus on such

eme ’ .
Eg,e inVI;;vi:iOl}llI:)w(tShMG) typl‘cally manages the process and must
expect to achieve. Usually the ¢ strategic analysis will proceed, and what they
facilitator - 5 Consultant };('11 pr Ocedu.re requires a structured group process and a
begins with 3 prelimin skilled in helping gr oups make decisions. The SMG usually

ary assessment of the history and current status of the organi-

zation to produce
general stat ..
suggests that for public or. statement of the organization’s mission. Bryson (2004)

garTizatio“’s mandates thianllagons, this‘ Step requires a careful review of the or-
legislation and regulations ]{egulrefnents imposed by external authorities through
and can also provide insi h his review can clarify what external authorities dictate
of a public hospital whoginttseabom new approaches. For example, representatives
private health services may ﬁn:ipret their ‘mandate as forbidding competition with
in;\:r:i;mg toward the miss; upon review that they ha.ve the authority to do so.
Avironment. It m. » the SMG reviews trends in the operat-

agree on who will

€Xpresses the general P
mitments. Next, the SM
the strengths ang wea
ment to identify opp
choose from an array

urpose of th o
€ organization and its major values and com-

G m

knesse:r:f}‘a t(:z (C)?“du.Ct a SWOT analysis, in which they assess

Ortunities and th ganization and look outward to the environ-
reats facing the organization. The SMG can

nalysis (Nutt and Backoff, 1992). From

€ organization’s ability to achieve a dé-
the group develops plans for managing
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- sorts of interventions and constraints describe

these issues (Nutt and Backoff, 1992). A wide variety of public sector organizations
have used this approach to strategic planning (Bryson, 2004; Boschken, 1988).

Analytical research on managerial strategies in the public sector. In addition to recom-
mending procedures, researchers have studied the strategies that public organiza-
tions pursue and how their strategic decisions actually develop. Some of these stud-
ies show the effects of ‘public’ status on strategy. In their study of strategic decisions
in 30 British organizations, Hickson and his colleagues (1986) found that strategic
decision-making processes in publicly owned service and manufacturing organiza-
tions differed from those in private service and manufacturing firms. The public
organizations follow a ‘Vortex-sporadic’ decision-making process. This involves
more turbulence, more shifting participation by a greater diversity of inte‘rnal and
external interests, more delays and interruptions, and more formal 'and informal
interaction among participants. The type of decision made a great difference, but
sodid the distinction between service and manufacturing organizations. The.results
indicate that the public sector context does impose on strategic decision makmg the
d earlier in this chapter. The ﬁn'dmgs
are consistent with other analyses of the distinctive context of strateg?'c planning in
the public sector, which observe that strategic planners in the pub.llc sector must
consider a broader scope of impact and a more diverse and attentive set of stake-

holders (Nutt and Backoff, 1995). Considerations of market volatility and competi-
d by considerations of need

tion that apply in the private sector need to be replace
for governfnil);tal actisn and responsiveness (Nutt and Backoff, 1995). Nutt ( 1999)
has also identified distinctive patterns of assessing
Berry and Wechsler (1995) conducted a national sur
found that even by the early 1990s the majority of agencic
Strategic planning. The leaders of the agencies had initia
level rather than due to directives from a higher level such as 2 gove:imt)l:’a ' the evi-
10 set program and policy direction. Berry and Wechsler C(?nclude P2t et
dence indicated that strategic planning was successful public sector manag

mnovation. - in

Mascarenhas (1989) studied 187 public and private offshore drl(;h?tg ﬁr;nsaisp
34 countries to analyze their strategic domains (markets served, Proe(;‘ ﬁntyr?s ;pcr-
tomer orientation, and technology applied)- The goverr'lment-own ble customer
ated mainly in domestic markets, with narrow product ll‘nes anddstan ¢ hanges)
bases, Publicly traded private firms (those whose stock 18 tr?f:iedoa e g
were larger, operated in many geographical markets, and O e s but had less
of products. Privately held firms were more like the Sfate'ownf? .ons have greater
stable customer bases. The results indicate that public organization

¢onstraints on their strategic domains.

Other studies have analyzed important varia
Sector. Wechsler and Backoff (1986) studied four state age¢
that they pursued four types of strategies. The Departme bi
followed 5 developmental strategy of enhancing the capabl
8eneral performance of the organization. In the Lransformad

Cpartment of Mental Retardation, professional experts an

alternatives in the public sector.

1 survey of state agencies and
s, about 60 %, employed
ted the process at their
primarily

tions in strategy within the public
ncies in Ohio and found
nt of Natural Resources
lities, resources, and
tional strategy of the
Jegal rights groups
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ﬁi:gicglzci 2311;sttltutlonaliza.ti‘on of the mentally retarded — getting them out of large
manager thosn i(zarllsotl(:nal living condit%ons. The agency transformed itself from a
based programsp T Dae regulator of cllen? services delivered through community-
the media and ﬁ;om - lpartment. of Public Welfare received intense criticism in
strengthened internal g1slators, so its managers followed a protective strategy. They
tions with Lt controls, lowered the agency’s public profile, mended rela-

gislators, and worked to protect funding levels. The Public Utilities

Commission h. re 1 te tll ly p p
s W lCh glla Su.i ici isi
o pncu’lg deClSIOHS, adO ted a OlitiCal Stlateg’
0 M2 115 agenc’ deCISlollS more aCCCptable to consumers

environment that their organizati i
Pearce, 1990; Daft, 2007). ’ ;

Described in more detaj .
include: etail, the four orientations of the Miles and Snow typology

. .

Prospectors: organizations that ‘contin

.. reg,ularl.y €Xperiment with poten
trends’ (Miles and Snow, 1978: 29)

ment, have a keen learning orientag

adopt flexible organisaci
ganizati
Walker, 2004: D aft, 2007)0nal struc

ually search for market opportunities, and
tial responses to emerging environmental
Prospectors often stress product develop-
on and are strong in research, and tend to
tures (Zahra and Pearce, 1990; Boyne and

roving ¢ lfeo;flfri)(?thodf of operation . .. [and] devote primary
1978: 29). They engage in [ aency” of their operations (Miles and Snow,
g¢ 1n little or no product development, work under cen-

tralized authorj
ty, and have liy]
1990; Boyne and Walker, 2004; Ig:frtngl(;g;; cmpowerment (Zahra and Pearce,

* Anal)‘zgy;g- or . .
* Organizations th ; iy
tors and Defenders, Th 2‘1[ typically exhibit characteristics of both Prospec-

» e i
one relatively stable, the yt}(l) D ot (aghes of product market domains,
ers balance efﬁcienéy anc(1) 1 " C-h anging’ (Miles and Snow, 1978: 29). Analyz-
adaptabilit)', and often haveei;im'ng’ rod it cost control with fexibility a0
chcient production for stable product lines while

yet main[aining an e .
mphasis o ..
(Zahra angd Pearce, 1990; paf; f;ag;(;arch’ Creauvity, and innovative risk-taking

* . i
fmclors.. Organizations ‘in v
! Ncertainty occurring in th
esp?nd effectively’ (Miles

attention to imp

thh tOp mana.
€Ir organizatio
and Snow,

gers frequenty perceive change and
: nal environments, but are unable to
978: 29). Reactors have a general lack of

research applies the typology to public sector organizations (Boyne and Walker,
2004; Andrews, Boyne et al., 2005; Meier, O’Toole et al., 2007). Boyne and Walker
(2004) emphasize the importance of a clearer understanding of the strategies of
public service organizations and point out that expectations for more strategic fo-
cus are evident in examples such as the National Performance Review in the United
States (Thompson, 2000) and the ‘Modernisation Agenda’ in the United Kingdom
(Boyne, Kitchener, and Kirkpatrick, 2001). The purpose of their research was to
develop a framework to classify strategies pursued by public organizations. They
define strategy content as patterns of service provision that are selected and imple-
mented by organizations. They posit that strategy does not need to be viewed as a
‘weapon’ that is used to defeat rivals in competitive struggles (Greer and Hoggett,
1999: Boyne and Walker, 2004). Boyne and Walker (2004) asserted that a fran'lework
that has applicability to public organizations will make it possib]e. to 1(.ient1fy and
measure their strategy content. As a dependent variable, their classification schelec
could be used to understand why particular strategies are adopted, and as an in-
dependent variable it can be used in models of organizational performance. Th‘ey
then asserted that the Miles and Snow (1978) typology corresponded closely with
their concept of strategic ‘stance’, although Boyne and Walker’s typology of stﬁ:te-
gic stance includes only Prospectors, Defenders, and Re‘actors (?30)"“5 and Wa' ’e]r,
2004). Boyne and Walker did not attempt to place public organizations e.xclusne y
into one of those categories, but rather their expectation was thi‘it public o;gam—
zations would pursue a mixture of those strategies and that the mix woultﬁ c, ar;Iget
over time as agencies confront new opportunities and challenges. Tbey believe t Z
their criteria are not mutually exclusive, but that they are exhaustive (Boyne an
Walker, 2004). . i .
Boyne and) Walker joined with other colleagues in 'addmonal researhchi\twulz::irg:l:
they applied the Miles and Snow (1978) typology in other reselirc S 4 Boyne
(Andrews, Boyne et al., 2005; Andrews, Boyne and Walker, 2006; Walker an yne,

b: Enticott and
2006: Mei ) drews, Boyne et al., 2008a, 2008b; ’
; Meier, O’Toole et al., 2007, Andrews, Loyt e issue of representative bu-

Walker, 2008). The first of these studies focused A

s . . T tthe
reaucracy and workforce diversity. Representative bureaucracy 1s;1ke\lg t([); :en: .
Prospector types and further enhance their performance (AI; tre;hé Pr())r:pector's
2005). Because strategies of employee involvement are central to

: izati Prospectors are then
achie i nizational performance, .
vement of higher levels of orga P e, B ponce that v

expected to be able to take advantage of an ethnicallyes, The results did show that

alternative i n agency goals and strategl d i
perspectives on agency g sitively to service performance mea

Prospector strategic stances related more po e D 2005).
sures than did Defender or Reactor strategies (Andrews, B0Y ,
lic organizational performance. Andrews,

The influence of strategic management on pub ] test 0
Boyne and Walker (2006) reported the first empity - 1tezrformanc
strategy content is a key determinant of orgamzauonal Pl on a battery of perfor-
sector. In the UK, every local authority reports reg ar }:)rts are compiled at the
mance measures for public service delivery, and thefrep ance indicators. The au-
national level. This gave the researchers access to per orm stance, or the extent to
thors posited that strategy content is comprised of strateglc )

f the proposition that
e in the public
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which organizations act consistentl

typology (e.g., Prospector, Defende
to changes in markets, services, rev

y with categories of the Miles and Snow (1978)
1, Reactor) and strategic action, which is related

differences through decisions abou
Walker, 2006). Additionally, Walke
survey to assess empirically
program in the United Kin

tthe strategies they follow (Andrews, Boyne, and
rand Boyne (2006) used the data from this same
the Labour government’s public management reform
gdom. As in the previous study, the authors find that
public managers’ decisions about strategies and actions can influence performance
(Walker and Boyne, 2006; see also Enticott and Walker, 2008).

Meier, O’Toole ¢ 4. (2007) analyzed relations between the Miles and Snow
Strategic orientation Categories and performance indicators, using a large sample
of administrators of several hundred Texas school districts over a six-year period.
The performance indicators included how the students in the districts scored on
statewide standardized tests, dropout rates, and other measures. Unlike previous re-
search, they found that the Defender strategy is the most effective for achieving high
stakes objectives such ag Pass rates on the state standardized tests, which are heav-
ily emphasized by governmental officials in the state. The Prospector and Reactor
stmtegies_work best in regard to goals of more politically powerful elements of the
organization’s environment (e.g. higher SAT scores for college bound students).
The Tesearchers interpreted this pattern as more variegated than previous findings
showmg that Prospectors outperform Defenders, and Defenders outperform Reac-
tors. Instead, the different Strategic orientations can have different advantages and

different contexts (Meicr, 0"Toofe of al., 2007: 373).

» 2008b) continued this stream of research on strat-

ernal variables that hav : fie sec o
- € strong effects on success in public s
OTrganizations (Andrews i u

ing st ; Boyne et a1, 2008b). The authors found that the prospect-
8 strategy is most stro i in service provision and
: as1ze innovation and chan in service provision are
more likely iev it ; ‘
m :)k'ely to ac}‘ne\e better resulgs, This is consistent with prior findings in both
€ public and Private sectors,
These studjes show
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CONCLUSION

i ite simi ision making
ing i i izati often quite similar to decisio
peciion maling In publc Orgamza;luonsblssiness i;lrms but can involve important
.. , ‘
i oer (pes of organizations suc alsl . ublic, private, and nonprofit organiza-
., ) )
e e Beneric argumeml't' ath[.)zls me;‘iIt) but one also needs to consider
i alities ,
ions display fundamental common ; , - foms. such as des
S:r?;us al;p}ll‘oaches to distinguishing public and private o:igzll)mzal)t‘l;m,m e e
ignating public organizations as those owned and fundeterizﬁ%s o et
ublic organizations have distinctive context_s .and charac e Takets
fo decision making. These include such conditions as aF)?enlc;:nd gl nfluences
for organizational outputs, and distinctive external pohtlc‘a' o have deseribed
Thegse differences do not make a difference for. all‘ dec1510nl . g highly ‘ational’
and provided examples of people in public organizations ?1?()3(;}1 taik settings. In ad-
decision procedures, especially in routine or hlgll(lily Stsjgfl rocessesin applications
iti i ly rational deci ered
dition, we have described efforts to app Challenges cncoun
like strategic budgeting initiatives such as PPBS and ZBBr.lomists S have claimed
by those who tried this, as well as challenges to some e‘i'o in ways that lead to inef-
that government ‘bureaucrats’ rationally maximize utility overnment. These limits
ficiency, led to a discussion of the limits of rano.nalgly ngk into account different
in rn poin to the need for contingency theories tha sits the feasibility of ratio-
decisionpcontexts Thompson’s theory, we pointed out, po ent are high, but where
) em o
nal procedures when technical knowledge and goal :ftriiﬁcing, bargaining, pohth(si,
i dency for more ht on two ad-
they are not, there is a need and ten ‘ and thoug '
ang intuitive decision making. We then reviewed Teseaficlcxonﬁngency perspectives,
ditional theoretical perspectives that can be CO(Ill;fge;e research on contingencies
. . O 3 R en-
i ory. In addi i nd environm
rospect theory and poliheuristic the ' | salience, @
{)hat }c)an inﬂuerri]ce degsions indicates that issue :yp?l iznces "
i in - L.
tal and internal constraints, can exert lmportfmS on decision making in the xt)::s[ed
We then described several major PerSpem(‘ilepublic administration has Y'(Zli]es are
3 i it i e an oli
Séctor. A major debate in political sc1er:ic D bout budgets and P
the degree to which governmental dec

L. : say on the
o list ideas 1n an essay -
‘incremental’. Charles Lindblom applied 1ncrementadled as a classic. He said that

o , be regar i+ decisions, and avoid
science of muddling through’ that cam-C. to §rt for their deasxo‘n's, ocess
Public administrators must maintain political Suppth rities in the political plr it (i
0 . imite
. ups and au t decide on
OPposition from among the many gro : They mus rs
byle)lvoiding major depfrtures and far-reaChllng go:iss'us I\Zintzber g and co—Z;USd;z a
o tai litical cons 5 ntal decisions,
Means and ends that can maintain po f increments ing incre-
developed a very different application of the concept Oanizations as involving llanC:zS
depiction of org;nizational decisions in all types (zif::) rfliﬂg back to prewousdpciﬁm;
Tental phases and steps, subject to interrupts z‘ml f)(;rces that move the ehwenk
Lindblom’s rspective ,emphasiZCS the POhU(.:a Ung thata studY by S¢ e to
Process ¢ p((; Sp mentalism. That makes 1t mnteres il model appll€d mor: o
founq ch:Vj}rles lr:)Crree eneric Mintzberg et al. mcrem; ; the government mama%lnd
m: uday, . ’ ions
public organizations g)an to private firms. i tl:l;jtedyto more mte?;:r:;eaives’
descrih isi i eir organizations as ibed additiond
imenuei dheC151((i)‘r(115 Ln gl inessgznns- We then describ
Pts than did the bus

e
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such as mixed scanning and the garbage can model. Developers of the garbage
can model posited its greater applicability to public organizations than private
ones, and'a study in the UK supported this observation. The study found that top
fiecmons in public organizations, as compared to private organizational decisions,
involved more open participation and influence by multiple stakeholders, leading
toa process more akin to a garbage can process than in private firms.

Strategic planning has amounted to a movement in the public sector in the US,
mandated by federal and state legislation and widely practiced. This has led some
experts to develop guidance and procedures for conducting strategic planning, and
oth‘ers t_o conduct empirical research on it. We described procedures that are fairly
typical in governmental strategic planning, and reviewed research that indicates

that.strategxc orgentatign relates positively to organizational performance in public
service delivery in studies in the UK.

. f?verall, this chapter shows that the generic perspective that sees no important

beli:;ntc}fs betweefl gubllc, pr:ivate, and nonprofit organizations, and those who
ubli ;re are Slgmﬁc.ant‘ differences, can both be right, in a sense. People in
E)vays.lc(]?)r:lcel;lzsvzt;dog %2?;2:‘;“; Oft((ifn make the'sam‘e types of decisions in similar
usefully in government agenci oy ocision making in business firms usually z}Rply
research cited in this hg ncies. On the other hand, the limited supply of empirical
here, indicate distie tf apter, and the expert and scholarly observations reviewed
cially for higher level ;e aspects of dec151f).r1 making in public organizations. Espe-
ship and funding have ieCISIOns, tbe conditions that come with government owner-
nal legal and iHSt.itutionm]por tant {nﬂuences. These conditions include strong exter-
multiple authorities an(’;liC(f)lnstra'lnts, more _complex and hard-to-specify goals, and
high level decisions tend t(I)l buf:nual groups in the political system. In this cont(?xt,
intain poli )ecome more open to pluralistic participation. Decision

and statutory requirem(lg):t;ulc)al f:(?nsensus', while navigating among constitutional
subject to interventions vet.o CC.l son malflng tends toward incremental processes,
more likely to characte;ize thpocint?"and Interruptions. Garbage can processes are
decision making in public o € decision processes. This does not necessarily makf:
ness. It means that they 'ganizations dysfunctional and inferior to those in busi-

€y involve the challenges and virtues of being more ‘public’.
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