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ABSTRACT

Political Institutions, Public Management, and Baueratic Performance: Political-
Bureaucratic Interactions and Their Effect on Bobmtcomes. (August 2008)
Daniel P. Hawes, B.A., University of Texas — Panekitan

Chair of Advisory Committee: Dr. Kenneth J. Meier

This project examines the determinants of politreaponsiveness to
bureaucratic performance. A large literature exisat has examined how bureaucratic
agencies are responsive to political institutiohile policy theory contends that the
reverse is also true — that is, political instibas engage in political assessment of
policies — there is little empirical literature exiaing this important question. Indeed,
research in public administration suggests thatipal responsiveness only occurs
following massive bureaucratic failure or policysers. Using data from Texas public
school districts, this dissertation explores tHe af policy salience in determining the
likelihood of political responsiveness to bureaticrautputs and outcomes.

The findings suggest that issue salience is thadkégrminant of political
involvement in administration. Furthermore, thisjpct incorporates the concepts of
descriptive and substantive representation in exismgiithese questions. The results
indicate that policy salience depends on the cortippof the interests of political
institutions. Furthermore, race and ethnicity wiirlshape those preferences and, in

turn, condition what policy makers deem as salidrte findings suggest that



descriptively unrepresentative political institutsoare less likely to be responsive to the
needs of those who are not represented (e.g. Lstinents). Thus, representation is
central to political responsiveness when the pabigputs or outcomes in question are
not universally salient.

Finally, this project examines whether politicadtitutions can influence policy
outcomes, and, more importantly, what factors +renmental, organizational,
managerial — either facilitate or constrain thatmall influence of elected officials. The
findings suggest that goal and preference alignretween political institutions and
bureaucratic agencies is critical in enhancingtjgali influence — a finding that is
commonly argued in formal models of political cahtibut rarely tested empirically.
This research also finds that bureaucratic powandependence can work to hinder

political influence of policy outputs.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

Following the Columbia Space Shuttle disaster, NASpace program come
under intense public scrutiny, resulting in Congi@sal numerous hearings and
independent investigations. Similarly, the goveentrs handling of Hurricane Katrina
prompted Congress to hold over 30 congressionakmte hearings relating to
government spending on federal preparedness apdn&seness to disasters alone
(Project on Government Oversight 2008). Theseihgsaresulted in significant changes
in the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEM@&uding the resignation of its
chief administrator. Similarly, Congress held nuous oversight hearings and created
an ad hoc committee to review and investigate traeFal Drug Administration’s (FDA)
1999 approval of the now-recalled drug Vioxx, whatlegedly caused heart attacks in
tens of thousands of Americans. The committee€smenendations included the

introduction of significant structural and proceaglichanges to the FDA.

These examples all depict Congress as an insttthit is actively involved in
monitoring and assessing the activities and perdoice of bureaucratic agencies.
Indeed, this is arguably the primary role of eldatéfficials, that is, to ensure the public
goods and services provided by government arecirctansistent with the will of the

people (e.g. Locke 2004 [1689]: Rousseau 1968 [76®hether or not political elites

This dissertation follows the style American Journal of Political Science



actively or systematically engage in policy assesdns an important question this

dissertation engages empirically.

Bureaucratic accountability to the public is a cooacern for political scientists,
public administration scholars and policy-makeikeal The founding of the scientific
studies of public administration and political sae were both largely rooted in
guestions of governmental accountability (e.g. WAl4887). Thus, examining the
determinants of governmental responsiveness amliatability is a worthwhile

endeavor.

Political Assessment

Much of the policy literature assumes that pubbtiqy is the result of
interactions among a set of connected actors whiegerences, goals, and choices
shape policy outputs and outcomes. These actersfan conceptually arranged by
hierarchy, functional levels, or temporal stages; yegardless of how they are
organized, the ultimate process is that of a cmcsystem. That is, decision-makers
base their current decisions, in part, on theiess®ent of past outputs. This process of
assessment is a key aspect of public policy makingrtually all of the policy literature,
although it may have different labels. Figure depicts three prominent theoretical
frameworks of the policy process. Easton (196%)stoned the policy process as a
system where the external environment placed pressun political systems. These
environmental inputs take the form of either densamdsupport, which then enter the

political system, resulting in outputs (i.e. thadk box model of public policy).



Figure1.1.
The Role of Political Assessment in Public Policy Theory
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However, a vital component to Easton’s model isféeelback loop by which
system outputs then shape the inputs as policgktd#ters and decision-makers adjust
their policy preferences and choices. Andersal®90) stages framework also
explicitly incorporates policy evaluation as a lanponent to the policy making
process. Furthermore, Lynn, Heinrich and Hill (2D8lso argue that political
assessment is a central aspect to governancatin thforms legislative decision-

making.

Yet, empirical research on bureaucratic failurauasgthat political actors
infrequently pay attention to bureaucratic poliegputs and outcomes; that is,
systematic assessment of bureaucratic activitidatputs, they argue, is not present
(e.g., Caiden 1991; Bovens et al. 1999). Ratha@itigal institutions tend to only
respond to politically salient policy outputs andapme, and often only after massive
failure occurs. This suggests that the way wertttezally envision political assessment
may not play out empirically. Political assessnmealy be more sporadic than

systematic and more selectively reactive than cetmsive.

This project asks three general questions relat@alitical responsiveness and
bureaucratic accountability. First, do politicasiitutions actively engage in systematic
assessment of public policy outputs and outcom&$&n bureaucratic failure occurs,
do elected officials respond; or do they only regpwhen the failure is catastrophic?
Second, to what extent does political assessmenr @chen the policy in question is not

politically salient to the elected institution? tRlifferently, what role does electoral



representation of constituent interests play inpibiegical assessment process? Finally,
to what extent do bureaucratic factors constraifacititate the ability of elected

officials to achieve their policy goals?

These three broad questions are addressed in engoge framework, which
attempts to incorporate all the levels of goverrathat are involved in the production of
public policy goods and services. Chapter |l oetdi this theoretical approach. Chapter
[l examines the first question, namely, to whakeex does political assessment actually
occur. That is, do elected institutions systenadliicassess policy outputs and outcomes?
Do they systematically respond when outcomes dewiam the publics’ will as
expressed by the preferences of elected represestat Furthermore, does a response
from elected officials result in changes in adntnaisve behavior? Are administrative
agencies responsive to pressures from electedutstis? If so, is responsiveness
reflected in changes in policy outcomes? This tdrap innovative in that, rather than
only examining whethdsureaucraticagencies respond to political institutions, ibals
examines whethaolitical institutions are responsive to bureaucratic behaanal

performance.

Chapter IV examines whether political instituti@spond to bureaucratic outputs
when the policy in question is not necessarilytpally salient to the general public. In
particular, Chapter IV considers the case whereduwgratic outputs disproportionately
negatively affect one particular group (Latinosingared to another (Anglos). This

chapter examines the role of political represeotaitn such a case of group-specific



failure. If the interests of the group that iseated are not represented in the elected
body, do political actors still respond to the laweratic failure? Chapter IV provides
evidence highlighting the importance of descriptigpresentation in political

institutions as a necessary condition for politesgessment to occur when the policy

area examined is not universally salient.

The final empirical chapter examines the conditioraure of political influence.
While there is still some debate over exabibyv political actors influence bureaucratic
behavior (e.g. deck-stacking, structure, etc.) etmpirical evidence supporting the
broader claim that political institutiomsninfluence bureaucratic behavior and outputs
is overwhelming (e.g. Wood 1988; Wood and Waterd@®i, 1994; Moe 1985). What
is less clear, however, is what role the bureaygosays in either enhancing or
constraining political influence. This is an atkat is vastly understudied (for some
exceptions see Whitford 2002a, 2002b; Ringquistrsiam and Eisner 2003). Chapter
V examines a set of bureaucratic and manageritdrathat may condition the

relationship between political preferences andgyabutputs or outcomes.

School Districts as Political Systems

The units of analysis for this dissertation ared%®sgchool districts. This project
treats public school districts as bureaucraciespatitical systems. Some may argue
they are one but not the other, or that they aithere hence, a brief defense of this
nomenclature is warranted. A scholar of bureaycvamuld be hard-pressed to find a

uniform definition in the literature of what a bargracy or a bureaucrat is. Max



Weber’s (1946) conceptualization of bureaucracyited hierarchy of authority,
specialization, procedures and authoritative juctgsh. Similarly, Friedrich and Cole
(1932) argued bureaucracy is an administrativeegystased on professionalism and the
formal structure of the organization. Downs (19p&)vides a more specific definition
where he defines a bureaucrat as “any person wiksvior a large organization;
receives a money income from that organization vfscc] constitutes a major part of
his total income; is hired, promoted or retaineidnarily on the basis of his role
performance; and produces outputs whagih] [cannot be evaluated on a market” (440).
Downs contends that a bureaucrat does not inhgreate to work for a bureaucracy;
rather, it is this set of criteria that definesumdaucrat. Thus, while there is not a
universal definition of what constitutes a bureaggr in a preponderance of instances,
schools do fit the definitional criteria establidhe the literature. Indeed, in his book
entitledBureaucracy Wilson (1989) — who does not provide an actufihden of
bureaucracy — opens the book with a chapter on fégnPrisons and Schools” as

illustrations of bureaucratic agencies in America.

In his seminal work on bureaucracy, Wilson (1988}sifies agencies into four
types on the basis of how easily observable paigputs (the work agencies do) and
outcomes (the impact of that work) are. Organmretiwith easily observable outputs,
but not outcomes are considepdceduralorganizations; those with both highly visible
outputs and outcomes are labgtedductionorganizations. Organizations where neither
are easily observable atepingagencies, and those where policy outcomes ardyead

observed, but outputs are more vague are classifeicft organizations. As



bureaucratic organizations, public schools argukhlysomewhere between craft and
production organizations (with a greater leaningaal craft organizations) in that what
we predominantly observe are outcomes, althouglesmutputs are also observable.
Since the primary interest of this project is oamining how political and bureaucratic
organizations respond to and influence policy omes, schools provide an ideal

bureaucracy to study.

With few exceptions,school boards are not the first thing that cornesind
upon the mention of a “political institution.” H&wer, many public school districts do
indeed constitute independent governments. Inraerian context, far too often only
federal or state governments are instinctively agkadged as “governments”; yet, as
Meier and O'Toole (2006) point out, these governteemake up only 51 of the more
than 85,000 governments in the United States. rGivis reality, more research on these

largely ignored governments is warranted.

School districts in Texas are democratically elédtgislative bodies and as such
are political (Tucker and Zeigler 1978)Lasswell (1936) concisely defined politics as
“who gets what, when and how” — a definition thaety fits with public education.
Since a large portion of property taxes are usddrid public education, school boards
possess authority to set local property tax ratas issue that is highly political in every

sense of the word. In the 2006-07 school yeaa sotpenditures for Texas public

! Kenneth J. Meier is a likely exception to this eealization (see Meier and Stewart 1991; Meier,
England and Stewart 1989; Meier and O'Toole 2006).
2 All but one Texas school district has an electbsl board.



school districts topped $43.3 billion, of which 0$4.9 billion (or 48% of total revenue)
were procured from local taxes (Texas EducationnggeFinancial Reports). Putin
perspective, Texas public K-12 educational expenetin 2007 were higher than the
GDPs of 140 countries — or two-thirds of the wasldations - in the same year (The
World Factbook). When dealing with these levelsnainey, politics will inevitably be

involved.

Political conflict is an inherent aspect to edumafpolicy and managing public
schools. The position of school superintendentdess said to be a “position born of
conflict” (Knezevich 1975, 373), and whose natwrédiving with conflict” (Blumberg
1985). A superintendent’s ability to acknowledge ananage political conflict is
essential for success within the school districiylld and Skrla 1999). In his book on
superintendents and conflict, Arthur Blumberg (1)9&%otes a superintendent as saying
the following in reference to the political naturfethe job:

It's political, highly political....It's a terribly plitical job....In graduate

school we took a course in the politics of educati®hat a joke! The

whole [expletive] thing is political (p. 53).

This illustrates the political nature of modern [cileducation.

This project proceeds by laying out the theoreticahework for the dissertation,
namely, the logic of governance. Chapter Il cffébre first empirical test of the
determinants of political responsiveness, payingjqdar attention to the role of
bureaucratic failure and policy salience. Chaptereplicates the findings in Chapter

lll, but incorporates the concept of representadind its role in recognizing bureaucratic
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failure and responding to it. The final empiricabapter (Chapter V) moves the analysis
to an examination of how bureaucratic factors cadenate the ability of political actors
to achieve their goals. This chapter enrichesuoderstanding of the nature of political
influence by explicitly incorporating the bureauzyan the theoretical and empirical

analysis — a consideration that is rarely taketh@ntraditional political control literature.
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CHAPTER Il

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Although political control of the bureaucracy ishv@a normative and empirical
concern for politicians, public administrators, auatholars alike, research on political
control has advanced in different ways across wffedisciplines. Political scientists
tend to focus on institutional interactions betweéstted/political institutions and
primarily employ formal theoretical models (McCubj Noll, Weingast 1989; Moe
1989; Epstein and O’Halloran 1999). Alternativgdyblic administration scholars focus
on the complexities of bureaucratic organizatidms,are largely not concerned with the
actions and motivations of political institutionsdshow such actions relate to
organizational performance. Unlike public admiragbn scholars, political scientists

tend to ignore the role and preferences of theduamcy.

This project adopts a broader approach that incatps both political
institutions as well as bureaucratic ones. It drasithe motivations of political actors
and how these motivations relate to political ogrsof bureaucratic performance.
While most literature on political control conceglizes the relationship between
political institutions and bureaucratic ones asptynmierarchical, this project views this
relationship as dynamic and interactive. Instdfaohty being concerned with how
political actions influence bureaucratic ones, thgsertation is innovative in that it also

examines how bureaucratic actions influence paliti@havior.
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The starting point for this project is to adoptradsl framework for examining
these interactions. More specifically, this dissgon borrows from the logic of
governance, as articulated by Lynn, Heinrich ant(B001). However, before this
approach is put forward, a brief discussion ofgghevailing approach is warranted;

namely, principal-agent theory.

Principal-Agent Theory and Political Control

Scholars have paid considerable attention to theeisf political control of the
bureaucracy employing several approaches and nuihéneories attempting to answer
the question of how political institutions (legiglees, presidents, courts) control
bureaucratic agencies. This question has normatipkcations rooted in notions of
representation and democratic accountability. dlassic scholarly debate between
Herman Finer (1941) and Carl Friedrich (1940) ecipp)i dealt with these normative
implications. Friedrich advocated for less poéticontrol of the bureaucracy, arguing
politics is an integral part of implementation atid)s, the only way to achieve good
policy is to promote administrative responsibilityboth the public and to the scientific
profession. Herman Finer, alternatively, argueddicect accountability of
administrators to democratic institutions. Histeortion was that it is not the proper
function of administrators to determine what ishie public’s interest; rather, this is the
duty of elected officials. In democracies, the lpushould have the “power to exact
obedience to orders” (337). Thus, he argued theameracy should be responsive

directly to elected institutions and this wouldtbe measure of moral responsibility.
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This debate continues today and the normative captns related to bureaucratic

discretion are implicit in much of the ongoing pickal control research.

The principal-agent paradigm (or agency theorgpeshaps the most common
framework used by political scientists to studyigoedl control of the bureaucracy. This
approach has its roots in economic theory andnenearly application was examine to
the relationship between drivers and auto insuranogpanies (Spence & Zeckhauser
1971, see Miller 2005 for a review of principal-agéheory and its applications in
political science). The principal-agent modelssentially a theory about contracts
between actors (Waterman & Meier 1998), where @bar §the principal) forms a
contract with another (the agent) in which theelaingages in some costly action that
benefits the former. However, the principal ishieao absolutely enforce the
agreement and ensure that the agent will act iptineipal’s best interest because of an
informational asymmetry between the principal ameldagent. The principal-agent
model also assumes that there is also an divergerhe preferences of the two actors.
Since the agent will likely incur costs when penfiarg the action that benefits the
principal, the agent will prefer to shirk, but,arder to prevent such shirking, the
principal can engage in costly monitoring and/avute the agent with incentives to

offset the agent’s costs.

A great deal of the literature on political conthals used this general framework,

albeit with some modifications made over the yeadtader this approach, elected

% For a more detail list of the canonical assumgtiohagency theory, see Miller (2005).
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institutions — most commonly legislatures and/@r piresident - are the principals and
bureaucracies the agefitsAgencies are entrusted with carrying out the egsbf their
political principals; however, due to informatiorsalvantages the bureaucratic agencies
have over the political principal, the principahcat be sure if the agent is acting in its
best interest (i.e., moral hazard)lo ensure compliance, the principal may employ a

combination of monitoring, rewards, and punishments

For example, Congress may have policy preferendbsrespect to enforcement
of environmental protection laws. However, if tBevironmental Protection Agency —
the agency entrusted with enforcing these lawss-dhaergent preferences, it may not
enforce the laws in a manner that is consistert @dangressional wishes. It is difficult
for Congress, however, to know with certainty wieetthe EPA is indeed performing its
duties. Congress, in turn, has set up a varietgafitoring and reporting requirements
in an attempt to ensure the EPA is not shirkinge €&ffectiveness of these mechanisms
is, of course, an open question that numerousestudive assessed. Thus, the principal-
agent paradigm, then, suggests that a politicak'acability to control the bureaucracy is
problematic and it raises interesting questionsiahow political principals can ensure
that bureaucrats will implement policies in accor@awith the intent of the elected

institution.

* Principal-agent theory has also been appliedeaehationship between legislators and their cturestits
where legislators are the agent.

® The information asymmetry assumption presumesthieaprincipal cannot readily observe the actidns o
the agent, although it can observe outcomes. Tmlsss the principal engages in monitoring, heher
must rely oroutcomesn determining whether the agent is shirking.
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A considerable amount of research suggests thagréss can and does influence,
or even control the bureaucratyThis literature has theoretically articulated and
empirically tested multiple means Congress usesheve this task and has found that,
consistent with the principal-agent theory, Congdses offer incentives — both rewards
and punishments — to bureaucratic agencies (WdiagasMoran 1983). Weingast
(1984) argues that Congress uses incentives suanhdgetary appropriations as a means
of eliciting desired bureaucratic behavior. Thieetiveness of incentives, however, is
guestionable, and there is evidence suggestindthetucracies are not always

responsive to political principals (e.g., Wood 1p88

Congress also monitors bureaucratic activities @Maan and Wood 1993).
While, exhaustive monitoring (i.e., gathering coetplinformation on agency behavior)
is prohibitively expensive, Bendor, Taylor and @aalen (1985) argue that monitoring
itself — regardless of the quality of monitoringan reduce bureaucratic shirking due to
the uncertainty it creates for the bureauérdust as the strategic placement of a vacant
police cruiser at the edge of many small townsimlrAmerican results in a sea of brake
lights by would-be speeders, so can the possilafign audit can prevent bureaucratic

drift and/or shirking. However, others have argtleat Congress does not engage in

® The definition of control is often not explicitefined. The concept of control can rest on théonamf
coercive power (e.g., A getting B to do something@uild not otherwise do), or simply on controlling
outcomes (which may or may not involve coercionfauld simply be a correlation between observable
preferences and outcomes.

" They argue that monitoring makes it more diffidoit the bureaucrat to predict whether he or shebei
caught shirking. Since bureaucrats are thoughetask-adverse, this uncertainty will make thessle
likely to be deceptive.
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adequate oversight of bureaucratic behavior (Bitb®§6, 1968; Ogul 1976; Pearson

1975; Ripley and Franklin 1991; however, see AbehliE90).

Alternatively, McCubbins and Schwartz (1984) cldahat “police patrol”
oversight (e.g., congressional hearings) is notleéearguing that Congress can employ
“fire alarm” oversight in which constituents anderest groups are enabled to monitor
bureaucrats (via rules and procedures) and alertcgs, courts or Congress when
agents violate congressional goals. This allowsgtess to keep bureaus in check,
while not having to dedicate valuable time and veses to police patrol oversight.
While some empirical evidence has been marshalsdpport of this theory (e.g., Lupia
and McCubbins 1994), others remain skeptical. B&M@94), for example, argues that
the credibility of interest-group initiated fireaaims is dubious, thus, undermining the
likelihood of congressional actidnAdditionally, given the amount of attention the
average citizen pays to politics and the absengeiéral political knowledge among
the public (see Delli Carpini and Keeter 19963eéms unlikely that “fire alarms”
would serve as an adequate check on bureaucr&i@vioe. Indeed, Cook and Wood
(1989) found the EPA mobilized interest groupsnaen to manipulate Congress — the
opposite of what the fire alarms theory suggestsilshoccur. Yet, even if the public
does not routinely sound fire alarms, it is stdbspible the threat of their use — as with

monitoring — may effectively keep bureaucratic ageém check.

8 Meier, Polinard and Wrinkle (1999) argue the tlyeerincomplete, and they add the notion of “smoke
detectors,” which are applicable to bottom-lineipphreas.
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Congressional sanctions and oversight are exampkespostcontrols, that is,
controls that are reactive to bureaucratic behavBuoholars have also argued teat
antecontrols can be used and are perhaps more efemtig efficient. McCubbins, Noll
and Weingast (1987, 1989) argue that the mostteféeforms of control arex ante
controls in the form of administrative procedurad aules. They argue that
administrative procedures can increase bureau@eticuntability by allowing
constituency participation, thus incorporating &afive preferences into policies.
Additionally, legislators can protect the interest$avored constituents via
administrative procedures, effectively “stacking tteck” in favor of certain interests
over time. They also argue that the structuraragements of the agency will result in a
political environment that “mirrors” the politics the time of enactment. This
environment will be biased toward the interestfagbred groups, and will exhibit a
lasting “autopilot” characteristic in that the aggmwill change as the preferences of the
favored group change. Similarly, Moe (1989) claiimst the conflictual nature of
politics will lead to the creation of agencies watinuctures that lend to inefficiency.
Knowing they will not be in power forever, politicainning coalitions attempt to
“hardwire” their preferences into the agency’s stwe and insulate it from politics so
that future coalitions cannot reverse their deaisioA prominent example — albeit a
political one - of attempts at hardwiring preferescs the political infighting that occurs

over the selection of Supreme Court Justices.

Mashaw (1990), however, argues that since admaiiggr procedures include the

participation of interest groups from both winnigwgd losing coalitions, administrative
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procedures are unlikely to favor either grdupndeed, empirical evidence of so-called
“deck-stacking” has been mixed. Balla (1998),dgample, finds little evidence of
deck-stacking in heath care financing, and drinkiager policy (Balla and Wright 2001)
during the rule-making process. However, Whitf(2802) found that the level of
agency centralization (i.e., structure) signifidgmfluences bureaucratic

responsiveness.

The role of structure and process is also undemnyethe apparent influence
political actors have on bureaucratic performanéstructure and procedures lock in
preferences, we should not expect to see bureauotdputs significantly shift as
partisan control of congress changes. Howeveml3a@nd Wood (1998) find that IRS
audits are responsive to partisan changes in botlgi€ss and the presidency. Likewise,
Wood and Waterman (1993, 1994) find that congressibearings (as well as
presidential statements and court rulings) canifsegntly influence bureaucratic
behavior. That said, bureaucratic structure isagdy not unimportant; rather, it may
not be influential in the manner depicted by McGubpbNoll and Weingast (1987,
1989), i.e., deck-stacking and hardwiring. Likesyislammond and Knott (1996) argue
that the level of agency autonomy affects the fofroontrol it faces. Structure, then,

appears to act as a buffer from political contiool, does not necessarily negate it.

While agency theory has been valuable in providnsgghts to interactions

between political and administrative institutioostics contend that it is often overly

° Also see Horn & Shepsle (1989) and Arnold (198&T)ckiticisms of McNollgast's claims.
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simplistic and largely ignores the bureaucracyfitsemdeed, principal-agent models of
political control are almost exclusive top-down ralsdin political science research. The
focus is largely, if not entirely, on the preferea®f the political principals rather than
the bureaucrats. Being that agency theory oftenrass there is goal conflict between
principals and agents, it is peculiar that the Auceats’ preferences are rarely dealt with
in these models (Meier and O'Toole 2006). Altenely, treatments of political control
by public administration scholars tend to be muamrenn depth concerning
characteristics of the bureaucracy and prefer mlmtip rather than a top-down

approach (e.g. West 1995, Furlong 1998).

This project adopts a different approach in exangmolitical influence of
public policy performance. Recognizing that théqyoprocess is complex, involving
multiple actors, stages, and levels, this projedfits with a broad governance
framework. Governance is a broad term that inc@tes all that goes into the
production of public goods and services; it includeuctures, preferences, and

institutions - public and private, political andrbaucratic.

A Governance Framework

In their book Improving Governancd.ynn, Heinrich and Hill present a
theoretical framework of governance. Governanc¢haswthors put it, refers to “the
means for achieving direction, control, and coaation of wholly or partially
autonomous individuals or organizational units ehdif of interests to which they

jointly contribute” (Lynn, Heinrich and Hill 200pg. 6). Governance, then, entails
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systematic interactions between institutional exgjtwhile also encompassing the larger
environment in which institutions exercise theithasity in achieving their goals.
Governance includes the “regimes of laws, ruledicjal decisions, and administrative
practices that constrain, prescribe and enablpribnsion of public supported goods

and services” (Lynn, Heinrich, and Hill, 2001 pg. 7

The logic of governance outlined by Lynn, Heinrasid Hill incorporates all the
factors that play a role in the production of palgolicy goods and services. In its
simplest form, the logic of governance places thias®rs into three broad categories:
Legislative Choice, Governance, and Political Assent. Figure 2.1 displays this

simplified model of governance.

Figure2.1
A Simplified L ogic of Gover nance

| L egidlative Choice

Political
Assessment

|| Governance ||
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As the diagram implies, governance is an ongoirgdj@al process involving
multiple stages. Legislative preferences and @soare the product of legislative
coalitions that develop in response to the intsrektitizens and stakeholders.
Legislative coalitions are often vital in the desmf agencies. As mentioned above, a
considerable amount of theoretical and empiricsdaech has examined legislative
“deck-stacking” — a legislative coalition’s attemptcreate structures, procedures, or
rules that favor a particular group above others@Mbbins, Noll and Weingast 1987,
1989; Bawn 1995; Balla 1998; Balla and Wright 200%uch “deck-stacking” may have

real world implications on agency management anguis.

Lynn, Heinrich and Hill argue that these legislatohoices influence the
implementation of policy. This occurs at multipdeels of the implementation
process — from administrative executives to micdénagers to street-level
bureaucrats — via bo#tx anteandex posftcontrols, which are attempts to either preempt
or respond to bureaucratic behavior that depaota fegislative preferences
(McCubbins and Schwartz 1984). This broad catetadygled governance also includes
the core tasks agencies perform as well as thétseswd outputs that results from such
work. The process does not end once outputs alieed, however. Rather, political
actors, citizens and stakeholders assess the penfice of administrative agencies, and

this process then informs future legislative dexisi

While governance is cyclical, it is decidedly hretacal. Figure 2.2 presents a

more complex model of governance. Legislaturemftireir policy preferences and
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choices based, in part, on the political prefersrased interests in the global
environment often expressed by the public. Letjagreferences shape the laws that
create the structures, processes and regimesttitk gublic agencies. The
administration and management of these agenciesh-ab which are directly affected
by the formal structure and processes createddisidtion — influence the core
technologies, “primary work,” and outcomes of tmgamizations. Arguably, this could
be broken down into at least two distinct stagelgwels, namely, primary work and
outputs/outcomes. Finally, the outcomes are stibpgoolitical assessment, which, in

turn, informs the decisions of political actorgheir future decisions.

While the logic of governance as articulated by.yHeinrich and Hill is not a
theory, it is a framework designed to serve asuai$igc by organizing and simplifying
the complexity of the public sector. It incorp@senvironmental, political, institutional,
managerial and technical levels of governance aodges a framework for thinking

about politics and public administration in a syséic manner.

This project proceeds by asking two broad questiatisrespect to this
framework. The first inquires to what extent poéit assessment occurs. That is, do
political institutions or actors systematically @ss policy outputs and outcomes? Do
they systematically respond when outcomes dewiata the stated goals of the political
institution? Furthermore, does a response frorctetieofficials result in changes in
administrative behavior? Research on politicakimrypically views the relationship

between political actors, public administrators anticy outcomes as hierarchical and
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often unidirectional. This project, however, aprioes these relationships in a more
complex and interactive way. It is interested avimanagerial actions, policy outputs

and policy outcomes result in changing political@ts.

Figure2.2
A Complex Model of Governance
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The second broad question of interest to this rebeseeks to understand what

conditions — environmental, political, managerialprganizational — facilitate or
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constrain political influence over policy outcomeite there organizational or
managerial traits or conditions that allow eleatéfetials to be more influential in
shaping policy outcomes? What role does managept@yin limiting or facilitating
political influence? As mentioned above, this @agh does not simply examine the
relationship between political actors and policycomes as a strictly hierarchical,
unidirectional process. Rather, it is interestethe dynamics between managers and
elected policy-makers and the circumstances untiehvwve are most likely to see

congruence between political preferences and politgomes.

Performance Failure and Political Responsiveness

The first empirical chapter (Chapter Ill) of thisskrtation examines political
responsiveness to bureaucratic failure. Ther@angerous examples of political actors
responding to instances of bureaucratic failurkectéd officials met the Space Shuttle
Challenger and Columbia disasters with intensetisgru The latter case resulted in the
suspension of all NASA space shuttle launches éarlg 30 months, while the
Challenger disaster resulted in a 32-month hiatwspace shuttle launches. Internal and
external investigations ensued including a Presidiecommission (Rogers
Commission), Congressional hearings, as well aspgeddent investigations (Columbia

Accident Investigation Board).

The question this investigation is interested owaver, is whether political
responsivenessystematicallyccurs. Or, does it only occur in instances ofsnee

failure? That is, do political actors engage ihitmal assessment of policies and, more
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importantly, do they respond when policies aresatisfactory, but not necessarily
disastrous. Much of the political control literegdocuses on the question of whether
political actions change bureaucratic performarChapter Ill, alternatively, inquires

whether bureaucratic performance chanmsgical behavior.

With respect to the governance framework, Chapkés interested in the final
level/stage of governance (see Figure 2.3). Dwodhkelts and outcomes produced by
bureaucratic agencies result in changes in thevimhand choices of elected institutions?
Political assessment, arguably, is an ongoing &mguitous process. Indeed, political
institutions frequently set up accountability syssedesigned to monitor agency
efficiency, effectiveness and equity. The fedgmatlernment has created several such
systems including the current Program Assessmemtdr&ool (PART), which
evaluates the performance of federal programste &tad local agencies also establish
such systems for policy evaluation. The questibagier Il is concerned with, however,
is do political actors and institutions respondhese assessment systems. The creation
of an assessment system in and of itself is nateenie that political assessment is
occurring. Good governance presumes piaditical behavior and choicegspond to

policy assessment — either positively or negatively

There are a number of reasons we would expeciqalinstitutions to be
responsive to policy failure. Indeed, researclCongress points to a number of
incentives that should lead to political oversighth the dominant two being concerned

with reelection (e.g. Mayhew 1974) and public ppliceferences (e.g. Mayhew 1974,
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Fenno 1973, 1978). Chapter Il examines thesdipallincentives and how they relate

to political responsiveness to bureaucratic peréorce.

Figure2.3
Chapter 111: Performance and Political Assessment
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Chapter Il also examines what effect politicali@sthas on future bureaucratic
performance. In theory, political responsivenesbkresult in changes in managerial and
organizational behavior, producing (hopefully) imypements in future performance.
Political action could involve changes in agencgds budgets, structures, processes or

goals. Such changes are to result in improvemerageas where past deficiencies
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existed. The arrows on the right-hand portionigtiFe 2.3 depict this process. This
chapter examines whether political actions do idd@educe changes in managerial

strategies and, ultimately, future agency perforrean

Although the question of whether political assessneecurs is a core issue in
ensuring proper governance, it has not been thbtguwxamined in the political science,
public policy or public administration literatureBolitical institutions, as
representatives of the public, are intended to renhat public policy outcomes are in
the public’s best interest. This presumes thatipal assessment is occurring at some

level. Chapter Ill seeks to examine whether thisideed the case.

Palitical Representation and Political Responsiveness

Theoretically, we expect political institutionskie responsive presumably
because they have political incentives to do sachSncentives, either electoral or
policy related, are the primary catalyst for polfiresponsiveness to agency failure.
However, does political responsiveness occur winditiqal incentives to respond are
absent? When policy failures are not salient onaloaffect the majority of citizens,

does political responsiveness dissipate?

Chapter IV addresses this question by focusingatiecypoutcomes important to
Latinos, a group whose political interests areroftaderrepresented in electoral
institutions. Chapter IV replicates the analydi€bapter Il except it examines outputs

and outcomes specific to Latinos. The theoretioakiderations developed in Chapter
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IV posit that political responsiveness is unlikedyoccur unless the interests of Latinos
are represented in the elected body. If repreBents present, however, political
intervention would be more likely to occur. Funttmere, policy outputs are likely to

change as a consequence of such intervention.

Both Chapter Il and IV, then, attempt to assessthwr political assessment
occurs, as suggested by the governance framewdri.idea of political assessment is
integral to much of the public policy literatur8tudents are taught that political
assessment occurs and the “feedback loop” depicteijure 2.3 is part of the policy-
making process. But is this really the case? dddhere are numerous oversight
institutions and accountability systems in bothefedl and local government. The
process of political assessment, however, entaile than monitoring and collecting
performance data. Rather, political assessmestupres that the behavior and choices
of elected representatives act in response to tesEssment tools. If they do not, then

political assessment, as presented in public pttiegry, is not really occurring.

Palitical Influence and Public Managers

In their highly acclaimed booBureaucratic DynamicdDan Wood and Richard
Waterman (1994) examine political influence ovewuanber of federal agencies. They
measure the extent of political influence as thgmitade of the relationship between
political preferences and policy outputs. Usimgdiseries analysis, they examined
whether political actions (political appointeesdpat cuts, etc.) resulted in changes in

policy outputs. They inferred the extent to whidtifoical actions did result in changes in
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outputs represented political influence on bureaticagencies. They concluded that
political institutions can and do exert control otlee bureaucracy. Their evidence was

so compelling they summarized the work by writing:

We believe this evidence for active political cohtrs so strong that

controversy should now end owahetherpolitical control occurs . . . .

Future research should turn toward exploringdérminant®f political

control. (Wood and Waterman 1991: 822)

Sixteen years have passed and this scholarly clgalleas largely gone
unaddressed. Engaging this challenge would estaéixamination of environmental,
bureaucratic, structural, and managerial condittbas may enhance or impede political
influence. That is, it conceptually correspondthwine logic of governance framework
where one could account for multiple levels of goamce rather than solely the link
between political action and policy outputs anccoates. More specifically, it requires

that we examine how the relationship between palithctions and policy outcomes is

conditional on other factors, such as structureraadagement.

One of the difficulties in exploring the determimsuiof political influence in this
mannerempiricallyis that it requires a dataset that has consideradiation across
environmental, organizational, and managerial diarstics. The data Wood and
Waterman utilize, while providing temporal variatjos comprised of only a handful of
agencies, thus limiting the degree to variatiomssbureaucratic units. Fortunately, the
data employed in this analysis includes over 10€i@rént bureaucratic units, providing

substantial variation across agencies.
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In keeping with the governance framework, the feralpirical chapter (Chapter
V) addresses Wood and Waterman'’s challenge froovargance approach. Rather
than simply examining the direct relationship begweolitical preferences and policy
outcomes as much of the traditional political cohliterature does, this analysis

examines how other levels of governance conditirelationship. While traditional

Figure2.4
Chapter V. Determinants of Palitical Influence
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political control literature has only examined thieect effect of political preferences on
policy outcomes (as depicted on the left-hand sfdeigure 2.4), this project examines
how the other levels of governance are importadeitermining the extent and nature of

political influence on policy outcomes. This isrsething the traditionally political
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control literature does not address, but needs twder to engage Wood and

Waterman'’s challenge appropriately.

Conclusion

The aim of this project is to enhance our undedstenof the complex
relationship between political actors, public maragand policy outcomes. Since the
most prolific paradigm to studying political inflnee of policy outcomes (i.e. principal-
agent theory) largely ignores the many other legéltte policy process, a new approach
is warranted. My hope is that by using a broaat@me inclusive framework — namely,
the logic of governance — our knowledge of the clexipes of these relationships will

improve.

This project also contributes to the literatur@ther important ways. A critical
part of governance is political assessment, wheliéqal institutions are thought to
respond to the results and outcomes bureaucratitcaas produce —a process that
allows politicians to update their information redgjag the real-world effects of their
policy-making decisions. Arguably, political ass@ent is as important as any of the
other levels of governance. With a simple but ameéntal test, chapter Il empirically
examines whether political responsiveness doe®thdecur. Chapter IV further
extends this analysis to include political respeasess to historically underrepresented

groups — namely Latinos.
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By taking up Wood and Waterman'’s challenge, thegqmt is also one of the first
to examine not onlywhetherpolitical institutions can be influential in shagipublic
policy outcomes, buinder what conditiontheir influence is facilitated or constrained.
Using a large n dataset with numerous distinctdueeatic organizations provides
considerable variation on environmental organizeti@nd managerial characteristics,
which gives us the leverage needed to test fodéterminants of political influence.
This is a feet that has been met with little susdbas far due to the high data

requirement needed for such analysis.

This dissertation is also notable for at least additional reasons. First, it
focuses on local levels of government, rather tharfederal government as the vast
majority of political influence research does. Whhe federal government is certainly
worthy of attention, local governments are far mabbeguitous and more directly affect
the lives of citizens. Therefore, having a mormptete understanding of local levels of
government will contribute to more effective, eiiot, and equitable governance.
Finally, this work deals with education policy, whiis an important and highly salient
substantive policy area. Indeed, virtually all Amans are directly exposed in one way
or another to our educational system, so to thenéxhat we can better understand

education policy we can improve the lives of citizen a meaningful way.
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CHAPTER IlI

PERFORMANCE FAILURE AND POLITICAL RESPONSIVENESS

In January of 2008, the Cincinnati Public Schodtbet fired the principal and
all teachers at Taft Elementary School due to pesformance on standardized tests.
The pass rates on state mandated exams at Tafeilary were, on average, 20 points
below the school district average, and the schaitdd to meet test standards for nine
consecutive years. This prolonged failure prompieden masse firings. In February
2008, Dallas Independent School District fired @achers in two elementary and five
high schools because of poor performance on tes¢sc Additionally, there are
numerous instances of superintendents being firdwght out of their contracts due to
poor performance. In 1999, the student pass rateestate exam at San Antonio ISD —
one of the state’s largest school districts — wapdints below the state average. An
unhappy school board voted in favor of buying twet superintendent’s contract at a cost
of $800,000. This move violated state law, whidesinot allow buyouts for more than
the value of one-year’s salary and benefits. Téssilted in SAISD loosing a portion of
their state funds as a penalty for the buyout.edat] between July 2005 and July 2007
alone, 12 Texas public school districts spent &2e4 million on superintendent buyouts

(see Ray and Marshall 2006; Hoyle and Skrla 1999).

Similar to these school districts, there are alsm@&rous examples of intense
political responses to poor bureaucratic perforreanthe federal government. In the

wake of Hurricane Katrina, for example, the pulas inundated with horror stories of
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the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMAJ@guate response to the
devastation left behind. Members of Congress lhshwe on FEMA'’s debacle and, in
particular, FEMA chief Michael Brown, resulting lns resignation. Elected officials
promptly called for an investigation and suddemigdral emergency disaster response
was one of the nation’s top priorities. In 200dménistrators at the Walter Reed Army
Medical Center found themselves in a scandal sadimg the lack of quality care Iraq
War veterans had received. The resulting poliscalitiny included congressional
hearings, a visit by President Bush and severa&paddent investigations and led to the
resignations of a number of high-ranking militafficals, including generals and the

Secretary of the Army.

These anecdotes suggest that elected officialegfmond to poor bureaucratic
performance. However, do these political respoonsésoccur when the failure is so
substantial that ignoring it would be political gde? Indeed, in many of these cases,
political interest intensified only after the medilled attention to the failure. The first
guestion this chapter examines is whether elecigtdutions respond to poor
bureaucratic performance irsgstematid¢ashion. Is the likelihood of political
intervention contingent on bureaucratic performamdeere lower levels of past
performance are associated with higher levelstefwention? The second question this
chapter examines is whether such intervention t®gub change in managerial behavior.

Finally, does increased political involvement léadmproved future performance?
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Bureaucratic Failure

Of prime interest to this research is the notiobueaucratic failure. Much of
the literature on bureaucratic failure seeks toewstéind the causes of failure. Studies
have examined the role of factors such as buretcicapacity and leadership in
influencing bureaucratic performance, in additiorathost of other factors (organization
structure, goal clarity/conflict; see Pierce 19839 the purposes of this analysis,
however, the cause of bureaucratic failure is uoirigmt. Rather, this project is

interested in the role political institutions pliayresponding to such failure.

Bureaucratic failure, for the purposes of this pobj is when a bureaucratic
agency’s performance on some measure is significhatow typical levels. This
definition acknowledges that the agency may beoperihg well on other
dimensions. That is, this definition does not meweat the agency has failed on many or
all dimensions and is facing closure (e.g. as éendise of market failure). Indeed, it may

be that administrators are unaware of the failasewill be discussed in Chapter IV.

This definition of failure is also distinct from |itecal failure. Bovens et al.

(1999) distinguistprogramfailure frompolitical failure using the following definitions:

[A] programfailure pertains to the technocratic dimensiopalfcy-making and
organizational behavior. It occurs when a poliegidion, plan, or strategy fails
to have the desired impact on target populationseven produces major
unintended and unwanted effects. palitical failure, in contrast, does not
involve the social consequences of policies btiharathe way in which policies
are perceived in the court of public opinion anel plolitical arena (Bovens et al.
1999, 123).
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These two failures may or may not coincide. passible, for example, for a program
to perform well in terms of its stated goals, yetttprogram could still be considered a
political failure. Alternatively, a program could be costhefficient and ineffective, yet
it may not be considered a failure by politicalost This project is interested with the
performance of agencies in terms of the outputsocamicbmes produced and the extent
to which these outputs and outcomes are consisiémthe goals of the program or
organization; that is, program performance andifail The question is, do political
actors respond to such performance, or do theyrasiyond to political failures and
policy fiascos? While there are reasons to sugpedatter is more often the case than
the former, elected officials and institutions davé incentives to respond. A brief

discussion of these incentives is warranted.

I ncentives for Political Responsiveness

Some argue the primary goal of elected officialeaection (Mayhew 1974);
hence, politicians have an electoral incentivensuee bureaucratic agencies are
implementing policies that comport with electorakirests. This occurs because the
public may hold legislators responsible for polaxjtcomes even when the elected
officials are not directly at fault. For exampbeesidential approval ratings — and thus
electoral support — are often influenced by ecordattors, even though the president
may have little to do with the state of the econdsee Wood 2004)Thus, bureaucratic
outputs often have electoral consequences foreglafficials (see Arnold 1979).

Indeed, negative policy outputs are often broughight by political challengers as a
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means to garner electoral support during electaompaigns (Mayhew 1974, Fenno
1977). Politicians, as well as political opponeate continually searching for political
ammunition, that is, issues that can be turnedeteotoral support. Thus, elected
officials are often conscious of bureaucratic penfance particularly concerning issues

that constituents deem important.

Political actors often focus on bureaucratic penfance (both good and bad) as a
political tool. Politicians often point to bureaatic success to credit-claim in order to
gain electoral support (Mayhew 1974). Converselyen bureaucratic performance
falters, elected officials are likely shift the bla to administrators (Calvert, McCubbins
and Weingast 1989; Fiorina 1986; Epstein and Odatt 1999). This allows
politicians to make political promises of changetostituents and potentially increase
electoral support. However, the blame-shiftingtstyy may have limited utility since
prolonged failure is likely to have electoral coggences. That is, if politicians do not
follow up on their promises and the bureaucracytinaes to produce lackluster results,
the electorate may respond by electing new ofici&lor this reason, it is in elected
representatives’ interests to ensure positive luaraéic outputs, at least in areas that are

highly salient to the constituents.

Policymakers can themselves construct politicalcies. Drawing attention to
policy failures or even events that are out of bupeats’ control (e.g. flooding) can be
in the interest of some politicians. Indeed, tbestruction of many policy fiascoes is a

“highly complex and intensely political processofgns, et al. 1999, 126). In their
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study of a police fiasco in the Netherlands, Boyensl. (1999) found numerous blame
avoidance strategies were used to deal with theréaincluding blame-shifting, and
initiating investigations to minimize political dage. This research suggests that
political actors do have incentives to pay attentmbureaucratic performance and,
when possible, even shape the public’s perceptbttse failure in order to avoid blame

or take credit for success.

This implies that the interactions between pollterad bureaucratic actors, both
in terms of content and frequency, may be contihgerpart, on bureaucratic
performance. That is, in situations where the duceacy has failed to produce positive
outputs regarding policy areas that are salietheégublic, perceptive elected officials
may pressure public administrators to address yppliagrams or areas that need
improvement before program failure translates pdltical failure. Alternatively, in
circumstances where the bureaucracy is performelf political institutions may adopt
a hands-off strategy as not to interfere with buceatic success, while still claiming the
credit for that success. This is what we wouldeetfrom the logic of governance.
Theoretically, at least, elected officials engagealitical assessment and monitor
bureaucratic performance and intervene when ougretsot consistent with legislative
goals and objectives. That is, political behawnd actions adjust in response to

bureaucratic outputs and policy outcomes.

This process entails that elected representatiksgsdentify a problem with

bureaucratic performance. There are a number g$ wawhich politicians can become
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informed of bureaucratic failure. Constituentsaftirectly contact their representatives
to voice their dissatisfaction with bureaucraticfpenance (i.e. fire alarms). Likewise,
interest groups continually keep lawmakers inforrakd wide range of policy issues
including inadequate bureaucratic outputs. Eleotédials, however, are likely to take
notice of issues that are important to their ownstibuents. That is, a politician is more
likely to push for policy changes that will bendfér primary supporters (e.g.,
businesses, environmental groups, etc.) than shiviar issues that do not affect her
constituents. Legislators, therefore, will carBf@hoose which issues to advance since
they have limited resources dedicated to multiplelg (Fenno 1977). The primary
criterion for advancing a policy objective is tlee¢l of salience the issue holds to the
representative’s primary constituency. Gormley8@,91989) has argued that policy
salience is an important predictor as to who piadies in policy-making decisions.
Additionally, Ringquist, Worsham and Eisner (2008y that salience is important in
determining the propensity for elected officialsattempt to influence bureaucratic

behavior.

Systematic ver sus Selective Responsiveness

While there appear to be numerous incentives fbtigad actors to engage in
systematic political assessment, much of the eogiliterature suggests this is not the
case; rather, political elites respond onlydditical failure, which may or may not be
due to actual program failure. Indeed, few progfaitares are ever labeled policy

failures/fiascoes by political elites, and manytstailures remain unseen by all except a
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handful of those who are directly involved (Bovehal. 1999). This suggests that
political salience and visibility of the failure mae far more important than the

magnitude and existence of the actual failure.

In an article on public maladministration, Geralaiden (1991) lists 175
“bureaupathologies” ranging from abuse of powediszrimination to tokenism to red
tape (492). These bureaupathologies often reswltganizational inefficiency, an
inability to adjust to environmental changes aratigal atrophy. Caiden contends that
that maladministration and bureaupathologies aftartinue undetected until something
goes horribly wrong and massive failure occurdgs tinly then that officials finally
address the problems that led to the failure. &laee numerous anecdotes that confirm
this general pattern. The Space Shuttle Progrdedfto launch space shuttles on
numerous occasions due to technical problems; bhguais is an indication that
something was wrong. However, these instanceailofé were widely ignored. It was
only after devastating catastrophes occurred tigtiqal elites took a serious look at the
program’s performance and management. Similanyde and Hood (1989) find that

little is done to prevent the occurrence or reomnoe of bureaupathologies.

Unfortunately, there is very little research ondaurcratic failure, and especially
political responses to failure. Most of the literg on bureaucratic failure, or
maladministration deals with either categorizingey of failure, or is interested in the
causes of failure. Pierce (1981), for examplegtigped 75 hypotheses predicting the

causes of bureaucratic failure. Little researduwdwver, has examined political
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responses to bureaucratic failure. Hence, ligtleniow about whether elected officials
systematically respond to poor bureaucratic peréorre — as we would expect
theoretically — or only respond to instances of shasfailure as much of the empirical
evidence seems to suggest. The current literatuthis topic, then, presents

contradictory expectations.

Based on this logic, we can generate testable hgges concerning the
interaction between an elected institution anddmiaistrative one. If political elites
systematically engage in political assessment asplond to bureaucratic performance,
we should expect the level of interaction betwdented officials and public managers
to increase as bureaucratic performance decliAssaargued above, this may result
because elected officials fear that bureaucratieréacould aid electoral challengers and
perhaps lead to a loss of votes in the next electAlternatively, political elites
ostensibly would rather not deal with the embarresg and public scrutiny involved
with a policy fiasco, especially if the public helthem responsible. In an attempt to
prevent bureaucratic failure from being used addiresm politically, assiduous
politicians will pressure public administratorsfocus their energy on ameliorating the
particular areas of bureaucratic performance thaelpbeen found wanting. Such
pressure necessitates increased contact, if nodioabion, between administrators and
elected officials. The alternative hypothesitsttargued by Caiden (1991), Bovens, et

al. (1999) and others, where political actors tencespond only after massive failure
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has occurred and program failure has become mlfadure!® Using a simple but
fundamental test, this chapter examines whethdiqablintervention — as expressed via

political-administrative interactions — is influeattby bureaucratic performance.

Policy Salience

As noted above, past research has found that psdiggnce is an important
factor in predicting political behavior (Gormley8® 1989; Ringquist, Worsham and
Eisner 2003; Bawn 1997). Calvert, McCubbins andngfst (1989) argue that in
policy areas deemed more important, politicians Malit agency discretion in an
attempt to lower uncertainty. Others also arga plolitical institutions will more
ardently attempt to influence bureaucratic behadigectly in policy areas that are
highly salient, particularly when public preferea@e uniform (Spence 1997; Bawn
1997; Epstein and O’Halloran 1994). Ringquist, ¥f@m and Eisner (2003), using
Congressional data from 1949 to 1996, find thafpttopensity for Congress to use
legislation aimed at changing bureaucratic behasibigher for salient policy areas
than non-salient policy areas. With respect tpaading to bureaucratic failure, the
incentives and rewards for political elites to aet arguably higher for highly salient
and visible policy areas than for less salientqedi. Furthermore, the political

consequences for not acting (e.g. blame for fajlare both more severe and more likely

1 This may be the more rational action, since mosgmam failure goes by generally unnoticed by the
public and media, it makes sense that politicadracvill only respond after it becomes a “problein”
the public.



43

if the failure occurs within a visible and saligralicy area compared to failure within

relatively known/unseen policy area.

The current literature on political responsiventessureaucratic failure — though
sparse — is essentially divided between reseasthstiggests political actors should
respond to bureaucratic failure (i.e. politicalentives to respond exist) and research
that argues political responsiveness is absenipefaethe most egregious instances of
failure. It could be, however, that policy salieris a key factor in determining whether
political actors respond. That is, political astavill be more likely to respond to
bureaucratic failure if that failure occurs in dipparea or output that is salient to the
public. This suggests that political incentivesaspond to failure are directly — and not

surprisingly — linked to the level of salience loétpolicy output.

It should be noted that the policy salience isanokear-cut concept. Indeed, a
policy output or outcome may be salient to one griout not another, or one agency but
not another. We should expect, however, thatipalitesponsiveness will be most
likely when the majority of the clientele or stakédhers deem the policy output in
guestion is salient. Failures in policy outputséomes that are salient to particular
groups or sub-clienteles are less likely to elgtolitical response than failure in policy

outputs/outcomes that are considered salient byndjerity of the public?

1 One potentially important aspect of salience ésrifle of the media. Indeed, the media can make a
policy issues highly salient overnight. While thimject does not directly consider the effectthef
media’s role in policy salient, it does recognie potential for its importance.
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Effectiveness of Palitical | ntervention

In addition to examining whether political elitesspond to bureaucratic failure
in a systematic manner, the second question tligtehexamines is whether such
intervention results in a change in managerial bienand, ultimately, improved future

performance?

How might this work? Political pressure from etgtofficials (some of whom
have the ability to fire administrators and poétiappointees) lead these administrators
to refocus their time and energy on issues anddhed need improvement. In the case
of the Challenger and Columbia disasters, predsoine political principals led NASA
administrators to focus more of their attentiorsafety issues. Similarly, in the late
1950’s and 60’s, NASA's failure to launch the fissttellite into space, undoubtedly
resulted in increased efforts and resources towaaching the moon. In the recent case
of maladministration at Walter Reed Army Medican@s, political pressure has
resulted in increased administrative efforts torowe the medical care of soldiers
returning from Iraq. Thus, we would expect poétipressure to result in changes in
managerial activities and priorities whereby thely kgfocus their attention to remedy

the program failure.

Looking at this from an administrative perspectivere are several reasons and
incentives why administrators and public managesld/be likely to respond to such
political pressures. The firstis fear. This aburclude fear of losing their position, loss

of discretion, or budget cuts. In the case of FEd&ctor, Michael Brown, despite
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President Bush'’s early compliments (i.e., “You'mrdy a heck of a job, Brownie”), it
did not take long for him to lose his position &mling FEMA’s mishandling of the
Hurricane Katrina response. Similarly, severahhignking military officials were

relieved of duty following the policy fiasco at W&l Reed Army Medical Center.

A second reason is professionalism. Arguably, rpabtic managers consider
themselves professionals, and many hold advanageéee Undoubtedly, most public
managers do care about their organization’s pedona. Many belong to professional
organizations and are cognizant of the norms witéir profession and associations.
This is akin to Carl Friedrich’s (1940) argumenbabrelying on professionalism and
the scientific community to ensure bureaucratioaotability. Finally, the extent to
which managers build good reputations with respetteir organization’s performance
can lead to upward movement in terms of career wppities. This could provide a
manager with access to more desirable and satispgsitions either within his or her

own organization or within other organizations.

Therefore, this chapter is interested in ¢fffectsof political intervention in the
face of bureaucratic failure. That is, when buoeatic outputs are unsatisfactory, does
political intervention lead to improved performaficAs mentioned above, we would
expect public managers to redirect their energigelsrasources to ameliorate the
problem when faced with mounting pressures fronr fiditical principals. Whether
they are successful will depend on a variety ofdies; such as manager quality and

capacity, as well as resources and environmentetnts. Empirically, however, we
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should expect managerial behavior to change asudt & political pressure and, in turn,
performance should also change. This has twolliesit@plications, as indicated by
Figure 3.1. First, increased contact betweenipaliictors and public managers should
result in improved future performance, and, secgrttlis relationship should be
strongest in cases where past bureaucratic perfmentzas faltered.

Figure3.1
Past Failure and Political Assessment

Managerial
Behavior
Organizational Political Assessment/
Failure Responsiveness
|
| Future
Policy Performance
Salience

As Figure 3.1 implies, bureaucratic failure showddult in a political response,
provided that the policy output is salient to thublgc. If the policy area is salient, we
should expect political actors to monitor performeaglosely and respond to failure.
Alternatively, if the policy area is not salienglpical actors are less likely to notice the
failure has occurred and, thus, less likely to oeslb Under this scenario, we would
expect bureaucratic failure to go by unnoticed fimkely or until massive failure occurs
(i.e. the Caiden hypothesis), prompting a drasttaase in public attention to the failure,

thus increasing salience and eliciting a politiesponse.
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Furthermore, political intervention, when it occassa response to failure, is
expected to result in changes in managerial beh#vab results in improvements in
performance. Public managers are expected toetdheir time and resources in an
attempt to improve outputs and outcomes relatgeettormance. Thus, if an agency is
performing poorly on their core function, increagaditical pressure should result in
increased managerial focus on core tasks and aaixin secondary activities. This
refocusing ought to result in improvements in teg@grmance of the agency’s core

function. From this, we can derive at least thestable hypotheses:

Ha: Bureaucratic failure will lead to increased p@dél oversight/political

intervention.

H,:  Political intervention will lead to a change in megerial focus and

behavior.

Hs:  Political intervention, as a response to pastuesl, will lead to

improvements in future bureaucratic performance.

An Empirical Test

This chapter proceeds by testing the argumentuéated above in a series of
steps. First, it examines the relationship betwwsest performance and political
responsiveness. The expectation is that, if thieyoutput is salient, political
responsiveness will occur. If it is not salientjoconditionally salient, then we do not
expect a political response. Second, increasethcoshould change managerial
behavior where managers are expected to realltivatetime and resources to focus on

core tasks to improve their performance. Thusewmect political action to result in a
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change in managerial behavior. Finally, this papéirexamine the effects of contact on
future performance. Increased contact should tresuhproved future performance,

particularly in districts that performed poorlytime past.

While this theoretical framework is applicable tbast of bureaucracies and
political institutions, the ideal bureaucratic-picl relationship used to test this theory
should hold certain characteristics. First, theehucracy should have identifiable
performance indicators. Indeed, Wood and Watergh@84) argued that the key to
political influence of policy outputs was the prese and use of measurable
performance indicators. Second, bureaucratic asitghould be salient to the public in
order for political actors to respond. Thus, wedagencies with different measures of
policy outputs that vary in levels of saliencehe public. Additionally, the political
institution should ideally have a generally focuségective that directly relates to the
bureaucracy. If the political institution had numégs bureaucracies under its
jurisdiction, it would be increasingly difficult fadhe political institution to identify
bureaucratic failure within any particular agengasticularly if the failure pertained to
only certain constituencies. Additionally, the mdevels of hierarchy involved, the
further removed direct political influence will lo& actual bureaucratic outputs. This is
particularly true in cases where the majority ohmbers within the political institution

does not recognize the failure and/or does not paligcal incentives to act.

School districts are one such political-bureaucratrangement that does meet

these criteria. Schools do indeed generate idaif outputs that range considerably on
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their level of importance to the public, and thiatienship between administrators and
elected officials (school board members) is diré&thool districts have independently
elected representative bodies, namely school bogkdshool board’s primary
bureaucratic contact is with school district adstirgtion, primarily the district’s
superintendent. Thus, political actors are mdeelyito be aware of failure and more
capable to intervene directly, making school dissran ideal political-bureaucratic

system in which to test the theory developed above.

Data and M ethods

This chapter employs multi-year data collected erak public school districts
to test the hypotheses posited above. There a&rel®d0 Texas public school districts,
offering a great deal of variation on a varietyoojanizational, demographic and
performance-based characteristics. Texas schsipialé are required to report a wide
range of data to the Texas Education Agency (TH# state’s primary oversight
agency. These data are available to the publid@nd the basis of the performance and

control variables for this study.

Bureaucratic Performance/Failure

School districts can be assessed on a varietyrédrp@gance measures including
standardized tests, dropouts, college readinest,sééres and graduation rates. The
key performance measure used in this project igadnly the most salient. The state of

Texas requires all public school districts to anlyusdminister the Texas Assessment of
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Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) exam to students attiplé grade-level$? The test has
components in Reading, English Language Arts, Mattigs, Science, and Social
Studies (the topics administered depend on graed)leStudents are required to pass all
components of the exam as a prerequisite for gtemuaThis test is the state’s primary
means of assessing schools’ performance, and TAkd®st passage rates consistently
ranks high on administrators’ top priorities sirstate funding is in part a function of
TAKS performance. Despite the high salience of BAdCores, there is considerable
variation across districts. In 2005, for examfie, percentage of all students who
passed all components of the exam ranged from @Epieto 98 percent (mean = 63;

standard deviation = 12) across Texas school cistri

In using TAKS pass rates as the primary measupeidbrmance, several
adjustments were made. In 2003, the state of Telxaisged its mandatory examination
from the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills (TA&She Texas Assessment of
Knowledge and Skills (TAKS). While district-levpérformance on these two exams is
highly correlated, there are some significant défeees. The TAKS exam is generally
thought to be a more difficult exam and includesertopic area$® Thus, in the
transition from TAAS to TAKS, district scores, oveaiage, declined significantly. The
average district’s pass rate fell by 19 pointsG02 the year the TAKS took effect. The

TEA, realizing districts would need to adjust foetnew exam, provided a transitionary

Prior to 2003, Texas administered the Texas Assasisai Academic Skills (TAAS). While this test is
somewhat different from the TAKS, the correlatigideen performance on the TAAS and the TAKS is
0.77.

13 The TAAS exam only had Writing, Reading and Mathé&os.
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period where the state’s level of acceptable perémrce would be lower for districts

initially and the new standards would graduallyefaz

Since this project is interested in past performneatius change in the exam poses
a potential problem, since a district’s poor parfance may simply be the result of a
change in the measurement instrument rather than actual decline in performance.

To account for this possibility, a relative measofr¢he TAKS pass rate is used; namely:
(T,-T) [3.]

where T, is the state average TAKS pass ratés the TAKS pass rate for distrigtand
o, Is the standard deviation of statewide TAKS passst: This, then, provides a

measure where a district’'s pass rate is comparttetaverage pass rate for the state.
Using a relative rather than absolute measure dhuoake the performance measure less
sensitive to the change in the testing instrumigicesthis change was felt statewide.

This is also a measure of failure rather than perémce, in that positive values
represent below average performance and negatives/eepresent above average
performance. The measure is standardized andeimbdels, lagged to reflect past
performance. Thus, we would hypothesize thatrtteasure would be positively related

to the political intervention (i.e. higher failuleads to more intervention).

In examining political responsiveness to bureaucrformance, a core
contention articulated above is that the levelafqy salience is important in

determining the proclivity of responsiveness; ttaeveral other performance indicators
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that vary on this dimension are used. These grarated into highly or universally
salient policy outputs and low salience or condiidy salient policy issues. The latter
includes policy outputs that may be consideredsatio some, but not in all

circumstances.

Arguably, TAKS exam pass rates are the most uraligrsalient policy output
for Texas school districts. Indeed, over two-thiod superintendents rank it as the
number one problem facing their distrtétin addition to TAKS exams, three other
highly salient outputs are considered: graduatates, drop out rates and attendance
rates. Graduation rates are used universally asdarator of academic success by
researchers, the media, administrators and paagkés Indeed, this is a definitive
measure of educational achievement and carriealseanotional and financial
implications for students and their parents. Apagite, but equally salient measure of
academic performance is a district’s dropout raf#ss too is highly salient to parents,
the media and school district officials. Not odly high dropout rates create a negative
public image and reputation for the district, dutan have economic consequences.
Indeed, public schools are funded, in part, baseenwollments; hence, high dropout
rates results in fewer state funds for the distriéinally, | use attendance rates as a
salient measure of performance. Since Texas gseuaider compulsory education

laws, school districts care about attendance rdteteed, one component of the formula

1n a 2007 superintendent survey (the fourth wawdeier and O'Toole’s Superintendent Management
Survey), 66.8 percent of superintendents ranked $Akores as the most important problem in their
district.
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for state funding of public school districts is #neerage daily attendance rate. Thus,

school districts have a fiscal incentive to engheg attendance is high.

The second set of policy outputs this chapter eramare labeled low salience
or conditionally salient outputs/outcomes; namtig, percent College Ready graduates,
average SAT/ACT scores, and the TAKS pass ratdsfwincome students, black
students and Latino students. Individuals wishingttend Texas institutions of higher
education are required to take the Texas Highec&ihn Assessment (THEA) exar.
High school graduates who score high enough orettasn are given the designation
“College Ready,” while those who do not meet thaimum score are required to enroll
in remedial college courses. The level of salighce performance measure holds will
vary greatly depending on the preferences and ¢xjp@as of the core clientele of the
school district. School districts serving low-imee and low educational attainment
populations are more likely to view college readmas a secondary or tertiary
objective. When college attendance is an exceptionthe expectation, measure such
as percent of students who are “College Ready” beagonsidered an additional benefit,
but not a key measure of performance. This eqaglplies to average SAT and ACT
pass rates. Students in low-income districtsese likely to even take these exams in
the first place, thus, the number of students tihesasures apply to is smaller in poor
districts than in wealthy districts where most stus take these exams and intend to

apply to colleges. Indeed, on average, only 50gdrof students took the ACT or SAT

!5 Students who score high enough on the ACT or S@&ns are exempt from the THEA and retain the
status of “College Ready.” In 2003, the THEA exaplaced the Texas Academic Skills Program
(TASP). There is no difference, however, betwdenttvo in terms of content and cutoff points for
“College Ready” status.
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in districts where at least 75 percent of studem® classified as low-income compared
to over 70 percent of students in school distmgth less than 25 percent low-income

students.

The second set of conditionally salient outputd détén TAKS exam
performance for sub-groups within the districtparticular, the pass rates for low-
income, black and Latino students. In 2005, thdiaredistrict had 3 percent black
students, 22.5 percent Latino students, and 52c¢epelow-income students. These
groups generally tend to be politically underrepreed and lack political clout
compared to Anglos and the wealthy. Since they aisnerically tend to be in the
minority — with the exception of low-income studenrtdistrict performance on these
indicators are less likely to rise to the levebkafience required to incite a response from
political elites. Thus, we would not expect pckii responsiveness to ensue as a result
of poor performance on these indicators. In examgithe effect of performance on

political intervention, lagged (pervious year) maas of these variables are used.

Political Responsiveness

Perhaps the most difficult aspect to this projeataveloping a measure of
political responsiveness. In the case of Texasddistricts, a districts most direct
political link would be with its school board. S board members are elected and
have a wide range of authority from hiring andnfirithe superintendent, to setting the

budget, setting tax rates, and developing generatation policy. Despite their
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importance, data on school boards in terms of tetivities, preferences, and actions

are sparse.

While quality school board data are nearly nonexistkenneth Meier and Larry
O’'Toole administered a unique survey to over 1088aE school districts in 2000, 2002,
and 2005° The surveys were sent to school district supeniténts and asked a variety
of questions concerning goals, management styhetime allocations. In the Meier-
O'Toole survey, one item asks superintendents hitendhey have contact with the
school board and is measured on a six-point sealgimg from never to daily (modal
category = “weekly”). While this is clearly notd&rect measure of political intervention,
it is, arguably, a proxy for political attentionigao a school district's management. If
school board members are concerned with districopaance, one would expect that
their interactions with the district superintendesatuld increase. Indeed, it would be
difficult for school board members to change managbehavior if there were little
interaction between them. This measure, then,iges\a rudimentary, yet fundamental
indicator of school board “intervention.” Grantéugreased contact does not inherently
suggest “intervention” or responsiveness to failud®wever, if contact is
systematically higher in districts that experiepest failureceteris paribusit might be
an indication that they are directly working wittetsuperintendent to remedy the past
failure. Thus, the assumption is not that schoalrld membersnly interact with
superintendents to address problems; however, plodrlems do exist, the assumption

is that interactions between school board membedgtee superintendent will increase

18| would like to thank Ken Meier and Larry O'Todler generously providing me with these data.
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provided that the school board members recognidecare about the failure (i.e. the

output is salient}’

These survey data were merged with performanceamitol data obtained from
the Texas Education Agency. The first hypothdkisn, predicts that superintendents in
school districts that performed poorly in the pasthave higher levels of contact with
the school board holding all else equal. Thisgsaithowever, should only exist in cases
where past failure was in a salient policy arehusl for example, political contact
should be higher if the district experienced poenfgrmance on overall TAKS pass
rates — a universally salient output — but not esasly if the district performed poorly

on Latino TAKS pass rates — a conditionally sal@umfput.

To test the first hypotheses, an ordered logit isdesed:® The dependent
variable is the scale measuring the level of cdrdgaperintendents report having with
the school board. The key independent variableslistrict performance in the previous
year. We expect the previous year’s performandetoegatively related to the level of
contact. That is, school districts that performrenpoorly will be more likely to have
contact with the school board than will schoolg fhexformed well. In addition to past

performance, the model includes several other bkesathat may explain the level of

" One question in the survey asks superintendentstiey would rate the quality of school board suppo
The amount of contact superintendents report hawitigthe school board is negatively related tarthe
assessment of school board support. This sugtiedtsicreased contact is less often the result of
“friendships” between the school board and supenidénts, but rather suggests conflict at some.level
18 This models produces identical results (in terfdi@ction and significance) when OLS is used.
However, since the dependent variable is essgnéidive-point categorical variable (it is a sixipioscale
but there are no entries in the lowest categoryprdered logit model is more appropriate than OLS.



57

interaction between school boards and superinteéadéenerally, political interaction

is modeled as:

C=p, P+, M+S;0te [3.2]
where

C is the amount of political-managerial Contact
P is past Performance
M is a vector of Managerial factors
O is a vector of Organizational characteristics
ande is a random error term.
While contact and past performance have already Bened, a brief discussion of the

measures comprised in these terms is warranted.

Management

Two key aspects of management are expected temdkithe amount of contact
between political actors and public administratorge first is managerial networking
and the second is managerial experience. Inwak, Meier and O'Toole (2001) have
developed a measure of managerial networking -y@éeponent of the M term in the
model above — that examines the degree to whicarsupndents network in their
external environment. To create the measure otwgenal networking, Meier and
O'Toole factor analyze the degree to which supendéents interact with local business
leaders, other superintendents, state legislaiasthe Texas Education Agency.

Conceptually, superintendents who engage in mdxeanking with these actors may be
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more likely to interact with school board membesgardless of past performance.
Therefore, included in the model is an overall nggmial networking measure to control

for superintendents’ propensity to network.

Interaction between school boards and superinteéadeay similarly be
contingent on the amount of experience the manfaagewithin with district.
Conceptually, managers with ample experience wihilistrict develop greater
independence from the school board and thus exmeriess frequent contact. Less
experienced managers may have a greater reliansehool board guidance and
approval lending to increased levels of contaai.cdntrol for managerial experience, |
include a measure from the Meier-O'Toole survethefsuperintendent’s length of
employment in the district in any capacity with theectation that longer tenure should

result in less political contact.

Organizational Characteristics

Organizational characteristics can encompass atyasf variables including
both controllable and uncontrollable factors. Stazttors may influence the propensity
of political involvement with administration andhus, ought to be accounted for. One
set of organizational factors are related to paersbissues. Excessive instability within
an organization can lead to a host of problems¢éerontact between school board
members and superintendents may be higher in aa@oms that suffer from high levels

of personnel instability. To control for this, aasure of teacher instability is included
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in the model, which is simply the percentage ofuamteacher turnover within the

district.

Like personnel instability, issues surrounding pareel qualifications may be of
concern to school board members, prompting inccelEsels of interaction with
administrators. Individuals wishing to teach irxag, in addition to holding a bachelor’'s
degree, are currently required take teacher trgioourses and pass the Texas
Examinations of Educator Standards (TEXES) exagato teacher certification. The
Texas State Board of Educator Certification (SBE®)yever, allows school districts to
apply for temporary teaching certifications, whallows districts to hire individuals
who do not yet have the standard teacher ceribicatindividuals with temporary
certification are required to obtain full certiftaan within three years of gaining the
temporary certification. We may expect, then, thatricts with high levels of teacher
with temporary certification (rather than full aédation), may experience increased
challenges and uncertainty with respect to retgiagequate levels of personnel. These
concerns may increase the amount of interactiondsst school board members and
administrators. Thus, | control for this posstilyilby including a variable measuring the
number of uncertified teachers (i.e. those lackutigcertification) as a percentage of all

teachers.

A related personnel/organizational factor that thaspotential to affect political-
bureaucratic interactions is the adequate suppbeofonnel. Pupil-teacher ratios are

commonly thought to be linked to performance, wisenaller class size is associated



60

with higher performance (but see Hanushek 1998)idtricts with large pupil-teacher
ratios, school board members may be concernedhwiththis may affect performance
as well as the public image reflected by havingdatlasses. This may, in turn, prompt
increased interaction with the superintendent.ad@unt for this, | include a measure of
class size, which is simply the student-teachéo,ratith the expectation that larger class

sizes will be associated with increased contact.

The final personnel-related variable | controli®teacher experience. Similar
to teacher qualification, increased teacher expeeenay provide a more predicable,
smooth operating organization. This reductionnoartainty may alleviate school board
members’ concerns, thus reducing political involeatin administrative affairs. To
control for this, | include a measure of the averagmber of years of teacher
experience in the district with the expectatiort thigher levels of experience will be

associated with less contact, all else being equal.

In addition to personnel-related organizationalrahteristics, resource-based
organizational factors may be important. The diogcof this relationship could
conceptually be either positive or negative. Reseistrapped organizations may have
difficultly in finding ways to fund programs and gnke forced to make trade-offs in
terms of where resources are allocated. In madirety decisions, school board
members may be more likely to interact with theesimiendent. Alternatively, districts

with ample resources may engage in more extensogrgm building. This activity
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may also entail increased interaction and coortindietween the school board and the

superintendent.

To control for the potential effect resources mayehon political-administrative
interactions, | employ three measures. The farsivierage teacher salaries (in $1000)
within the district. The second variable is totatenue per pupil (in $1000). The final
resource measure is the amount of state fundirgge¢id) the district receives. State
funding often comes with restrictions and stipwas; thus, increased state funding may
result in increased consultation between the sdboatd and school administration to
ensure state requirements are met. Finally, Irobfdr school size (student enrollment
in 1000s). Larger districts are likely to have metakeholders with competing interests
that must be addressed. This may require incrgagéttal-administrative interaction.
Table 3.1 presents summary statistics for deperatehtndependent variables used in

testing the first hypothesis.

Table 3.2 presents the results from the first mo&hce the dependent variable
and several key independent variables come fronvifier-O'Toole survey, these
measures were only collected in survey years, nagtfl0, 2002 and 2005. Thus, these
models only used data from these years. To coftraariation across time, yearly
dummy variables were included. Tests for non-amtserror variance indicated that

heteroskedasticity was not a probl&m.

¥ The results are essentially identical when robtastdard errors or clustered standard errors @ us
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Table 3.1. Summary Statisticsfor Moddl 1

Variable Mean Ste?/ Min M ax
Political Contact 4.25 0.89 2 6
Lagged TAKS Pass Rate 77.89 11.42 14 100
Standardized Relative TAKS Measure 0.00 0.97 -2.43 4.96
Managerial Networking 0.03 0.99 -2.71 3.67
Managerial Experience (Years) 9.23 9.37 0 44
% Teacher Turnover 17.00 7.66 0 61.11
Student-Teacher Ratio 12.65 2.39 3.30 30.47
% Non-Certified Teachers 4.63 5.19 0 40.4
Average Teacher Experience (Years) 12.30 2.25 2.60 22.45
Average Teacher Salary ($1000) 36.80 2.75 28.10 0249.
Revenue per Pupil ($1000) 8.07 2.50 1.76 42.90
Logged State Aid 10.50 3.70 541 19.44
Enroliment (1000s) 4.06 10.66 0.02 163.56

Findings
Immediately noticeable is that past performanderfaiis positive and
statistically significant® This implies that contact between school boarchbers and

superintendents is higher when the district perémipoorly in the previous year. This

2 Recall that this measure is standardized andetative measure where higher values are associated
with lower pass rates relative to the state avefaga given year.



Table 3.2. Past Performance Failure and Political Contact

Political Contact

Past Performance Failure 0.130*
(0.052)
Managerial Networking 0.806**
(0.061)
Superintendent's Experience in District -0.015**
(0.005)
% Teacher Turnover -0.001
(0.007)
Average Teacher Experience 0.004
(0.026)
% Non-Certified Teachers -0.005
(0.009)
Student-Teacher Ratio 0.143*
(0.031)
Average Teacher Salary (in $1000s) 0.043
(0.025)
Logged State Aid 0.066
(0.046)
Revenue Per Pupil (in $1000s) 0.050
(0.027)
District Size (in 1000s) 0.018**
(0.006)
2002 -0.771%
(0.140)
2005 -0.840*
(0.370)
Observations 1739

cutl -0.88 (0.76)
cut2 0.88 (0.75)
cut3 3.61 (0.75)
Cut4 5.88 (0.76)

Order Logistic Regression Estimates

(Standard errors in parentheses) * significantat & significant at 1%
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evidence supports the idea that elected officildscancerned about bureaucratic
performance and will engage the bureaucracy wheonpeance becomes
unsatisfactory. Not surprisingly, managerial netirtg dominates the model,
independently explaining about 4 percent of théatian in the dependent varialfte.
This suggests that superintendents who engage i@ external networking with other
actors (i.e., business leaders, other superintésdetate legislators), are more likely to
have contact with the school board. This, thentrods for thesuperintendent’s
proclivity to interact with others. Also, as expet, managerial experience is negative
and significant. This indicates that newer sugendents engage in more contact with
school boards than superintendents with longeréeniihe only other statistically
significant variables were student-teacher ratra$ district size, suggesting that larger
class sizes and increased enrollments have aygosifiect on the probability of school

board-superintendent contactteris paribus

Since the models in Table 3.2 estimate the paramei ordered logit, the
coefficients are not easily interpretable in teohthe effects on the level of contact;
thus, Table 3.3 presents the predicted probalsilibethe model. Past performance has
a considerable effect on the probability of havtogtact with the school board more
than once a week as well as weekly contact (theatmzadegory). The predicted
probability of more than weekly contact with théasal board for a high failure district
(pass rate 2 standard deviations below the staéaie about 34 percent. This is about

10 percent higher than the predicted probabilityaftnigh performing district.

% This is based on the change in the “pseudyfi@m 0.072 to 0.115 in the model below.
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Alternatively, the predicted probability of weeldgntact under high levels of past
failure is about 51 percent, compared to 58 peraedéer considerably above average
performance. This pattern is also seen in mordbitact, where the predicted
probabilities are forty percent higher under hignfprmance than under low
performance (11% vs. 6.9%). The likelihood forlglabntact, though consistently low,
is nearly twice as high under high failure thais itinder high performance (6.5% vs.

3.8%).

Table 3.3. Predicted Probabilitiesfor Different L evels of Past Failure

P(Y=Yearly) P(Y=Monthly) P(Y=Weekly) P(Y=Weekly+) P(Y=Daily)

Past Failure= 0.015 0.069 0.512 0.338 0.065
High (2)

Past Failure= 0.020 0.088 0.555 0.288 0.049
Average (0)

Past Failure= 0.027 0.113 0.583 0.239 0.038
Low (-2)

Table 3.4 presents the first differences for tHeslngs based on simulations
where all other variables are held at their meditsese simulations allow us to obtain
measures of uncertainty with respect to our esémat he results indicate that the
difference in the probability of havingore than weeklgchool board-superintendent
interactions between high and low performing dis¢ris about 10 percent and is
statistically significant. As expected, the opp®siend is seen with weekly contact,

where low performance reduces the likelihood ofklyeeontact in substitution for more
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than weekly contact. Indeed, the probability o$etving the two highest levels of

contact increase as failure increases, while theilddhree levels decrease.

Table 3.4 First Differencesin Predicted Probabilities
Change Past Failurefrom -2to 2

Outcome Mean Std. Err. 95% CI

AP(Y=Yearly) -0.027 0.004 -0.015 -0.044
AP(Y=Monthly) -0.044 0.017 -0.011 -0.078
AP(Y=Weekly) -0.071 0.026 -0.020 -0.119
AP(Y=Weekly +) 0.100 0.036 0.167 0.027
AP(Y=Daily) 0.027 0.010 0.048 0.007

First differences and confidence intervals are thaseClarify simulations in Stata

Using estimates derived from the simulations, FegRI2 portrays this pattern
visually. The x-axis represents different levdipast failure on the pervious year’'s
TAKS exam where higher values indicate more failufbée y-axis displays the
predicted probabilities based on the model estisnatéding all other variables at their
means. What is immediately apparent is that dsréaincreases, the likelihood of
weekly contact declines as the likelihood of mévantweekly contact increases. At a
failure value of approximately 1, the differencegprobabilities associated with these
two values are statistically indistinguishable sifuilar pattern can be seen with the
daily and monthly contact, where the probabilityobEerving daily contact — while still

small — becomes significantly higher as the le¥glast failure increases.

These results appear to support the hypothesiptimatperformance leads to
increased political involvement. Recall, howebat this hypothesis is conditional on

the salience of the policy output or outcome. iiswide pass rates on the TAKS
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exam are highly salient to the majority of Texastriits. Indeed, the state bases their

district rating system largely on districts’ perfaance on this indicator. Yet,

Figure 3.2 Predicted Probabilities of Contact for Different L evels of Past Failure

Predicted Probabilities: Past Performance and Contact

0
Past Relative Performance

——— Pr(Y=Monthly) A&———-A Pr(Y=Weekly)
= Pr(Y=Weekly +) &——© Pr(Y=Dally)

Note: bars indicate 95% confidence intervals

theoretically, we do not expect political actorgespond to every indicator — only those
they deem salient. As discussed earlier, thistemagxamines a number of other policy
outputs and outcomes that should vary on this déoanof public salience. The
universally salient measures include graduatioestattendance rates, and annual
dropout rates. Policy outputs considered lesssiatir conditionally salient are TAKS
pass rates for low-income students, black studant$latino students, as well as

average SAT and ACT scores and the percent of stsigého score high enough on the
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THEA exam to be deemed “College Ready.” Also ideld in this group are 4-year
dropout rates. While annual dropout rates areidensd salient, 4-year dropout rates
use a more complicated formula in that they traoklent progress over a 4-year period.
The impact of this measure is likely to be more died since the failure may have

occurred years in the past. Conceptually, thispas with work by Ringquist,

Table 3.5 Descriptive Statistics

Variable N Mean Std.Dev. Min M ax
Universally Salient Outputs

Graduation Rate 1648 87.84 9.18 0 100

Attendance Rate 1740 95.98 0.84 92 99.4
Annual Dropout Rates 1719 0.75 0.89 0 10.1

Conditionally Salient Outputs

4-Year Dropout Rates 1645 6.19 6.13 0 45.5
Low-Income TAKS Pass Rate 1729 70.81 12.38 14 100
% "College Ready" 1599 21.17 11.63 0 71.6

Average SAT Score 1262 972.70 76.43 654 1250
Average ACT Score 1520 19.88 1.62 14.7 25.1
Black TAKS Pass Rate 1125 65.00 16.41 0 100

Latino TAKS Pass Rate 1622 70.55 13.86 8 100

Worsham and Eisner (2003) where they find that polity salience and policy
complexity influence politicians’ propensity toatipt to influence bureaucratic

behavior. A highly salient output (e.g. dropoutr, if complex (e.g. 4-year dropout
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rates), is less likely to attract political invohaent than would otherwise be expected.

Table 3.5 presents the descriptive statisticshfes¢ 10 dependent variables.

Table 3.6 presents the results from these 10 modéis first three models
include the highly/universally salient outputs, lehhe final six models present the less
salient outputs/outcomes. In all three cases,gaébrmance is related to political
contact, where poorer performance is associatddhigiher probabilities of contact.
Higher graduation and attendance rates in the puevacademic year are associated
with less school board-superintendent interactidhernatively, with the exception of
low-income student TAKS performance, past perforceasn the low salient outputs
had no effect on the frequency of contact. Thiexigctly what we would expect
theoretically; that is, political actors respondg@formance indicators they believe are
salient. This explains, in part, the discrepanoyesved in the literature on this topic,
where some research portrays actively involvedipalielites while other research
implies alassiez-fairepolitical system that only responds when eithdalisuoutrage or

catastrophe strikes.

The Effects of Contact on Management

The second empirical question this chapter examsedat effects, if any, does
political intervention have on managerial behavido quantitatively test whether
political contact can influence administrative babg a measure of managerial
behavior is needed. Fortunately, the Meier-O’'Talevey contains at least two

measures that can be used to test this hypoth€kesfirst measure is the managerial



Table 3.6. Political Responsivenessto Failure and I ssue Salience

High/Universally Salient Outputs L ow/Conditionally Salient Outputs

Low .
DV = Contact with Graduation  Attendance Annual 4-Year Income Black Latino College A\gage Avecr:age
School Board Rate Rate Dropout Dropout Pass Pass Pass Ready T ACT
Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Score Score
Lagged Performance -0.016 -0.197 0.091 0.007 .01 -0.003 -0.004 0.005 0.000 -0.015
(0.006)** (0.060)** (0.056} (0.009) (0.005)** (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.001) 0.q32)
Managerial Networking 0.794 0.806 0.807 0.793 0.811 0.773 0.794 0.769 0.769 0.784
(0.063)** (0.061)** (0.062)** | (0.063)** (0.062)** (0.078)** (0.064)** (0.064)** (0.074)** (0.067)**
District Size (1000s) 0.016 0.017 0.017 0.017 0.017 0.018 0.018 0.017 0.017 0.017
(0.006)** (0.006)** (0.006)** | (0.006)**  (0.006)** (0.006)** (0.006)** (0.006)** (0.006)** (0.006)**
Student Teacher Ratio 0.156 0.126 0.158 0.169 0.144 0.231 0.150 0.181 0.245 0.180
(0.034)** (0.031)** (0.032)** | (0.033)** (0.032)** (0.047)** (0.034)** (0.034)** (0.045)** (0.036)**
Average Teacher Salary 0.034 0.043 0.041L 0.034 20.04 0.011 0.030 0.023 0.003 0.028
(0.026) (0.025) (0.025) (0.026) (0.025) (0.031) .0¢®) (0.026) (0.030) (0.027)
Teacher Turnover 0.003 0.001 0.004 0.005 -0.002 020.0 -0.001 0.007 -0.005 0.005
(0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.010) .0Q7) (0.008) (0.009) (0.008)
Superintendent's Tenure -0.016 -0.016 -0.016 -0.015 -0.015 -0.014 -0.015 -0.015 -0.016 -0.016
(0.005)** (0.005)** (0.005)** | (0.005)**  (0.005)** (0.006)*  (0.005)** (0.005)** (0.006)** (0.005)**
% State Aid 0.070 0.078 0.077 0.073 0.065 0.046 83.0 0.052 0.044 0.036
(0.049) (0.045) (0.046) (0.049) (0.046) (0.061) .04®) (0.051) (0.060) (0.053)
Revenue Per Pupil 0.079 0.053 0.06¢ 0.080 0.062 020.1  0.066 0.079 0.164 0.067
(0.033)* (0.027) (0.029)* (0.033)* (0.031)* (0.060 (0.038) (0.034)*  (0.057)** (0.035)
Teacher Experience 0.008 0.002 0.002 0.007 0.001 0240. -0.002 -0.002 -0.024 -0.008
(0.028) (0.026) (0.027) (0.028) (0.026) (0.036) .0¢B) (0.029) (0.034) (0.030)
% Non-Certified Teachers -0.002 -0.003 -0.00p -p.00 -0.004 0.008 0.001 0.003 0.004 0.004
(0.010) (0.009) (0.009) (0.010) (0.010) (0.014) .01W) (0.011) (0.013) (0.011)
2002 -0.866 -0.724 -0.770 -0.827 -0.707 -0.882 9P.7 -0.858 -0.939 -0.807
(0.145)** (0.140)** (0.142)** | (0.154)**  (0.143)** (0.183)** (0.148)** (0.148)* (0.168)** (0.153)**
2005 -0.880 -0.934 -0.913 -0.904 -1.030 -0.815 28.0 -0.729 -0.826 -0.575
(0.403)* (0.365)* (0.380)* (0.410)*  (0.373)** (0x2) (0.399)* (0.419) (0.518) (0.436)
Observations 1648 1740 1719 1645 1729 1125 1622 9159 1262 1520

Ordered Logistic Regression.

(Standard erroramemtheses).significant at 10%; * significant at 5%; ** sigiiant at 1%

0L
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networking measure discussed above (see Meier drabf@ 2001). More specifically,
this measure is based on factor analysis on tliweeggrted frequency of interaction
between superintendents and the four followingtiesti state legislators, the Texas
Education Agency, other superintendents and logsiniess leaders. The factor analysis
produces a single factor with an eigenvalue of 3°09ariants of this measure have
been used extensively in recent research on poiaitagement. In much of this
research, managerial networking has consistentéy f@und to be an important
predictor of organizational performance (Meier &@idioole 2001, 2003, 2005; O'Toole

and Meier 2004b; Nicholson-Crotty and O’'Toole 20G&erdel 2006).

From a theoretical perspective, O'Toole and MEL&99) argue that networks
provide public managers a means to manage theiroemvents. O’'Toole and Meier
(1999) argue that “management can either adopategy of buffering the environment
or actively seek to exploit the environment for bemefit of the program system” (517).
These networks function both as a mechanism folog&tion purposes as well as a
buffer for absorbing political pressures. Managlanetworking, then, involves
managers making conscious efforts to engage tRegrreal environment. Political
actors, however, may pressure administrators tesfoa internal, core tasks if they are
failing to meet adequate standards, which may redunanager’s ability to engage in

extensive networking. It could be the case thawvakking is a luxury managers can

%2 This measure of managerial networking is sligbifferent from Meier and O'Toole’s (2001) original
measure in that it excludes contact with schooldhosembers and provides a unique measure for each
district for each year the survey was administered.
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engage in only once they have achieved a satisfaleteel of success on core tasks,
such as state mandated tests. That is, politreslspre may result in a decline in
managerial networking, as managers who experieoltgcpl contact refocus their
energies on internal issues rather than exterrtelanking. To test whether this is the
case, we can look at how past contact with polipicacipals changes the level of

networking in which managers engage.

The second measure we can use to test whether eraaldgghavior is
influenced by political contact is a survey-itemattasks superintendents what
percentage of their time is spent on internal mamamt of the district versus interacting
with non-district personnel in a typical week. Ceptually, as with managerial
networking, political contact may influence theenttto which managers work on
managing the district internally versus interactivigh non-district stakeholders.
Increased political contact may cause managesfocurs their attention to internal
administrative issues rather than allocating theie to interacting with non-district

personnel (e.g. politics).

This can be tested by examining the effect pastigallcontact has on changes
in the networking and internal management actisitiesuperintendents. To do this,
measures of thehangein the networking and internal management varghlere

created. Thati&N = N, — N,_;, where N is the networking scores from the respect
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years/surveys. The same is done for the interaalagement variabfé. This implies,

of course, that only respondents who replied feast two consecutive surveys can be
used, thus significantly cutting the number of usalbservations. What this provides us
with, though, is a measure of change in managleeiahvior across two time poirfts.
Table 3.7 presents the descriptive statisticsifemetworking and internal management
variables as well as the change variables (i.eddpendent variables) used in the

estimation.

Table 3.7 Descriptive Statistics for Networking and Internal M anagement

N M ean Std. Dev. Min M ax

Managerial Networking 767 -0.12 1.06 -2.71 3.67
A Managerial Networking 767 0.11 1.56 -4.36 5.7
Internal Management 366 72.65 13.63 20 98
A Internal Management 366 -04 15.57 -60 55

The key independent variable in this model is pattical contact’ with the

expectation that higher levels of past politicahteat will result in reductions in

% The internal management question was only askéukifirst two surveys (2000 and 2002); thus, the
model examining the effect of contact on the changeternal management only include 2002.

24 Admiittedly, the 2- and 3-year gaps in the suniagsice more error than desirable. However, recent
work by Meier and O'Toole (2005) suggests that ngenial networking is a management rather than
organizational characteristic. This implies thetworking patterns are not likely to change dradijc
overtime. Indeed, lagged measures of networkimpiaternal management — despite being 2- and 3-year
lags — are statistically significant predictorscafrent networking and internal management.

% This is simply the self-reported frequency of @mtwith school board members from the previous
survey.
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networking compared to previous levels. Alternaliyy higher levels of political contact
are expected to increase self-reported levelstefnal management at the expense of
external management. Table 3.8 presents the sdsoifh these models. In addition to
school board contact, several other variablesraladed in the model. The absolute,
contemporaneous level of managerial networking amthe second model, internal
management are included, and, in addition to thabig used in the first model a
couple other measures are included. Specifictlypercent of low-income, black and

Latino students are included as control variables.

The results indicate, as expected, that past s&iu@ot contact is associated with
managers decreasing the amount of time they spetmerking in their external
environment. School board contact in the padisis associated with increased
managerial efforts at internal managenf&nA one category increase in past political
contact (e.g. from weekly to more than weekly) hssim about a .39 decrease in
managerial networking, or over one third of a seaddleviation. A similar increase in
school board contact is expected to increase itine dllocated to internal management
by about 4 percentage points. These results atieydarly impressive given that the lag
time between political contact and the observeshghan managerial behavior is two to

three years. With better data and measures te&genships may be even stronger.

% Several variations of these models were run iniomthe inclusion of the contemporaneous level of
school board contact, which was statistically inffigant in both models. A Breush-Pagan test of
independence suggests that the errors acrossrusss are not independent € 4.6, p = 0.03);
however, results from seemingly unrelated regressiodels were nearly identical.



Table 3.8 Political Contact and Managerial Networking and Internal M anagement
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. _ A Managerial A Internal
Dependent Variable = Networking M anagement
Lagged School Board Contact -0.385** 3.905
(0.036) (0.823)**
Managerial Networking 1.013** 0.040
(0.031) (0.823)
Internal Management - 0.657
- (0.052)**
Superintendent's Tenure 0.002 0.024
(0.003) (0.070)
Teacher Turnover 0.007 -0.196
(0.004) (0.106)
Student Teacher Ratio 0.051** -0.448
(0.015) (0.331)
Average Teacher Experience -0.018 -0.575
(0.018) (0.416)
% Non-Certified Teachers -0.001 -0.281
(0.006) (0.152)
Average Teacher Salary 0.031* 0.927
(0.015) (0.399)*
Instructional Expenditures (1000s) 0.055** -0.178
(0.007) (0.146)
% Black Students -0.005 0.047
(0.003) (0.071)
% Latino Students 0.001 -0.011
(0.002) (0.046)
% Low Income Students 0.001 0.071
(0.003) (0.060)
District Size (1000s) -0.008* -0.070
(0.003) (0.094)
Constant -2.924** -76.506
(0.686) (17.482)**
Observations 767 366
R-squared 0.72 0.37

OLS estimates. (Standard errors in parenthesesynificant at 5%; ** significant at 1%
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The Effects of Political Contact on Performance

The final question this chapter examines is wheploditical contact makes a
difference in terms future performance. Theordiicave would expect political
intervention to result in administrative reformdjish would, in turn, ultimately result in
improved performance in the future. Indeed, thithe prime intention of political
assessment. Yet, political involvement in admraiste affairs in and of itself is not
necessarily beneficial to organizational perfornreanc€hat is, unwarranted political
involvement may amount to political micromanagensamd political meddling. Rather,
political intervention may provide benefits wheeith is a legitimate reason for such
intervention. This implies, then, that the effeatpolitical contact are conditional on
whether contact is justified. Thus, the expectatsothat political contact will have a
positive effect on future performance when suchaxins associated with poor past
performance. Alternatively, political contact adofi.e., when past failure is absent) is
expected to have no effect, or even a negativetafie future performance.

Looked at differently, past failure is expectedtmtinue (or at least be
prolonged) if political pressure is not employadthile public managers themselves
would presumably like to improve performance, thaeey be less of a sense of urgency
if their boss (i.e. the school board) is not takiagice of the poor performance.
Conversely, a superintendent in a under-perforrdiaggict who is regularly hounded or
even threatened by the school board regarding ipeaface, is more likely to make
performance his or her top priority and hence nhi&ety to make changes that will

improve performance.
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To test this, an interactive model is used, whaeteré performance is modeled as
a function of past school board contact interaetegd past failure. The expectation is
that contact will positively affect performancepdst failure is present. The dependent
variable in this model is the change in TAKS exarfgrmance from the performance
prior to contact to that following the contact. SRkts for the TAKS exams are released
in the spring of each year; alternatively, the sys/were administered in the fall of each
survey year. Therefore, past performance is tlanepass rate in the spring prior to the
survey and future performance is the exam passraite spring following the survey.
Therefore, the change in TAKS performance for 2@01

ATAKS, = TAKS, ~TAKS, [3.3]

where TAKSy is the TAKS results for the 1999-2000 school yegorted in the spring
of 2000 and TAK$; is the results for the 2000-2001 school year fteoin the spring
of 2001. The measure of political interventiorthis case would be amount of contact
reported in the fall of 2000.

A variety of environmental and organizational vhalés are also included in the
model to control for differences in these distritiat may account for changes in
performance (e.g. large districts may be more i@¢rt These include the measures of
managerial characteristics, personnel-related factiemographic characteristics, and
resources. This interactive model can be depiciedally as:

AP= [BC+ B,F+ B,.CF+ 5,M+ B.O+ S, X+ & [3.4]
where

AP is change in district Performance,
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C is the amount of political-managerial Contact,

F is past district Failure,

M is a vector of Managerial variables,

O is a vector of Organizational characteristics,

X is a vector of Environmental factors (e.g. distdemographics),

e Is a random error term and this are estimatable parameters.

Table 3.9 presents the results from this modehcésthis is an interactive model,
the coefficients are conditional. These resultgest that the effect of political contact
on performance, while positive, is not statistigalignificantwhen past failure is zero
Since the measure of failure is relative to théespass rate, a value of zero for past
failure represents a district’s pass rate was dineesas the state average. This suggests
that, in an average district, higher levels of ficdi contact are not associated with

future improvements in performance.

The parameter estimate for past failure is negatneestatistically significant at
thep =0.1 levelwhen political contact is zeroThis, of course, is outside the range of
the data (political contact ranges from 2 to 6he Eoefficient for the interactive terms is
positive and statistically significant, suggestithgt as conta@ndpast failure increase,
district performance improves. To calculate theditonal effects of school board

contact, the following formula is used (see Bramkzark and Golder 2006):

=G+ GF [3.5]

&%
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Table 3.9 Political Contact, Past Failure and Futur e Perfor mance

A in TAKS Pass Rate

Political Contact

Past TAKS Failure

Political Contact x Past Failure

Managerial Networking
Superintendent's Tenure
Teacher Turnover

Student Teacher Ratio
Average Teacher Experience
% Non-Certified Teachers
Average Teacher Salary
Instructional Expenditures (1000s)
% Black Students

% Latino Students

% Low Income Students
District Size (1000s)

2002

2005

Constant

Observations
R-squared

0.233
(0.164)

-1.173
(0.656)

0.758
(0.150)*

-0.144
(0.167)
0.001
(0.014)
-0.041
(0.019)*
-0.212
(0.061)**
-0.016
(0.070)
-0.040
(0.025)
0.050
(0.068)
-0.096
(0.027)**
-0.051
(0.014)**
0.010
(0.008)
-0.131
(0.012)**
0.015
(0.014)
-20.690
(0.376)**
4.686
(0.353)**
13.787
(2.916)**

1736
0.82

OLS estimates (Standard errors in parenthesgghificant at 10% * significant at 5%; ** signiéat at 1%
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wherep; is the slope for political contad; is the coefficient for the interactive term
andF is the value for the failure variable. Similanye can calculate the conditional
standard errors for the conditional slope of pcditicontact for different values of failure

using the following formula:

Op = \/var(,é’l) + F2var(3,) + 2F cov(53,3,) [3.6]

ac

Thus, for every level of past failure, we can obtaislope and standard error for
political contact. Figure 3.3 presents these tesulhe y-axis depicts the marginal
effect (i.e. conditional slope) of political contam improvements in TAKS performance.
The x-axis represents different levels of relapast TAKS failure, where higher values
represent poorer past scores. The vertical phliaks represent the range of values

where the slopes are not statistically significant.

As can be seen, the effects of political contagtstightly positive — albeit
statistically insignificant — for districts whosagt TAKS pass rates matched the state
average. However, as failure increases, the sfte#gpolitical contact become
statistically significant and increasingly positivEor example, if a district’'s TAKS pass
rate was one standard deviation below the statafii¢he expected effect of school
board contact on the change in future TAKS ratedbaut 1, suggesting that, holding all
else equal, increasing political contact by one will improve TAKS pass rates by

about 1 percent. This effect is even larger fstratits where past failure was higher

%" The numeric value of one standard deviation betewmean varies depending on the year. It ranges
from about 56 percent pass rate (2003) to 79 pepass rate (2002). In any given year, there ram f
150 to 160 districts that fall into this category.
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ranging from .33 (when past failure is .13) to @vhen failure is 5.5). Interestingly, the
effect of political contact is negative and statesty significant in districts that were
performing significantly above average. More speaily, when past TAKS
performance is about 0.82 standard deviations athevstate mean, the effects of
political contact are negative and statisticaliyngicant, ranging in size from -.39 to
1.98. This suggests that political involvementewmot needed, may actually have a

negative effect on bureaucratic performance.

Figure 3.3 Marginal Effect of Contact on Performance Conditional on Past Failure

Change in D.V. (Change in TAKS)

-4 -2 0 2 4 6
Past Performance Failure

Marginal Effect of Political Contact
————— 95% Confidence Interval
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Similarly, the marginal effects and standard eradrgast failure on performance
conditional on the level of political contact cam éxamined by slightly modifying
formulas 3.5 and 3.8 Thus, we can observe what the expected effeqasiffailure
on improvements in performance are under diffelerdls of political intervention. The
expectation is that bureaupathologies and maladtnation in organizations are likely
to continue unless these problems are recognizeé@@aressed. Political intervention is
one possible way such bureaupathologies can besed@and perhaps remedied. Thus,
past failure is expected to have less of an etieperformance if there is contact

between school board members and superintendents.

Figure 3.4 presents the slopes for past failurelitmmal on the level of contact
with the school board. Past failure has a posdive statistically significant effect on
improvements in TAKS pass ratépolitical contact is at least weeklyThe size of the
effect increases as political contact increasgpolitical contact is less than weekly,
however, the effect of past failure on TAKS improents weakens. When school
board contact is monthly or yearly, past failureriedicted to negatively affect future
performance. This suggests, then, that politicablvement can help to remedy
bureaucratic failure and, alternatively, politicglglect can result in continued

maladministration and program failure.

?® The formula for the conditional slope becom%;,g2 +j,C, and the conditional standard errors are

calculated asg , = Jvar(,éz)+ C2var(B,)+ 2Ccov(B, ) -
F



83

Figure 3.4 Marginal Effect of Past Failure on Performance Conditional on Contact
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To demonstrate the magnitude of these effects,eTall0 presents simulated
predicted values of the change in TAKS exam pass ffar four hypothetical scenarios.
The first cell is the expected change in pass fates district that has performed
significantly above the state average on the TAK&eand has experienced virtually
no political involvement from the school board.cB@a district is expected to see a small
decline (-1.77) in TAKS pass rates compared ta fx@vious performance. Yet, if this
same district experienced daily contact with theost board, the expected change in
pass rates is considerably larger (-8.2). Thigest that a case of such political

micromanagement may have a draining effect on ageaxdormance.
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When past failure is high, however, we see a dfiepattern. An absence of
political involvement is expected to produce langgative effects (-8.06) in terms of
future improvements. Yet, if a similarly poor pmrhing district experiences high levels
of involvement from the school board, the expeatggrovement in TAKS pass rates is
positive (1.01). The results for this scenariotheeopposite as the case of a high
performing district, where higher levels of contart associated withorse

performance.

Table 3.10 Expected Changein TAKS Under Four Scenarios

Past Failure
Low High
Contact
Low -1.77 -8.06
High -8.2 1.01

Average expected value from 1000 simulations u€itagify. All other variables are held at their mea
Low Performance = 2 on failure index; High Perfonta = -2 on failure index
Low Contact = Yearly (2); High Contact = Daily (6)

Conclusion

These findings provide some insight to the broapestion this chapter began
with; that is, is political assessment taking placa systematic manner? As discussed
in Chapter Il, political assessment is, theorelycal crucial part of governance (Lynn,
Heinrich, and Hill 2001). Empirically, however gthhesearch on this topic is divided.
On the one hand, a wealth of literature has stuglaitical oversight in great depth and

has examined — both theoretically and empiricallige-numerous ways political actors
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can and do monitor and influence bureaucratic paigcomes (e.g. McCubbins, Noll
and Weingast 1989; Wood and Waterman 1991, 1998}; Moe 1989). Yet, another
line of research suggests that political assessduwad not occusystematically Rather,
most bureaucratic behavior and policy outputs arndames are generally ignored by
political elites. It is only in times of crisis.{g a political/policy fiasco) that political

actors respond, and often for self-serving reagewgs blame avoidance).

The findings presented in this chapter attempatdeast partially, explain this
discrepancy. At least for educational politicalvadistrative arrangements, political
assessment does appear to occur, albeit in a moraimanner. The key determinant in
predicting whether political actors will respondfédure is whether the failure pertains
to a salient policy output/outcome. Past failgre significant predictor of political
involvementif the issue is universally salienFailure occurring in secondary or tertiary
policy outputs does not explain differences in Is\a political involvement. This
finding reinforces other research that has argw#idypsalience is key in explaining

political behavior (e.g. Gormley 1986, 1989; RingtuMWVorsham and Eisner 2003).

The evidence presented in this chapter also suggesbnly do political actors
respond to bureaucratic behavior and outputs,Haititureaucratic behavior is
responsive to political actions. Political contaets associated with changes in both
managerial networking and the amount of time marsaggent on internal rather than
external management. Managers who experienceemigwels of contact with the

school board were more likely to reduce the extieey engaged in networking with
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external actors while increasing the percent oéttheey spent focusing on issues within
the district. Furthermore, political interactiongh managers also appear to result in
improved performance, but only for districts thatfprmed poorly in the past.
Alternatively, unwarranted political contact appetr have a negative effect on future

performance.

These results provide some tentative answers te sdiie questions posed in
Chapter Il. While the findings are robust andravesensitive to model specifications,
one must be careful in overstating their signifmanFirst, these findings pertain to a
particular type of political-administrative systemamely Texas school districts. School
districts hold certain traits that are distinctirosay, the federal government. Thus,
caution should be used in generalizing these foglinAlso, there is, undoubtedly,
considerable error in the measures employed. Herysuch error should, presumably,
make it more difficult to find statistically signtgint results. Finding these relationships,
then, given the measurement error provides sonssueance that the theoretical
relationships actually exist. Thus, despite tHenawledged shortcomings of these data,
the results still provide some insight into thedster question concerning the role of

political assessment in the logic of governance.

While the findings get us closer to answering thesgions put forward earlier,
they also open up a variety of new questions. eikample, what is the longer-term
relationship between failure, political intervemtiand performance? Past research has

found that managerial networking has tangible bentgdr organizational performance
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(e.g., Meier and O’'Toole 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004idvjéO’'Toole and Nicholson-Crotty
2004; O'Toole and Meier 2003, 2004; Nicholson-Grathd O'Toole 2004; Goerdel
2006). If increased political involvement decreas®nagerial networking, such
interactions may have long-term implications fagamizational performance. That is,
decreases in networking may result in declinesiiaré organizational performance. If
this is the case, we might expect organizationsdkperience political intervention due
to poor past performance to produce temporary ingr@nts yet experience longer
term performance problems due to decreases in natwgo which may work to sustain

longer term organizational performance.

Furthermore, this research does not address examtlgains in performance are
obtained. Indeed, there are numerous ways managerschool board members could
attempt to influence performance. To what exte@sdremoving the chief administrator
(i.e. the superintendent) result in improvement®erAatively, are the gains in
performance real, or are managers manipulatingppaence indicators as a means of
coping with political pressure. Indeed, teached administrators frequently have been
caught cheating on state test restitdhus, are the improvements associated with
increased political pressure the result of an e®ean quality of management or simply
cunning managers cutting corners? These are fest guestions that remain

unanswered, and that future research should address

2 Some teachers have been caught actually charfigraniswers of students after students turn in their
exams. Similarly, administrators can manipulatedlassification of students (e.g. special edunato
that test scores of their students do not counatdwhe district’'s accountability rating.
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CHAPTER IV
REPRESENTATION, RESPONSIVENESS AND RELATIVE FAILURE

One of the core findings of Chapter Il pertainedie importance of policy
salience in determining whether political actorfl véspond to policy performance
failure. That is, the likelihood of political caut was significantly higher if past failure
occurred, but only if that past failure involvegalicy output that was salient. Of the
seven ostensibly non-salient — or more appropyiateinditionally salient — policy
outputs examined, only one was a significant ptediaf political contact® Failure in
the other six policy areas was not associated avitincreased probability of political-

administrative interaction — arguably a preregeifit political influence.

One reason selective responsiveness occurs idiffeaent bureaucratic (and
political) institutions serve different clientelasd, thus, have different goals, priorities
and demands. Parents’ expectations for studeoils’ge preparedness in a wealthy,
suburban district are likely different from parémspectations in less affluent, working-
class districts. Thus, we would expect the prefege and priorities of both
administrators and school board members to berdiftan these two scenarios. Elected
officials are likely to monitor those policy outguhat matter to their constituents, and

ignore (perhaps unconsciously) those that déhéndeed, research has found that, at

% The one that was statistically significant was THé&S pass rates for low-income students. Arguably
this policy output was significant because the prtpn of low-income students in the typical distiis
quite high, while would result in a reduction ofevall TAKS pass rates — a highly salient output.

3L Evidence suggests that citizens evaluate polifiedlormance in a similar manner, where citizerly on
consider issues they deem salient in assessinticiois (Edwards, Mitchell and Welch 1995).
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least for salient issues, politicians often respnthe preferences of the public in terms
of the policies they adopt (e.g., Page and Shd@i&3, Bernstein 2005). That is,

rational politicians will be selectively responsive

While this is ostensibly the proper role of demdicreepresentation, selective
political responsiveness may have negative consegse If the interests of some
segment of the community are not represented, ithteirests are not likely to be
considered salient and, thus, not attended tahdrtase of historically disadvantaged
groups, such as Latinos or African Americans, ig@aée representation within the
elected institution could result in their interels&sng ignored. Politicians in majority-
Anglo school districts may be oblivious to the seeg provided to and the performance
of minority students. Politicians are not alwai@na in such neglect. In his
enumeration of bureaupathologies, Caiden (1991)des “social astigmatism” or the
failure to identify problems. If minority studepérformance is not a salient issue to
political elites or administrators, such failurdikely to go unnoticed (i.e. social

astigmatism), providing that it does not interfesiéh salient outputs.

Thus, areas of bureaucratic failure that are deamedportant to the general
public are likely to be ignored by both politiciaasd administrators. Indeed, O'Toole
and Meier (2004) have provided empirical eviderna public managers
disproportionately focus on majoritarian concerfisroat the expense of minority group
interests. In a study of the role of manageriavoeking in Texas school districts,

O'Toole and Meier found that managers with highneeking skills improve
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performance for Anglo students and college-oriestedents, and actually negatively
affect minority and poor students’ performance.eyrargue this is because external
managerial networking disproportionately involvesitact with actors who are
interested in improving performance indicators &t relevant for already advantaged
students, such as ACT and SAT scores. This, m ttomes at the expense of focusing
on the performance of disadvantaged groups sublaek, Latino, and low-income

students.

Salience, then, is a relative concept. What igstto one group may not be
salient to another. Furthermore, the level ofesale for a particular output may change
even within the same group of individuals. Inddabd; is seen frequently as the
important issues of the day continually shift (epuiblic opinion toward undocumented
immigrants, affirmative action, or gun control)uc® shifts in the level of salience for a
particular policy can occur for different reasoi@ne explanation is crisis. Significant
policy failure may result in a public outcry, retsod) in increased attention and
ultimately salience. Indeed, following Hurricanatkna and Rita, the effectiveness of
federal disaster responsiveness became one ofdkeimportant issues on the political
landscape. The media often plays a significad okither initiating or increasing
public awareness or exposure to the cf&it the case of Katrina, numerous stories
relayed by multiple media outlets demonstrateddhlk of preparation for the disaster

on the part of FEMA and local government officiaSimilarly, the devastating events

32 past research has found a link between media@geemd public’s opinion about salience of various
policy issues (e.g. Page, Shapiro, and Dempsey; 19&7gar and Kinder 1987; Kellstedt 2003).
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of September 11, 2001 changed the publics’ levehbénce toward airport security and
perhaps national security in general. Hence,scresulting for bureaucratic failure is
one means of altering political salience towardsane and, thus, political

responsiveness toward that issue.

A second way political salience can be alteretirisugh a shift in the
preferences of the political institution. Inde#te composition of a political institution
largely dictates its preferences and prioritiebisTTan be seen at the national level as
the composition of political institutions shift froRepublican to Democrat, so do the
priorities. Environmental protection, for exampketypically given more credence as a
policy by a Democrat controlled Congress or presigghan a Republican one. This
suggests that the salience, and hence politicabressveness, to a policy output is
contingent, in part, on the composition of the fpedi institution. With respect to
education policy, as suggested above, the outpatsate considered salient will largely
depend on what the community defines as salientidrad members of the elected

school board consider important.

This chapter is interested in examining politiedponsiveness to policy outputs
that may not be considered universally salientpdrticular, it examines political
responsiveness to failure related to Latino stugerformance. Chapter Il found that
past Latino student performance on the TAKS exanoigelated to the likelihood of
political involvement in public administration. guably, this is because Latino student

performance is not a salient issue to most TeXasadistricts. Hence, elected officials
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as well as school administrators are less likelyak@ notice of deficiencies in Latino
student performance (i.e. social astigmatism) wlesse deficiencies significantly
affect overall performance. This chapter examtheshow political representation can

moderate perceptions of salience, resulting irtipaliresponsiveness.

More than 46 percent of the 4.5 million studentoled in Texas public schools
are Latino — nearly 10 percent higher than tensearlier’® However, less than 36
percent of 2007 high school graduates were Lati&lternatively, over 47 percent of
these graduates were Anglo (who make up 35.7 peofeotal students). Despite
recent gains, Latino students continue to lag lmeAinglo students on a number of
performance indicators. The average Latino passomthe TAKS exam is 62 percent
compared to 82 percent for Anglo students. Sifyiléine statewide average 4-year
dropout rate for Latinos is 13.1 compared to 3r9dioglos. The percent of Latino
students who score above 1110 on the SAT (or itszatgnt on the ACT) is nearly 28
points lower than for Anglos (11.4 percent compdce88.2 percent), and the percent of
Anglo students who are classified as “College Réa&lgore than double the Latino

figure (48 percent versus 21 percent).

These discrepancies in elementary and secondacatolu have implications for
future opportunities in higher education. Whilespinics make up over 35 percent of

the state’s population, only about 25 percent o$éhenrolled in higher education

33 As of 2007, Hispanic students made up 46.3 perfthie 4,576,933 students enrolled in public sthoo
districts. In 1997, 1,432,546 Hispanic studentsevenrolled in public schools (37.4% of total stoidée.
Source: Texas Education Agency, Academic Excelléngdieator System, 2007 and 1997 State
Performance Reports.
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institutions are Hispanic and Hispanics accounbfdy about 21 percent of college
degree recipient¥. The Latino population in Texas and nationallgiswing rapidly;
indeed, from 2000 to 2006 the Latino population@éased by 24 percent and the Census
projects that by 2050, Hispanics will make up neaB percent of the U.S. population
(U.S. Census, 2006). Hence, scholarly researdbatinos — as the nation’s largest

ethnic minority group — is becoming increasinglgegsary and valuable.

While Latino students are a plurality of studentsoied in Texas public schools,
the question remains whether Latinos have gainedgimpolitical clout to influence the
behavior of political actors. That is, in the aaxttof this research project, are political
actors responsive to Latino student performanceHhapter Il as well as past research
suggests, political actors respond to politicaflifent policy outputs; thus, what
conditions are needed for political responsivenesscur when the policy outcome is
not universally salient? This chapter presentmtamactive model that considers the
role political representation plays in shaping ppbalience, and thus political

responsiveness.

Political Representation

Conceptually, there are several ways to definesggtation. One view of
representation considers the representative aatelég those particular voters who
elected him or her, and the legislator ought toesgnt the interests of this constituency.

Under this form of representation — called dyadjgresentation — each legislator has one

34 Source: 2006 data from the Department of Educatimtitute of Education Sciences.
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constituency (Weissberg 1978). Another type ofdilyaepresentation is when a
legislator acts in such a way as to benefit hisasrdistrict as a whole rather than solely
those citizens who voted for him or her. Agairns firesents a situation where there is

one constituency.

Coming out of this is Hanna Pitkin’s (1967) distina between descriptive and
substantive representation. Descriptive repretientas where the political official is
“standing for” the represented, where substangpeasentation is where he or she is
“acting for” the represented. Pitkin argues ifobdel officials substantively represent the
interests of the people rather than their own etes, then the people are empowered and
a democratic aspect to the republic is satisfiEldere has been considerable empirical
research examining both descriptive and substargesentation that has attempted to
answer the question of whether descriptive reptasien (e.g. race, ethnicity, gender,
social class) translates into substantive repraient The literature on minority
representation has approached these questiongaratdifferent ways. One approach
has examined the congruence between the policgnerefes of minority legislators and
minority citizens. Much of this literature has falithat elected minority legislators do
share many of the same values and policy prefeseséheir minority constituents (e.g.

Tate 2004).

Non-constituents can still be represented undsrftamework, however, through
virtual representation, which takes place whendla&e common interests and attitudes

between the political actor and a group of peoplen though those people did not
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choose the political actor. Virtual representatioight be found among business or
environmental groups and legislators who have aggrinterests. Indeed, this form of
representation may be superior to actual represent@egislators acting in the interests
of their electors) because virtual representasdmaised on shared attitudes, whereas
there may not be shared sentiment under actuaseptation (see Pitkin’s (1967)
discussion of Edmund Burke, 175). Thus, undeuslirtepresentation, individuals who
are not actually represented through their vote beagepresented by a legislator who

shares their values and acts in a manner that adsdheir interests.

A second set of research has examined the suacedsah minority legislators
are able to adopt legislation and policies thaefietheir minority constituents. Karnig
and Welch (1980), examine the determinants of ticeesssful elections of black mayors
and city councilpersons. They also examine theémice black mayors have on city
budgets, finding some evidence that black reprasientis associated with differences
in budgetary policy (also see Bratton and Hayni@9)9 The most common approach,
however, examines the relationship between minoepyesentation in elected
institutions and policy outcomes for minority cansgnts. Descriptive representation
has been linked to increases in minority adminiistegpositions in municipal
governments (Dye and Renick 1981; Kerr and Mladetrggd) as well as within school
districts (Polinard, Wrinkle and Longoria 1990; ght, Hirlinger and England 1998).
Furthermore, policy outcomes for minority groupsédaeen found to improve as a
result of descriptive representation. With resped{-12 education policy, Latino

representation on the school boards is associatadmprovements in Latino student
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performance (Fraga, Meier and England 1986; MandrStewart 1991). There is a
consensus in this literature suggesting that detbeei representation is indeed associated
with substantive representation and positive ouefor the groups who are
descriptively represented (Karnig and Welch 1986inger 1982; Meier and Stewart

1991; Gay 2001; Tate 2003; but see Swain 1993;rRohi 2002).

Therefore, a great deal of empirical literaturegasgis that race and ethnicity are
appropriate proxies for incentives and motivatiohslected officials. That is, Latino
representatives are more likely to advance theests of Latino constituents than are
Anglo representatives. This could be because dagpresentatives gain their primary
electoral support from Latino voters. Alternativdlatino representatives may push for
Latino interests because of shared values andrprefes, as the representation literature
suggests. Regardless of the origin of motivatibe literature recognizes race and

ethnicity as robust indicators of policy preference

Representation and Palitical Responsiveness

With the concept of descriptive representation indnthis chapter proceeds by
replicating the findings from Chapter lll, focusjigpwever, on Latino student
performance. We saw in Chapter Ill that — unlikéhwaverall performance — school
boards were not more likely to engage in contath superintendents in response to
poor Latino student performance. This result vii@®tetically expected since Latino
student outcomes are not universally salient, am@mly expect political actors to

respond to politically salient issues. Howeveth# values of the political institution
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change, the issue salience should change, ergbcianis will respond to different
stimuli. The expectation, then, is that the mbeeinterests of Latinos are represented
on the school board via descriptive representati@more likely it will be that school
boards respond to Latino student failure. Thisliespan interactive relationship
between past failure and Latino representationyevpast Latino failure will not elicit a

political response unless there is Latino desag@ptepresentation on the school board.

The second step is to examine whether increasedlipiige representation is
associated with improvements in Latino studentgrerince (i.e. substantive
representation}> Chapter IIl provided evidence that political respiveness is
associated with improvements in future performanteas chapter replicates this
analysis for Latino student, adding the concepepfesentation. The addition of this
concept complicates the story somewhat. In Chdpiehe effects of contact were
conditional on the presence of past failure, whenearranted contact actually had a
negative effect on future performance. In the addeatino student performance, the
effects of contact should be moderated by both faéste and descriptive
representation. This implies a three-way intecachbetween past failure, contact, and

Latino representation.

The literature on representation has generallydaupositive relationship

between descriptive representation and outcomewmiforrity groups. However, under

% Arguably, political intervention alone — even ifsuccessful in producing changes — could be
considered a form of substantive representatidme dct of responding to failure indicates the
representative is acting for, rather than justditasfor, his or her constituents. The lack ofifpdl
responsiveness could indicate cases where deserigfpresentation has not translated into substanti
representation.



98

this framework the effect of descriptive represgataon outcomes is conditioned by
political responsiveness. That is, descriptiveespntation is expected to improve
performance, but only if some action is taken anghrt of the representatives. Indeed,
it is unlikely that Latino school board members wdwonot engage administrators of an
under-performing district will be able to influenpelicy outcomes for Latino students.
Thus, this research takes the question of desegipéipresentation one step further by
accounting for thactionsof representatives. Indeed, faith (or in thisecaalues)

without works, is dead.

From this, we can derive some conditional hypotbese

Hia:  The likelihood of political intervention occung will notincrease as

Latino student failure increases if Latino repretsgion isnot present.

Hip:  The likelihood of political intervention occung will increase as Latino

student failure increasakLatino representation is present

The first hypothesis posits that bureaucratic failspecific to Latino students is unlikely
to lead to political intervention if there is notlre descriptive representation on the
school board. Its corollary () is that political responsiveness to poor Latinaent
performance is likely to occur if at least some rbers of the school board are
themselves Latino. Research suggests that, cothpatkeir non-Latino counterparts,
Latino elected officials are more likely to havdues, experiences and preferences that
reflect the values and preferences of Latino ctuestts. Therefore, Latino school board

members are more inclined to be concerned witlpénrmance of Latino students and
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consider it a salient issue, which makes them riloety to identify problems specific to
Latinos and, in turn, take steps to remedy sucblpros. Anglo school board members,
alternatively, are less likely to be concerned Bjpadly with Latino performance, and
may simply look at overall measures of performatheg they consider salient. Thus,
Latino-specific outcomes are expected to be mdrenédo Latino representatives than
non-Latino representatives, thus increasing theihkod that they will respond when

failure occurs in Latino-specific outputs or outcEsn

Figure4.1.
A Model of Race, Salience and Political Responsiveness

Organizational || .
Failure I ) g

Political Assessment/
Responsiveness

Preferences
A

Values/Policy “

Racial/Ethic
Composition

Figure 4.1 visually presents this rationale. Rae ethnicity are strongly linked

to values and policy preferences — especially diggrpolicies that are related to race
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and/or ethnicity. These preferences, then, shdjzd i deemed salient, which, in turn,

influences which policies will be monitored and{lve case of failure, responded to.

With respect to how representation and politicablmement influence future

performance, the logic articulated above suggéstéailowing hypotheses.

H,:  Political contact will be associated with imprawents in Latino student

performance if past failurandLatino representation are present.

Hypothesis 2 posits that — as was the case ohsaligputs in Chapter Il — political
intervention, as a response to past failure, walit in improvements in Latino student
performance; however, this result is conditionatloa presence of Latino representation
on the school board. Political contact in and®élf is not expected to lead to
improvements and may be nothing more than politieadidling. However, if past

failure exists and Latinos are represented on¢hed board, the content of political
interactions with administrators is more likelyineglude discussions about the Latino-
related failure than it would be if Latino represdion were absent. Therefore, the

expectation is that political contact will resuitimprovements under this scenario.

The effect of representation on future performaatternatively, is also
conditional in nature. While much of the researchsistently finds a positive
relationship between descriptive representatiomiobrity groups and policy outcomes
for those minority groups, one would not expecs toi be the case if the representatives

were not responsive to bureaucratic outputs fasehgroups to begin with. That is, if
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elected officials were themselves unaware of faikpecific to the group they ostensibly
represent, or if they simply did not respond tohsfailure, we would not expect that
their presence alone would result in an improveldame for that group. Again, for
substantive representation to occur, representativsact for the group they represent.

Hypothesis 4 summarizes this logic.

Hs:  Latino representation will be associated with noyements in Latino

student performance if past failure and politicahtact are present.

Figure4.2.
An Interactive M odel of the Deter minants of Organizational Performance
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This interactive relationship, then, entails a ¢aweay interaction between failure,
contact and representation, where the effect ofoareyof these variables will depend on
the value of the others. This concept is depigraghically in Figure 4.2. That is, the
relationship between representation and performahtatino students is going to
depend on past performance and whether Latinoseptatives engaged in contact with
district administration. Alternatively, the effeaft past Latino student failure on future
performance will depend on whether Latino interesésrepresented on the school board

and whether political actors engaged administrators

Data and M ethods

To test these hypotheses, the data and measuesuShapter Il are employed.
In addition to these measures, several othersdaleda Specifically, measures of
Latino-specific failure, Latino performance improvents and Latino descriptive
representation are needed. Texas school distiietsspecially useful in examining
issues related to Latino students since, unlikeynadimer states, there is tremendous
variation on Latino student indicators. In 200% average district in Texas was
comprised of 31 percent Latino students, and thisgntage ranged from zero to 100.
In the average Texas district, 54 percent of Lasitumlents pass all components of the
TAKS exam; furthermore, the Latino TAKS pass rateges from 9 percent to 97

percent. These data, then, provide us with sutistaariation.
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Latino-Specific Bureaucratic Failure

Latino representatives, conceptually, should beenlikely to recognize and
respond to Latino-specific failure. Thus, a measameeded that captures the
performance of Latino students. Since districtyeansiderably in terms of what they
regard as acceptable performance, an absolute neeafdiatino performance is
problematic. For example, a Latino TAKS pass cdté5 may be acceptable to a district
if the non-Latino pass rate is also in that rangdle it would be considered a failure in
a district where the non-Latino pass rate wasBierefore, a relative measure of
performance should provide a better measure afr&ail To create a relative measure of
Latino student performance, tperformance gapn the TAKS exam between Anglo
and Latino students is used. More formally, TAKS, - TAKS. This provides the
differential in performance between Latinos and lasgwhere higher values represent
higher levels of bureaucratic failure with respecLatino performance (i.e. Anglos
perform significantly above Latinos). Recognizthg vast differences in district
performance, Anglo pass rates, then, act as aibaget the expected performance of
the district. Latino school board members are etqueto be more likely to take notice
of Latino student performance, and assess whetrewhere it should be (i.e.
comparable to Anglo pass rates). Discrepanciéisaiperformance of Latino students
relative to Anglo students should result in incezhpolitical involvement with school

district administration if Latino representatiomigsent on the school board;\H
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Political Representation

With the exception of one school district, the Terducational system uses
independent school districts with elected schoalrtie that are charged with
responsibility for each public school district. eBe school districts are independent in
the sense that they are independently elected @sgkps authority to run their respective
districts independent from city, county or stategqmments. While there are state
reporting and testing requirements, school boaralsendlecisions with respect to tax
rates, educational curricula, hiring the chief auistrative officer, among other
responsibilities. The majority (92%) of school lisin Texas consist of seven
members, but size of the board can range from1®toln all, there are over 7,000

school board members serving on Texas school bdards

To measure political representation, data fromNthBonal Association of Latino
Elected Officials (NALEO) is used. This organipatiproduces a directory of all Latino
elected officials in the United States at natiostdfe and local levels, including the
number of Latinos who have been elected to schomids. Using these data, along with
TEA data on the total number of members each didids, a measure of the percentage
of school board members who are Latino was creaiéere is a considerable variation
in Latino school board representation in Texas sttstricts. Of the 7,000+ school
board members, nearly 10 percent (695) are Lativbile the number of Latinos on

school boards ranges from zero to 11, most schmaoids (80%) have no Latino board

% Based on author’s calculations using 2005 schoatddata. Of the 1035 public districts in 200&re
were a total of 7178 school board members, 695hafmvwere Latino.
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members at all. This lack of representation evaurs, albeit at a lower rate, in school
districts that are majority Latino students. Indieg5 percent of districts with at least 50
percent Latino student had no Latino members oin $kbool board. On average,

Latino descriptive representation on the schootda20 percentage points lower than

the percentage of Latino students enrolled in dheal district.

The Effect of Latino Performance on Political Resgveness

The first step in replicating the results from Cteapll for Latinos is to model
the frequency of political-administrative contastaafunction of past bureaucratic failure.
Political contact is measured as it was in Chalpitethat is, it is a five-point scale of the
frequency of contact between school board membetdtee superintendent ranging
from annual to daily contact. Past failure, irstbase, is the Anglo-Latino gap in TAKS
pass rates; thus, higher levels of past failureeapected to be associated with
interactions that are more frequent. This relaiop, however, is expected to be
conditional on descriptive representation; themftatino school board representation
is also included in the model and is interactedh\past failure. Formally, this can be
stated as:

C= [ R+ G, Ft B;RFt S, M+ B, Ot £ [4.1]

where C is the level of political Contact,

Ris the level of Latino Representation on the stbhoard,

F is past Failure (i.e. Anglo-Latino gap),

RF is a multiplicative term between Failure and Reprgation,
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M is a vector of Managerial factors,
O is a vector of Organizational characteristics,

ande is a random error term.

The same managerial variables that were used ifirghenodel in Chapter I

are used in this model; namely, managerial expeeiémthe district and managerial
networking. Similarly, this model controls for teame organizational characteristics as
were controlled for in Chapter Ill. These includacher turnover, student-teacher ratio,
percent of non-certified teachers, average teaakerience, average teacher salary (in
$1,000), total revenue per pupil, logged state ad, total enrollment (in 1,000s). Since
this model is explicitly interested in minority gent populations (Latino students), |
control for the percent of enrolled students wielaatino and African-American,

respectively.

In testing the first hypothesis, several otherdesare taken into consideration.
The measure of past failure is measured as Lagriogpnance relative to Anglo
performance, which implies that school board membelt compare Latino
performance to some baseline, presumably Anglmpeegnce. This requires, then, that
there are such groups so that a comparison caratle.nSuperintendents in districts
with no Latino students obviously cannot responthéir failure. Alternatively, in
districts with all Latino students, there is no garison group to assess student
performance. Rather, performance is likely asskebased on the performance of other

districts, as was argued to be the case in ChHpteFherefore, in examining
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responsiveness to Latino performance, only distfdth Latino student percentages
within the 8" and 98 percentiles (2 percent and 92 percent, respegliware included.
Similarly, only districts with at least 5 perceBt'(percentile) Anglo students were
included to ensure an adequate comparison grouwlalitiénally, only districts with at
least 10 Latino students and at least 250 totdestis were included. This was done
because, in dealing with percentages, extreme argpresentative values are more
likely in smaller districts. In the final samplédistricts for this model, the average
district had 27 percent Latino students (rangiognfrl1 to nearly 99,000 Latino
students), 62 percent Anglo students (ranging #@nto over 38,000 students), and an

average enroliment of 4781 students (median = 1443)

The final consideration in selecting the casedHerfirst model is the level of
past failure. Theoretically, if the gap betweerghnand Latino students were
excessively large, political responsiveness woel@xpected regardless of the level of
representation. This could occur for at least teasons. First, an exceedingly large
performance gap is likely to garner attention fratizens, researchers or local media,
resulting in a crisis or political flasco. Suchdcoes are one sure way to capture the
attention of politicians. The second reason palltresponsiveness would be more
likely under massive failure of Latinos is thatrexhely poor performance of Latinos,
relative to Anglos, will decrease the distriabgerall performance — a policy output that

school board members do pay close attention taus,T¢éases where the past Anglo-
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Latino TAKS pass rate gap was greater than tffep@Bcentile (27) were excludéd.

Table 4.1 presents summary statistics for all grgables in the model.

Table4.1. Summary Statisticsfor Model 1

Mean  Std. Dev. Min M ax
Political Contact 4.29 0.88 2 6
Latino Representation 5.80 13.34 0 100
Lagged Anglo-Latino TAKS Gap 11.89 8.19 -27.4 26.9
Managerial Networking 0.01 0.98 -2.71 2.78
Superintendent's Experience in District 9.57 9.72 0 44
Teacher Turnover 16.66 6.50 0.8 44.3
Average Teacher Experience 12.35 1.98 2.6 18.3
% Non-Certified Teachers 4.54 4.36 0 32.1
Student Teacher Ratio 13.24 1.96 4.80 30.47
Average Teacher Salary (in $1000s) 37.10 2.68 29.80 49.02
Logged State Aid 10.54 3.83 5.48 19.38
Revenue Per Pupil (in $1000s) 7587.11  1628.12 4723 18656
% Black Students 9.21 11.52 0 68.6
% Latino Students 27.43 21.51 2.3 91
% Low Income Students 45.78 16.46 11 89.4
District Size (in 1000s) 4.78 11.66 0.25 163.56

Ordered logistic regression analysis is used toHgpothesis 1. Table 4.2
presents the results from this analysis. Latipoasentation is negatively related to the
frequency of political contact when there is panityAnglo and Latino student

performance (i.e. failure = 0). More interestingwever, is that past Latino failure is

37t should be noted that the results of the modelsary somewhat depending on the selection ofscase
The general pattern holds, however, for nearlgpéicifications of the level of past failure (indlugl no
restriction at all), albeit the relationships act equally strong in all scenarios.
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not related to the frequency of contact at all wteare is no Latino representation on
the school boardf£ = -.008). That is, political responsiveness to bureaicfatiure

pertaining to Latino students is absent if theredes of Latino students are not
represented on the school board via descriptivieesgmtation. This finding supports
Hypothesis 1b, which posits Latino failure would mcrease the likelihood of contact if
descriptive representation on the school boardneagresent. These results are
conditional, however, as indicated by the intekecterm. Thus, the effect of
representation — while negative and statisticatipiicant when failure is absent — may

be different at other levels of failure.

To examine the conditional effects of both représtgon and past failure on the
likelihood of contact, conditional slopes and s&nalderrors can be obtained for each
variable. Using the Clarify package in Stata, 0,60nulations were used to estimate the
probability of observing each level of contact. tha than having only one estimate for
eachp, these simulations provide 1,000 estimates of dobm the model, which
provides a measure of level of uncertainty arouacheof the parameter estimates. This
allows us to include estimates of uncertainty in @alculations of the predicted
probabilities for various levels of the dependemtable. Figure 4.3 presents four plots
depicting the predicted probabilities of school faomembers having annual, weekly,

more than monthly, and daily contact with the supendents.
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Table4.2. Palitical Contact, L atino Representation and L atino Failure

Political Contact

Latino Representation
Lagged Anglo-Latino TAKS Gap
Representation x Anglo-Latino Gap

Managerial Networking
Superintendent's Experience in District
Teacher Turnover

Average Teacher Experience

% Non-Certified Teachers

Student Teacher Ratio

Average Teacher Salary (in $1000s)
Logged State Aid

Revenue Per Pupil (in $1000s)

% Black Students

% Latino Students

% Low Income Students

District Size (in 1000s)

Observations
Pseudo R

2
X (16)

-0.034
(0.012)*

-0.008
(0.008)

0.002
(0.001)**

0.975
(0.067)**
-0.017
(0.006)**
-0.006
(0.010)
-0.016
(0.036)
0.005
(0.014)
0.101
(0.045)*
-0.020
(0.033)
0.026
(0.019)
0.016
(0.053)
0.014
(0.006)*
0.014
(0.005)**
-0.024
(0.006)**
0.011
(0.006)

1242
A1
350.17

Cutl -4.06 (1.16)
Cutl -2.23 (1.15)
Cutl 054 (1.14)
Cutl 2.84 (1.15)

Order Logistic Regression. (Standard errors infgaeses) * significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%




Figure 4.3. Predicted Probabilities of Contact Conditional on Past L atino Failure by Level of Representation
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The first plot in this figure presents the predicpgobabilities (with confidence
intervals) of yearly contact — the lowest observaldie — for varying levels of past
bureaucratic failure with respect to Latino perfamoe. This plot presents the predicted
probabilities for both high (100 percent) and Idwpgrcent) levels of Latino
representation on the school board. As can be seepredicted probability of annual
contact is quite high when representation is laigtiLatino student performance is high
relative to Anglo performance. This representsetkgected likelihood of annual contact
if Latinos are well represented and Latino studengésperforming significantly above
Anglo students. The predicted probabilities dcadly decline, however, as the Anglo-
Latino performance gap grows to where the likelthobannual contact in the average
district (Anglo-Latino gap = 12) with full descripé representation is virtually zero.
What is interesting is that the predicted probtibgiare static when descriptive
representation is absent. This implies that theber of school boards without Latino
members is non-responsive to relative Latino peréorce in that, regardless of whether

Latinos are under- or over-performing, the likebdoof annual contact does not change.

The plot in the upper right hand corner preserggtiedicted probabilities for
weekly contact — the modal category for this vdaalHere we see that the probabilities
are trending in opposite directions, although tifieigences in the probabilities are not
statistically significant from one another. Then, however, is in the direction we

would expect; that is, as Latino performance faltére likelihood of weekly contact
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declines if representation is pres&htMore interesting, however, is the plot in the dow
left-hand side of Figure 4.3. This plots the piabiges of observing political-
administrative interaction occurring more than oasgeek. When representation is 100
percent, there is a low probability of more thareldg contact if Latino students are
performing well compared to their Anglo counterpar¥et, when Anglos students
significantly out-perform Latinos (i.e. Latino-spic bureaucratic failure), the
probability of more than weekly contact signifidgnhcreases to the point that, under
high levels of failure, more than weekly contacaisexpected outconié. Additionally,
the differences in predicted probabilities acréss tange of values of failure are
statistically different from one another (i.e. t@nfidence intervals do not overlap).
Thus, the predicted probability when the perforneagap is -10 and representation is

100 is statistically different from when the gapsay, +10.

This is not the cases when descriptive represent&izero. The likelihood of
observing this higher level of contact does noingeasignificantly in response to past
failure. That is, there is no statistical diffecerbetween the likelihood of weekly-plus
contact when the Anglo-Latino performance gap @satd +10, or -10 and +25. This
suggests that school boards are unresponsive itwolagrformance if Latino interests
are not represented descriptively on the schoaildbo&his is exactly what Hypothesis 1

predicts.

3 A decline is expected under representation sireekly contact is the norm, rather than a high level
contact, which we would expect under high levelsepiresentation.
% That is, a probability of .5 is within the 95%eéntal once failure is greater than about 14.
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The final plot in Figure 4.3 presents the predigieababilities of observing daily
contact between the school board and superintemdemfairly uncommon phenomenon
(about 8 percent of observations). Here we sesdh® pattern as we did with the other
level of high contact. That is, the likelihoodd#ily contact is low — virtually zero —
unless past failure is high, in which case it iases significantly and is statistically
different from the predicted probabilities at lovevels of failure. This is only the case
when representation is high. When representasi@bsent, political institutions appear

to be completely unresponsive to Latino studenfoperance.

We can also examine this conditional relationstapveen representation and
bureaucratic performance by estimating the prediptebabilities of contact across the
full range of representation for different levefast failure. Figure 4.4 presents four
graphs that capture these effects. The y-axictiefie predicted probabilities while the
x-axis is the level of Latino representation on $bbool board. The graphs present two
scenarios of past failure: one where Anglo andricapiass rates are the same (gap = 0)
and one where the gap is one standard deviatioveadhe mean (22). The first graph
presents the probabilities of observing annualacirand suggests that the presence of
past failure produces distinctly different expeictas even at higher levels of
representation. When representation is low, #tediliood of annual contact is
essentially zero regardless of the level of failufowever, at higher levels of
representation, we begin to see a difference.istnicts where Latinos were
underperforming, the likelihood of annual contashains essentially zero.

Alternatively, the likelihood of rare contact wamnsiderably higher in cases where



Figure4.4. Predicted Probabilities of Political Contact Conditional on Representation by Level of Latino Failure
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Latinos were performing well and representation high. This suggests that politicians
may be more likely to employ a hands-off approacbases where bureaucratic agencies

are producing satisfactory policy outputs and ouones.

The likelihood of weekly contact — the most comnfi@yuency of contact —
tends to decline as the percent of Latino represienton the school board increases,
especially in cases where past failure was highmesé differences, however, are not
statistically significant. Yet for more than wegklontact (bottom left-hand corner), we
do see a striking difference in the predicted pbiliges between different levels of
failure and representation. When the school bbartfew or no Latino members, the
level of failure does not appear to matter; thathe predicted probability is about 30
percent regardless of whether Latino performancehigh or low. Yet, once Latino
representation reaches about 18 percent, theeliites in the predicted probabilities are
statistically significant. The likelihood of motiean weekly contact drastically declines
as Latino representation increases, but only iecagere Latino students are
performing as well as their Anglo counterparts.céises where Latinos perform
significantly below Anglos, the likelihood of cortasignificantly increases as

representation increases.

The final plot in Figure 4.4 presents the predigieababilities for daily contact,
and, as can be seen, the pattern is similar tooflrabre than weekly contact. At low
levels of representation, the level of Latino fesluloes not matter; that is, the behavior

of school boards is the same regardless of whétteros are doing poorly or doing
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well. However, as the level of representationeases, the behavior of the school board
depends on the performance of Latino studentkatlho students are doing well, the
likelihood of daily contact is essentially zerowever, if Latino students are
significantly under-performing compared to Anglt® likelihood of contact increases.
What is interesting in all of these scenarios & thhen Latino representation is absent,
the behavior of school boards is the same, regesdiELatino performance. It is only
when Latino students are descriptively represetitatipast Latino performance/failure
matters in influencing the likelihood of increadedels of contact. This evidence
provides support for Hypothesis 1. This, then, ports with our theoretical expectation
and suggests that political assessment occurgnbyfor policy areas that are
considered salient by elected officials. The iikebd that Latino-specific outputs would
be deemed sufficiently salient to warrant attentrmmeases as the number of elected
officials who are Latino increases, thus increasimgprobability of a response to the

failure.

The Conditional Effect of Political Contact on Rarhance

The second question this chapter addresses is arhledtino representation and
political representation make a difference in teahthe future performance of Latino
students. Much of the literature on descriptiygresentation contends that minority
groups benefit from descriptive representatiorenmts of policy outcomes that directly
affect minority groups. Theoretically, howeveristehould only be the case if minority

representatives actually take action on behallfieirtconstituents. Minority legislators
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who do not actively pursue policies aimed at bettetheir constituents, are unlikely to
be associated with positive policy outcomes forghmup they ostensibly represent.
Thus, in the present case, we should only exppoesentation to have a positive effect
on future performance of failing districts if repemtatives recognized that failure had

occurred and took some action to remedy that &i{ue. made political contact).

This entails a three-way interactive term betweast failure, political
representation and political contact, where theeetqul effects of each are dependent on
the presence of the others (see Figure 4.2). Amthgses 3 suggests, higher levels of
contact are expected to be associated with imprem&srin performance, if past failure
and representation are present. As discussedaptéhlll, contact in and of itself is not
necessarily conducive to improvements; howevehgfcontact is in response to failure,
then improvements are expected. Similarly, Hypsithé suggests that the relationship
between representation and improvements for Laisyosnditional on both the level of
contact and failure. Unnecessary high contactpeeted to have a negative effect on
performance. Yet if failure is present and nothisigone (i.e. little interaction with
superintendent), then we do not expect improventeriscur, regardless of the level of
descriptiverepresentation since substantive representatera@tion) is arguably not

occurring.

To test these hypotheses, improvements in the Abafimo performance gap is
examined. This measure is created by simply tattieglifference of the current Anglo-

Latino TAKS pass rate gap from the gap from thevipres year; that is, Improvement =
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TAKS Gap.; — TAKS Gap This gives us a measure where higher valueass@ciated
with greater success at closing the performanceébgapeen Latino and Anglo students.
The average improvement in closing the Anglo-Lapeoformance gap in this sample is
0.22 (std. dev. = 8.8). Thus, the gap between @sghd Latinos tends to stay about the
same from year to year in most districts. Indéeapout half of the observations, the
change in performance does not change more thae gaints in either direction. The
expectation, then, in that under the correct cistaimces, Latino representation and
contact will be associated with larger gains irstlg this performance gaps (i.e. positive

values on the dependent variable). Formally,ithrmodeled as:

P=6C+ LRt B,F+ B,CRt B, CH B, RR B, CRF B, MB, @[, X¢& [4.2]

where,
P is the size of the reduction in the Anglo-Latireppgn TAKS pass rates,
C is the amount of political-managerial Contact,
Ris the level of Latino Representation on the stboard,
F is past Failure (i.e. Anglo-Latino gap),
CRis a multiplicative term between Contact and Regnéation,
CF is a multiplicative term between Contact and Failu
RF is a multiplicative term between Failure and Reprgation,
CRFis a multiplicative term between Contact, Represt@mt and Failure,
M is a vector of Managerial variables,
O is a vector of Organizational characteristics,

X is a vector of Environmental factors (e.g. distdemographics),
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e Is a random error term and this are estimatable parameters.

This model essentially replicates the third modeChapter I, except it
examines Latino-specific failure and the role tlegaresentation plays in shaping policy
outcomes for Latino students. This model is ed@ehaising ordinary least squares
regression and the results are presented in Ta®f8 &he interpretation of the
interactive coefficients is complex since theseffo@ents are conditional on the values
of the other variables. For example, the effeqiaditical contact is positive but not
statistically significant when representation isozend there is parity in Anglo and
Latino performance (i.e. gap is 0). Similarly, regentation has a positive effect on
Latino performance when the performance gap anthcbare both zero (a value outside
the range of data). To calculate the marginalcgsfef each constitutive variable we can

use the following formulae:

oxr

For Contact: Fol B+ B,R+ BF+ B,RF [4.3]
L

For Representation: R 5+ BC+ BF+ [B,CF [4.4]
_ xr

For Past Failure: F - G+ BC+ B,R+ B,CR [4.5]

“91t should be noted that this model is not as robaghe other models. While the direction and siz
the interaction coefficients do not change sigatffity, the standard errors do change dependingsa c
selection. The best results appear to occur wirepércentage of Latino students is between 1@Gand
percent (presented in Table 4.3). At other speatifons (e.g. the specifications used for Modehg)
interactive effects, while still in the same diient are not statistically significant.
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By imputing different values of the constitutiveriadbles, we can obtain the
expected marginal effects of each variable undé&rént scenarios. Furthermore, we
can also compute the conditional standard erroedch variable at different values of
the other interactive variables, which allows ugetst whether the marginal effects of
each variable are statistically significant. Tloaditional standard error for political

contact ,), for example, is computed as:

[4.3]

5 - var(3) + R2var(8,) + F*var() + R F2var(3) + 2 Reov(B,8,)+ 2 Fcov(B,5.)
+ 2RFcov(B3.)+ 2RFcov(3,53, )+ 2RF cov3 B, * 2FR covB3, )

ac

Using these formulas, the marginal effects anddstatherrors of all three
constitutive variables were calculated for différealues of the other variables. Table
4.4 presents the conditional slopes and standaodsdor 12 hypothetical situations.
The table first presents the marginal effects ditipal contact on improvements in
Latino performance relative to Anglo performanddis is computed using four
different states: low representation (0%) and lastgailure (Anglo-Latino gap = 0),
low representation and high failure (gap = 22) hivgpresentation (60%) and low failure,
and high representation and high failure. Theltesuggest that political-
administrative contact has no effect of performanben both representation and past
failure are low. This represents a situation whbege are not electoral incentives (i.e.
representation) or need (i.e. past failure) fortjall contact; thus, such contact is not
expected to — and apparently does not — producefilenUnder high political

representation and low failure, political contdsbadoes not have a statistically
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Table 4.3. Effect of Contact, Representation, and Past Failure on Perfor mance

Dependent Variable= Reduction in Anglo-Latino Gap

Political Contact f;) 0.636
(0.552)
% Latino School Board Representatigi) ( 0.504
(0.280)
Past Anglo-Latino Gap (Failure)3§) 0.868
(0.144)**
Contact x Latino SB Representatigh)( -0.091
(0.060)
Contact x Past Failurefs) -0.093
(0.033)**
Latino SB Representation x Past Failuyg)( -0.041
(0.018)*
Contact x Latino SB Representation x Past Failysg ( 0.008
(0.004)*
Teacher Turnover -0.067
(0.038)
District Size (1000s) -0.014
(0.027)
Superintendent's Tenure 0.022
(0.028)
Managerial Networking -0.480
(0.300)
Average Teacher Salary -0.117
(0.121)
Instructional Expenditures (1000s) -0.153
(0.053)**
% Black Students -0.016
(0.027)
% Latino Students -0.046
(0.026)
% Low Income Students 0.004
(0.025)
Student Teacher Ratio -0.138
(0.125)
Average Teacher Experience -0.162
(0.144)
% Non-Certified Teachers -0.162
(0.055)**
Constant 10.517
(5.789)
Observations 950
R-squared 0.22

(Standard errors in parenthesdsjgnificant at 10% * significant at 5%; ** signiint at 1%
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significant effect on performance. In agreemerihuhe finding in Chapter 1ll, political
contact does not appear to be related to improvgahizational performance if the
contact is not needed. That is, in both casesevbast failure was low (i.e. there was no
need for political intervention), contact had nteef on performance regardless of the

level of representation.

When past failure is high, however, we see a difiepattern. The effect of
contact on future performance is negative andssizdily significant when
representation is absent. In such a case, polititzractions with administrators are less
likely to pertain taLatino performanceince Latino interests are not descriptively
represented by members of the school board; tlunéact does not improve outcomes
for Latinos. Yet, when Latinos are descriptivedpresented, the effect of contact under
high past failure is positive at statistically sfigrant at the .1 level (one-tailed te8t).

This suggests that the relationship between palitiovolvement in administrative
affairs and organizational performance is conddlamn both the reason for involvement

as well as the incentives and preferences of thegabinstitution.

The second set of marginal effects present thetefépresentation has on
performance for different levels of contact andtpagure. When past failure is low,
representation has a positive and statisticallyiBagant effect on future performance if

political contact is low. Again, this comports wibur expectations where unnecessary

“1 Given the amount of random noise in the contactsuee, finding any systematic pattern is unlikely.
With more accurate measures, these relationshipgviiely be stronger.
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Table4.4 Marginal Effects of Contact, Representation and Failure on Performance

Marginal Effects of Contact on Performance

Past Failure
Representation Low (0) High (22)
Low (0) 0.64 -1.39*
(0.55) (0.47)
High (60) -4.80 3.84
(3.47) (2.49)

Marginal Effects of Representation on Perfor mance

Past Failure
Contact Low (0) High (22)
Low (Yearly) 0.32* -0.22
(0.17) (0.127)
High (Daily) -0.04 0.13
(0.11) (0.068)

Mar ginal Effects of Past Failure on Performance

Representation

Contact Low (0) High (60)
(0.08) (0.56)
High (Daily) -0.33* 0.65
(0.06) (0.36)

Conditional slopes with conditional standard eriarparentheses.
*p <.05; "p < .10 (two-tailed tests;p < .1 (one-tailed)
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contact is not desirable. In a case where buraio@utcomes are satisfactory, lower
levels of political involvement yields the bettertcome. However, when past
performance is poor, the opposite trend emergée effects of representation on
performance are actually negative in cases whesefaidure is high and political
intervention does not occur. Conversely, repregemt has a positive effect on Latino
performance in the same situation if contact betwsshool board members and
administrators is high. These results support tyggis 3 and suggest that descriptive
representation alone is not enough. Irrespectivieer ethnicity, representatives who
do not engage in political assessment and takeragtien neededre not associated
with substantive representation in terms of posibutcomes for the groups they

represent.

The final set of scenarios presented in Table ¥adngnes the effects of past
failure on future performance. Theoretically, pperformance in the past is expected to
continue or even worsen if no action is taken toedy bureaupathologies that may
cause the failure. Such problems are expectedritintie until substantial failure occurs
and major reforms are adopted (Caiden 1991). elagppropriate action is taken,
however, past failure can be addressed and appteteps can be taken to prevent
future failure from occurring. When representatmabsent, the assumption is that the
interactions between school board members andistg@ients are not related to Latino
performance. Indeed, Model 1 presented evidenggesting that political actors are
completely unresponsive to Latino-specific failwileen descriptive representation was

not present. Therefore, contact observed in distwith non-Latino representation is
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likely related to other, presumably majoritariae.(iAnglo) issues. The expected
relationship between past failure in such a capes#ive when political contact is low
and negative when contact is high. While not imiaiedy apparent, this actually fits
with our expectations. High levels of political/olvement on issuasot related to
Latinos— which is presumably the case when representetipero — are likely to divert
managerial attention to other issues, thus exatiegotine problem. Low levels of
contact (when Latino failure would not be the focusy actually provide managers
more time to better assess their organization®paence, which may result in

improvements.

High levels of descriptive representation, howeweg, not inherently expected to
result in improved outcomes for minorities. Whepresentation is high, but nothing is
done (i.e. low contact), past failure continues/twsen. However, if political actors are
responsive to the failure, the relationship betwe®st failure and future performance is
positive and statistically significant (at the el¢l). This, too, supports Hypothesis 3

and illustrates the conditional nature of thesati@hships.

Conclusion

In Chapter Ill, we saw the importance of policyisate in determining whether
political responsiveness to failure would occualitital actors, both theoretically and
empirically, respond to issues they consider sglggrhaps at the expense of “non-
salient” issues. Unfortunately, in the case ofri@ and African-American student

performance failure, political responsiveness apgzeto be lacking. This begs the
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guestion, how can a democratically elected instituénsure that it is responsive to the
needs of all citizens, especially those who hasehcally been disenfranchised? In
examining this question, the concept of represemtat both descriptive and

substantive — was introduced and incorporatedamibdel of political assessment.

The empirical findings from the models tested iis thapter provide tentative
support for the hypotheses posited above. Pdlitelaes and preferences — measured
via ethnicity — is a significant predictor of padél responsiveness to Latino student
performance. Alternatively, when school boardsidbrepresent Latino students, the
likelihood of political involvement with administian is strikingly static and immune to
the presence or absence of past failure. Thisesigghat political representation of
group-based interests is a vital component to thiéigal assessment process, and would

especially be the case in highly diverse commusitie

The theoretical and empirical contributions of ttiiapter inform at least three
distinct literatures in the fields of political scice and public administration. First, using
a governance framework, this work addresses litezain political control. Consistent
with past research, it highlights the importancésstie salience in explaining the
behavior of political institutions. It goes a stepther in examining the nature of
conditional salience, particularly the importanéeaze and ethnicity in shaping
preferences and values, which then determines wscies are considered salient. It

also contributes to this literature in finding tipatitical involvement in administrative
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affairs is not always desirable. Indeed, whentjali contact is not in response to

bureaucratic shortcomings, political interventigapears to be counterproductive.

This research also speaks to research on publiageament in that it illustrates
how management can develop social astigmatism lyyfocusing on universally salient
policies at the expense of disadvantaged groupdeeld, O’'Toole and Meier (2004)
found that managerial characteristics that are gdlgeconsidered assets (e.g.,
managerial networking) disproportionately bendifidents who are already better off
rather than those who are most likely to be disathged (minority students, low
income). This suggests that managers —even qualég — may (perhaps unconsciously)
wear figurative blinders that focus their sightaoparticular set of policy outputs (e.qg.
overall TAKS), perhaps at the expense of otherfiaWthis chapter suggests is that
political representation of the interests of théisadvantaged groups can help managers
remove their blinders and help draw manageriahaitie to the plight of these oft

forgotten groups.

Finally, this research speaks directly to the &tere on political representation,
particularly research on descriptive and substantpresentation of racial and ethnic
minorities. This large literature has found mixedults especially in linking descriptive
representation to policy outcomes that benefitddecriptively represented groups. This
chapter adds to this literature by — in additioexamining how representation
influences policy outcomes — considering the ref@esentation plays nespondingo

the needs of the represented group. This chapggests that representation is crucial to
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the process of political assessment and to aclgevigovernment that is responsive to

the needs of its citizens.

It also contributes to our understanding of repm&steon in providing evidence
that descriptive representation alone does nonaatiocally result in substantive
representation. Districts that have representddidrihat are unresponsive are
associated with inferior outcomes for Latinos. Whepresentation is linked to higher
probabilities that Latino-specific failure will beticed and responded to, if
representatives fail to do so, then representatiome is not linked to positive outcomes

in terms of future improvements.

While this chapter provides some insights intodbeditional and nuanced
nature of political assessment and representatiene are still numerous questions that
need to be addressed. Superior data are needetladetter handle on the activities,
motivations, and preferences of public managerseapécially elected officials. While
these data allow us to examine the frequency efactions, we really can only assume
what these interactions involve and what motivatiand objectives drive political-
administrative contact. Also due to data limitaipthe policy process here is largely
treated as a black box where we observe inputse snamagement, and outputs. More
research is needed on what policies are adopteé ariith respect to the importance of
representation — what it is that representativesaatually doing in terms of policies to

improve the plight of those they represent.
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CHAPTER V

POLITICAL INFLUENCE AND PUBLIC MANAGEMENT

In their influential work on political control ohe bureaucracy, Dan Wood and
Richard Waterman conclude:

We believe this evidence for active political cahtis so strong that

controversy should now end ovewhether political control

occurs...Future research should turn toward explotimgdeterminants

of political control. (Wood and Waterman 1991, 822
The authors, then, propose a number of possibérdetants, such as bureaucratic
structure, personnel attributes, mission complexitd issue salience (a topic covered in
Chapters Ill and IV). Since the time this conatimswas made seventeen years ago, there
has been a surprising paucity in research thatdkas on this challenge. Recently,
several scholars have empirically examined howctire (Whitford 2002a),
decentralization (Whitford 2002b) and salience @Rimst, Worsham, and Eisner 2003)
influence political control or the propensity togaige in attempts at controlling the
bureaucracy. Yet, there has not been a systeatstimpt to determine what factors
facilitate or constrain political attempts at irdhcing policy outcomes. Using the
governance framework discussed in Chapter Il,ch&pter examines how bureaucratic

factors moderate the influence political actorsenan public policy outcomes.
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Political Control versus Palitical I nfluence

The term political control is most commonly usegaiitical science literature,
particularly research using the principal-agentiieavork. The use of the word “control”
is central to the underlying assumptions of priatggent theory, where there is an
inherent conflict between the interests of the@pal and the agent. Terry Moe explains

the core assumptions of agency theory in the fallgunanner:

The principal-agent model is an analytic expressainthe agency
relationship, in which one party, the principalnsmlers entering into a
contractual agreement with another, the agenherekpectations that the
agent will subsequently choose actions that produteomes desired by
the principal....[T]he principal’'s decision problem far more involved
than simply locating a qualified person -- for #n& no guarantee that the
agent, once hired, will in effect choose to pursiie principal’s best
interests or to do so efficiently. The agent hasdwn interests at heart,
and is induced to pursue the principal’s objectiméy to the extent that
the incentive structure imposed in the contractdees such behavior
advantageous. (Moe 1984, 756).

Thus, a political principal can never be sure #gents are acting in the principal’s best
interest. Bureaucratic expertise and informati@sgimmetries exacerbate this
uncertainty. Principals, however, can employ ke of tactics to create incentive
structures (both positive and negative) that witrease the likelihood of compliance
(see Chapter Il for a more detailed discussionrarcypal agent models). These include

expostcontrols, such as the structural design of an @gtn“stack the deck” in favor
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of particular interests (McCubbins, Noll and Weisgh987), or to “hard-wire” agency
preferences via structural design (Moe 1989). rAligvely, political actors can resort to
ex antecontrols such as “police patrols” or less cosfise*alarms” (McCubbins and
Schwartz 1984). Thus, central to this frameworthesnotion that political actors must
monitor and coerce bureaucrats in order to en$iatethey are fulfilling their obligations.
Thus, at its core, agency theory assumes thenbésent goal conflict between

principals and agents.

While goal conflict is a key assumption in agerfogary, it is rarely directly
incorporated in empirical tests of political comtrindeed, the bureaucracy in general is
rarely explicitly accounted for in the empiricallpical science literature on political
control. Conceptually, however, politiagafluence— as opposed twontrol — makes no
such assumption. The key difference is the conedigaition of how political actors get
what they want: political control implies coerciahile political influence does not.

The core question this chapter addresses is whettiéical actors get more of what
they want and, more importantly, how do bureaucraittors either contribute or hinder
their success. This directly addresses Wood an@hian’s challenge in examining the

determinants of political influence.

Testing for Political Influence

In the principal-agent framework, the conventionaly political scientists have
tested political influence on policy outcomes isdxamining the relationship between

some measure of political preferences and poli¢guds or outcomes. Wood and
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Waterman (1991, 1994), for example, began by exagniza number of outputs from
several different bureaucratic agencies (e.g., N6fRC, FTC, EEOC, FDA). They
model agency outputs as an autoregressive prdabesseliminating any temporal trends
that would explain increases or decreases in thetgits. Furthermore, a set of control
variables that may explain outputs can be addddetonodel to account for changes in
outputs not associated with political factors. afliyy political preferences are measured
in a variety of ways, such as interest group sc¢aragisanship percentages, political

appointees or changes in budgets. Thus, the denecdl is:

O =h0,+BX+BLR+e [5.1]

where,

O represents current agency outputs,

O.1 represents past outputs,

Xt is a vector of control variables,

P represents political preferences or a politicangyve

andeg is a random error term.

In this setupps represents the extent to which political prefeesniofluence outputs (i.e.
political control) above and beyond the effectpas$t outputs and other factors that may

influence current outputs.

Figure 5.1 presents this in the logic of goveosaftamework. Traditional

political control research, then, examines howtjwali variables influence policy
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outputs after controlling for other factors. Faample, in Wood and Waterman’s work,
one political variable they examined was the apypoémt of an agency head and how
particular political appointees changed policy otgp Using sophisticated time-series
techniques, the political appointee was modeleahastervention; and the authors

estimated how outputs changed following the appo@mt of a particular appointee.

Figure5.1 A Simple Model of Political Influence

Traditional Approach to Testing
Political Control

Palitical Interests,
L egidative Choices

Political < || Control Variables ||
Influence

~

v

“ Palicy Outputs/

Outcomes

A

This approach, however, does not directly incorfgobaireaucracy.
Alternatively, a governance framework is explicitigncerned with multiple actors and
levels in the governance process. Putting thetiwadl political influence approach in a
governance framework, allows us to account for éuceacy in examining questions of
political influence — an undertaking public admirasion scholars have strongly

advocated. Additionally, a governance framewoltves us to engage Wood and
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Waterman'’s call in exploring the determinants ditpal influence, many of which

include bureaucratic, managerial, and institutidaetors.

Figure 5.2 incorporates the multiple levels of goaace in explaining how the
relationship between political preferences andgyabutputs and outcomes is
conditional on a host of other factors. This, theexamines the factors that facilitate or
constrain political influence. That is, politiagafluence may be greater under certain
circumstances than others. This framework modhetsrélationship as an interactive

relationship rather than a simple linear relatigpsht can be summarized formally as:

O =[O+ BX+ LR+ B,Ct B PC e [5.2]

where all variables are defined as they were iraggn 5.1, and the added component, C,
represents some catalyst or condition that eithkarces or hinders political influence.
This catalyst is then interacted with the politipegference variable, which allows us to
calculate the conditional effect of political prefaces on outputs and determine if this
effect changes as the catalyst changes. If a ttondincreases the extent of political
influence,fs should be positive, while a condition that redygelstical influence should

be negative.

As the model suggests, conceptually, there are rauaeatalysts or conditions
that can be considered in this framework. Theskidecfactors within the broader
environment, institutional structures, organizagiloculture, mission complexity,

managerial choices and traits, and personnel ctesistcs of street-level bureaucrats,
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just to name a few. This chapter considers theomapce of two broad factors of
theoretical importance to research on politicduiafce; namely, goal conflict and

political insulation.

Figure5.2. A Conditional Model of Political Influence

Traditional Political Control Approach Governance Approach
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Preference/Goal Conflict

As mentioned above, the principal-agent framewagduaes that there is conflict
in the preferences and goals of political prinapahd bureaucratic agents. This conflict
often develops over time, principally since (indhg wining political coalitions in
legislatures “stack the deck” in favor of partiaufgoups or interests and “hardwire”

agency preferences when the organization is dedigng. McCubbins, Noll and
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Weingast 1987, 1989; Moe 1984). Indeed, Moe (1988)es that political actors —
knowing that they will not retain political powerdefinitely — intentionally create rules
and procedures that make political influence maffecdlt so that future political
coalitions will not be able to easily manipulatdippoutcomes (see also Lewis 2003).
Thus, when new political interests gain power, theg that the preferences of

bureaucratic agencies differ from their own.

Much of the formal political control literature limsed on conceptualizations of
how the political preferences (i.e. ideal pointsilifferent institutions diverge and,
based on these preference differences, theoretiopbsitions concerning likely
outcomes (e.g. extent of discretion) are derivegl duber and Shipan 2002; Epstein
and O’Halloran 1999). While the use of preferedisergence is ubiquitous in formal
models of delegation, most of the empirical workpofitical control only examines the
political preferences of the political institutigrimit not the preferences of bureaucratic
actors. Public administration scholars who studebucratic politics often examine
bureaucratic values at great length, but are lgngeinterested in political preferences
and how political actors may or may not influencedaucrats. Research on
bureaucratic politics, rather, is largely interestethe reverse; that is, how bureaucrats

shape their political environments (e.g. O’Learp4p

This chapter, alternatively, takes a different ajpgh in that it is interested in
how political influence is conditional on the lewdldivergence or convergence in the

goals and values of politicians and bureaucratse |&rger the preference differential
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between policy-makers and administrators/bureasictia¢ more difficult — and thus the
less likely — it will be for political actors to hieve policy outputs that are consistent
with their policy preference®. In a review of agency theory in the marketpldtmitt

and Zeckhauser (1985) contend that “agency lo$geisnost severe when the interests or
values of the principal and agent diverge subsibyiti(5). While this is a simple and
commonsensical conclusion, having convergent pgieyerences and values is

arguably the most effective way for politiciansget what they want (e.g. Meier 2000).

Goal conflict or preference divergence can occutifédrent levels within an
agency, for example, agency executives versustdéned bureaucrats. Wood and
Waterman (1991, 1994) considered the ideology bfipal appointees (measured
largely as the appointing president) and examimve jalicy outputs changed as result of
their leadership within the agency. While thisat quite the same as what is proposed
here (i.e. they used political appointees as a ureax thepresident’'spolitical
preferences rather than the bureaucracy’s), thagngbcitly recognize that the
preferences of agency executives are importanét@rchining policy outputs. There are
a variety of ways one can measure the prefererfcas @gency’s administration;
however, what this project is interested in is meiag the extent to which
administrators’ values differ from the values of #lected institution. The greater the
difference, the less political influence electefioidls will have in shaping agency

outcomesgeteris paribus

2 Theoretically, this could be achieved though dethliegislations/less delegation, more monitoring,
etc. — all of which are costly and less likely toguce the desired results than would having cayerdr
preferences.
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The second level of value/preference convergensehtapter examines is at the
level of technical or primary work. In his now s$ac work, Michael Lipsky (1980)
found that front-line bureaucrats — or what he erfstreet-level” bureaucrats —
exercised varying degrees of discretion in perfagrtheir jobs. In times of resource
scarcity, street-level bureaucrats ration servicesirol clients, and conserve worker
resources — all without direction from higher auites (Lipsky 1980, 86). Lipsky’'s
research indicates that street-level bureaucratdeanore responsive to their clients
than to their political principals, largely duevague or conflicting goal expectations
proffered by political elites. His work ultimatetpncludes street-level bureaucrats
make decisions and judgment calls on a daily basasyy of which are not directly
guided by the rules or mission of the organizatmrwhich they work. This discretion

they exercise directly shapds factopublic policy (see also Brehm and Gates 1997).

Indeed, Wood and Waterman'’s work (1994) demonstiiabev lower-level
bureaucrats can often resist political pressuFeslowing Reagan’s inauguration, EPA
enforcements actually increased despite the Readyaimistration’s efforts to reduce
EPA outputs. Wood and Waterman attribute thisespikenforcements to “a zealous
cadre of environmentalists” within the EPA who mtienally thwarted the
administration’s attempts at reducing enforcemeisailarly, O’Leary (1994)
chronicles the successful efforts of lower- and-teiel bureaucrats within the U.S.
Department of the Interior and the Nevada DepartroeWildlife to surreptitiously
shape their political environments in oppositiorite preferences of their superiors.

Therefore, the policy preferences of front-linedaucrats may be as, if not more
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important than the policy preferences of agencyiaghtnators and chief executives in
shaping policy outputs and outcomes. The expectatien, is that the more supportive
of the political goals of an elected institutior thhont-line employees within an agency
are, the more influence that political institutaill have. Thus, in examining whether
preference/goal alignment enhances political imftge this chapter considers the degree
of policy preference convergence between polifitstitutions and both agency heads

and street-level bureaucrats.

I nsulation from Political Pressure

While the political control/principal-agent litetaie adopts a top-down approach
to political-bureaucratic interactions, a sepaliééeature on bureaucratic politics has
developed in public administration over the pases&# decades. Research on
bureaucratic politics is interested in how bureaticrinstitutions acquire power and how
they influence their political environments, indlogl political institutions. Judith
Gruber (1987) contends that bureaucrats prefesttorr significant levels of discretion
and favor systems where the power of outside actarsnimal. Like Thompson (1967),
she argues that bureaucrats seek to buffer theessbvm outside influences.
Furthermore, she argues that bureaucrats attenmpgutate themselves from political
influences, relying rather on other bureaucratsygeets for guidance and advice rather
than on elected officials, whom they view suspisigwhose motivations are self-
interested political. This comports with one ofl$@n’s (1989) conclusions that

bureaucratic executives value autonomy perhaps exea than resources (181-195).
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Related to issues of political insulation is worklmureaucratic influence. In his
classic bookBureaucracy, Politics and Public Policlfrancis Rourke (1969) explores
the determinants of bureaucratic power. Rourkeesgghat the primary sources of
bureaucratic power are based on bureaugpalgical power and expertise. Political
power includes support from the public and recogmithat administrators’ ability to
mobilize constituencies including politicians, irgst groups and private citizens is
essential to building bureaucratic power. Thus the cultivation of political and social
networks within the agency’s environment that wainslate into bureaucratic power and
independence. Rourke also argues that knowledgewsr; thus, bureaucratic expertise

is a critical source of bureaucratic power.

Work on public management also suggests that padhainistrators seek to
buffer environmental influences from influencingithorganization. O'Toole and Meier
(1999) contend that managers establish networkdabiitate in their ability to manage
their environments. Such management entails aatpfxi strategy of buffering the
environment or actively seek[ing] to exploit theszeanment for the benefit of the
program system” (1999, 517). This buffering magluide attempts to insulate the

organization from political influences.

This literature, then, suggests that managers whmativated to gain
bureaucratic independence and power — and aressfutat doing so — are more likely
to be insulated from the political influence. Téés reason to believe that managers

make conscious decisions to develop their ownipalitapital and political networks,
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which in turn may work to make political attemptshaping policy outputs less
successful. This chapter proceeds by examiningaleethese two broad concepts — goal
conflict and political insulation — play in eithimiting or enhancing political influence

on organizational outputs and outcomes.

Data and M ethods

This chapter again takes advantage of the Texd&mdnool district data.
Wood and Waterman (1991, 1994), in testing fortwali control, examined a handful of
agencies over an extended period of time. Thisvatl them to examine the effects of
political changes, such as political appointees, budget antspresidential
administrations, on policy outputs of each agendgpwever, the amount of
bureaucraticvariation in these several agencies is not lagjace this project is
interested in how variation in bureaucratic charastics can influence political
influence, we need data on a wide range of agetitagperform similar functions, yet
also possess distinct organizational and manageaitd. Texas school districts provide
just that. This chapter utilizes data on schosiriits from 2000-2005, resulting in as

many as 5619 usable observations (depending amakiel).

Compared to many other bureaucratic organizatsetsol districts are highly
professional and tend to be decentralized. Inde€2)07, over 99 percent of teachers
in Texas had at least a Bachelor’s degree andyn22ngbercent had at least a Master’s

degree (TEA 2007 State AEIS Report). Nearly 9¢@etr of Texas superintendents
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have at least a Master's degree and 34 percentehdwetoraté® While this high level

of expertise should work to limit political influea, school districts possess governance
structures that should facilitate political infleen First, they are governed by an elected
school board that appoints the superintendenthksttas the budget and tax rate, and
determines general educational policy. Secondyddtistricts tend to be flat
organizations, thus the distance between schostloambers and street-level
bureaucrats (teachers) is small. This facilitébesopportunity for greater political
influence due to lower transaction costs. Thiotho®l districts only deal with one type
of policy — education — which allows political axgdo be more focused on a single
policy domain. Finally, there is no separatiorpofvers, which can lead to problems
with multiple principals complicating the principagjent link. These characteristics
ought to increase the extent to which politicabeswill be able to influence policy
outcomes. While this is ideal for testing the tledical considerations discussed above,
caution should be employed in generalizing thelteso other political systems (e.g. the

federal government).

Political Preferences: Representation as a ProxyMalues

Chapter IV discussed in some detail the theoreliicllbetween race/ethnicity
and values, which is expected to translate intccpgreferences. A great deal of
empirical literature suggests that race and ettynacie appropriate proxies for

motivations and preferences of elected officialarflg and Welch 1980; Dye and

*3 These figures are based on 735 superintendentseplied to the survey administered by Kenneth J.
Meier and Larry O'Toole in the fall of 2007.



144

Renick 1981; Eisinger 1982; Fraga, Meier and Eryle®86; Polinard, Wrinkle and
Longoria 1990; Meier and Stewart 1991; Kerr anddélaka 1994; Rocha 2006). Thus,
Latino representatives, for example, are moreyikeladvance the interests of Latino
constituents than are Anglo representatives. Gtepter, then, uses the ethnic
composition of the elected school board as a satedi@r the policy preferences of the
institution. School boards with higher levels @ftino descriptive representation are
more likely to prefer and pursue policy outputs anttomes that benefit Latino
students. This is not to say that non-Latino re@néatives doot want Latino students
to succeed; rather, it is simply less likely todvetheir radar or one of their top priorities
unless they are in an all-Latino district, in whidse Latino student performance simply
becomes overall student performance. Thus, to unedlse preferences of the school

board, the percentage of Latino school board mesrbearsed.

Dependent Variables

In addition to Latino TAKS pass rates, nine othatitho-specific policy
outputs/outcomes are used in this analysis, rarfgimg low-end performance indicators
to high-end outcomes. Theoretically, some outptgseasier to manipulate than others;
thus, we might expect more political influence ogertain outputs/outcomes, but not
others. Gormley (1986, 1989) argues that electiétlads are most likely to intervene in
policy areas that are high in salience and lowoimglexity; alternatively, issues that are
high in complexity and low in salience are the tdikely to receive political attention

(see also Ringquist, Worsham and Eisner 2003)indatudent attendance rates
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represent a low-end policy output and are calcdlagethe average daily attendance rate
for Latino students for the school year. Latinadyration rates — another measure that is
considered — are measured as the number of Latidersts who received their diploma
on time or early as a percentage of Latino studeittsn their cohorf* The Texas

State Board of Education also had developed af sebre rigorous standards for
graduation designated as Recommended or Distingglisiihe TEA reports the rates of
students who satisfy the course requirements tbeethe Recommended High School
Program or the Distinguished Achievement Progrdimus, in addition to Latino
graduation rates, the percentage of Latino studentshave earned tiRecommended

distinction is also used as a dependent variable.

Several higher-level indicators are also used,ehgnthe percentage of Latino
students who enroll in advanced courses, the pergenvho take advanced placement
(AP) classes, and two measures of Latino studartess on AP exams. Advanced
placement classes are offered to prepare studantslfege, and students who
successfully pass the national AP exam with a sab8or higher may earn college
credit for the course. The TEA offers two measwfgserformance on the AP exams: 1)

the percentage of Latirexamineesvho scored at least a 3 on at least one AP exaahn, a

“ For example, for the 2004-2005 school year thisldibe calculated as:

#of Latinostudentérom cohort whareceivedadiplomaby theendof 2004- 05
#of studentin the 2001- 02cohor
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2) the number of AP Latino examinatienooresat or above the criterion for AP

passagé’

Table5.1 Summary Statisticsfor Dependent Variables

M ean Ste?/ Min M ax
Latino TAKS Pass Rate 68.17 15.65 8 100
Latino Attendance Rate 96.03 1.08 89.8 99.7
Latino Graduation Rate 74.62 25.39 0 100
% Latino Graduates - Recommended 54.55 21.94 0 100
% Latino in Advanced Classes 12.55 9.49 0 83.3
% Latino Students Taking AP Classes 7.71 9.32 0 7 85.
% Latino Students Pass AP Exams 46.98 23.77 0 100
% Latino Scores Above AP Pass Criterion 37.42 2168 0 100
% Latino Taking SAT/ACT 43.38 18.55 0 100
% Latino Student Above 1110 SAT 12.14 11.10 0 83.3

Finally, two measures of top-end performance méagwollege preparedness
are used: the percentage of Latino students whe ta&ken either the SAT or the ACT
and the percentage of Latino students who scaseabove 1110 on the SAT or its

equivalent on the ACT (24 or above). Table 5.pnés summary statistics for all 10

“5 More specifically, these scores include both ARres and the International Baccalaureate
Organization’s International Baccalaureate (IB)rekmations, and are calculated as:

o Latino Students =#0f 11th& 12thgradelatino AP & IB examineesvhoscoredat or abovecriterion
# 11th& 12thgradelatino AP & IB examinees
% Latino scores =#0f 11th & 12th gradeLatino AP & IB examination scoresat or abovecriterion
# 11th & 12th gradeLatino AP & IB examination scores
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dependent variables. As can be seen, there isdewable variation on all these

variables (perhaps with the exception of attendaates).

Preference/Goal Alignment

To measure the extent to which preferences betywelical actors and
bureaucrats converge or conflict, measures of ligraéic preferences are needed in
addition to measures of political preferences.sAggested earlier, this can be done by
examining either managerial/administrative prefeesnor the values of street-level
bureaucrats. Since our measure of political pesfegs is based on ethnicity, we could
similarly use a measure of managerial ethnicitg asoxy for values. Indeed, there has
been a large and growing literature on represemtdireaucracy that examines how
racial and ethnic compositions of agencies areelinio positive policy outcomes for
minority clienteles (Mosher 1968; Selden 1997; DA800; Keiser et al. 2002; Meier,
Wrinkle and Polinard 1999). The logic to this thes much the same as the reasoning
behind research on descriptive and substantiveseptation. Representative
bureaucracy argues that the socialization processceated with the development of
values and preferences is correlated with demograiffierences (race, ethnicity,
gender, religion, etc.). These values inform teeisglons bureaucrats make especially
when bureaucrats have considerate latitude in id@emmaking in the implementation of
policy. Thus, a bureaucracy that is representatitbe public in terms of demographic
traits — passively representative — will make deaoss differently than one that is not,

and these differences in values may be reflectédempolicy outputs and outcomes the
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bureaucracy produces — active representation (s2er 993 for a discussion of the
necessary conditions for this to transpire; see lslsier and Hawedgrthcoming for a

conceptual application of this theory in a compaeatontext).

The goal in measuring political-bureaucratic prefie alignment is to capture
the extent to which political and bureaucraticitnsibns possess share values. Since
ethnicity is used as a proxy for political prefezeg, we can examine the ethnicity of the
superintendent with the expectation that Latincesimpendents will more closely share
preferences with Latino school board members thiiman-Latino superintendents.
Since our measures of policy outputs are also bapecific, the expectation is that, all
else being equal, Latino political influence wié greater when the superintendent

passively represents Latino students (i.e. thergupadent is Latino). That is,
Hi:  Political influence will be greater when the suipéendent is Latind®

As noted earlier, we can also examine the diverglenaverge in preferences
between political actors and street-level buredacraihe expectation is that the more
supportive the front-line employees are of the g@ald values of the political branch,
the more success the political branch will be inieang those goals. This could be
measured in a variety of ways including simply pleecentage of street-level bureaucrats
(i.e. teachers) who are Latino (see Meier, O'Ta@rld Hawes 2007). If we measure
goal/value alignment in this manner, we would expesee a positive relationship

between the level of teacher Latino representati@hamount of political influence. To

“ In the principal-agent framework, this is akirthe adverse selection problem.
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measure value convergence — or bureaucratic suppa@itnply take the number of
Latino teachers within each district as a percentfghe total number of teachéfs.
Theoretically, we should expect the effect of repreation to increase as the level of

support within the bureaucracy increases. Thus,

H,:  Political influence will increase as the pertage of Latino teachers

increases.

The third measure of goal/preference conflict exasithe extent to which the
school board supports the superintendent. In teeMD’Toole surveys (see Chapter Ili
for a discussion on the surveys), superintendeats asked to rate the quality of school
board support. Superintendents rated school mgrport as Excellent (53 %), Above
Average (33 %), Average (11%), Below Average (789 Inadequate (0.8%).
Arguably, superintendents who believe the schoalthgupports them are more likely
to share the school board’s values and goals difatently, superintendents who
perceive that school board support is sub-par,giilyldo not see eye-to-eye with the

school board on policy matters. Therefore,

Hs:  Higher levels of school board support (i.e. pgladignment) should be

associated with higher levels of political influenc

" Data on teacher and superintendent ethnicity witained from the Texas Education Agency’s staff
and role data files.
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Political Insulation

The second broad set of factors that this projecsiclers to be theoretically
relevant in determining political influence dealshathe extent to which bureaucrats
insulate themselves from political pressure. Qureamonent to bureaucratic insulation
from politics is the ability of managers to cultiggolitical support and networks within
their political environments. The Meier-O'Toolergey asks a battery of questions
pertaining to managerial interactions with theitoas in their environments. Using these
survey items, Meier and O’'Toole (2001, 2003) hasreetbped and empirically validated
a measure of managerial networking. Recall thatrtteasure was a key variable in
examining the likelihood of political contact in @tters Il and IV. This networking
variable includes superintendent interaction whith TEA, state legislators, local
business leaders, as well as peers (other supsatanies). Conceivably, managers who
have developed extensive networks are more likehatve built social and political
capital in their environments. This developmensatial and political clout is arguably
akin to Rourke’s description of the cultivationpadlitical support that translates into

bureaucratic influence and power. Thus,

Hs:  Managerial networking is expected to reducedktnt of political

influence of school boards.

A related hypothesis is that entrenched superimetsdwill also be less
responsive to political pressure from school boaituss reducing the extent of political

influence on policy outputs/outcomes. Managers twnee been the superintendent of a
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district for an extended period of time are mokelly to have developed a political,
social and professional network that may affordrthiee political clout needed to resist
political pressure. The Meier-O'Toole survey parsg data on the number of years the
superintendent has been employed as the distsigpisrintenderf® We can test this

with the following hypothesis:

Hs:  Executive entrenchment will work to reduce pciditiinfluence on policy

outputs and outcomes.

Another form of insulation from politics may inv@\budget autonomy from the
school board. Wood and Waterman (1991, 1994) detraie that political principals
can use budgets to influence bureaucratic behavidultimately outputs. However, the
extent to which administrators secure finds fromrses not directly linked to their
political principal, the more they will be insuldtéom any budget manipulations
politicians may attempt. Presumably school boaalge more control over local, rather
than non-local monie¥. The TEA provides a break down of sources of reedor
each district. Using these data, the percent d éastrict’'s budget that came from non-

local (as opposed to local) sources was calculatéuls,

Hes:  Budget Autonomy will work to undermine politicgafluence, ceteris

paribus.

“8 An alternative measure would be to examine thgttenf time the superintendent had been employed in
the district in any capacity, since political clauthin the community may have been developed tivier

time period as well. | use the superintendent egmpent measure since | believe it more closelywith
Rourke’s description aéxecutivegultivating support. That said, the second meapuwduces consistent
finding that are actually more robust.

9 Most state money is assigned using rigid formtfte local school board would not have control over
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The final hypothesis deals with relative distaneeen political decisions and
implementation. Conceptually, every additionalisien-maker within a hierarchy
creates additional uncertainty. Political actarald conceivably monitor and influence
one decision-maker more effectively than 5 decisiakers, particularly if some
“deciders” (to quote George W. Bush) are furthewdahe hierarchy. Ultimately it is an
issue of accountability, where more layers of higmg muddles responsibility. This is
what Downs (1967) refers to as “leakage of autiigrivhich is the result of the number
of layers of hierarchy. There are a number of way®easure hierarchy such as taking
the ratio of managers to personnel (see Meier, @& and Hawes 2007). In this project,
| focus on the amount of decision-making authatt is transferred to lower levels
within the hierarchy. The Meier-O'Toole surveylumbes an item that captures the
amount of discretion that is granted by superinéesito principals (i.e. middle
managers). Conceivably, superintendents who atedscame of their decision-making
authority to middle managers have less controhefdecisions and thus outcomes that
result. Increased allocation of discretion dowa ¢hain of command will likely
increase the variability and uncertainty relatedeoisions and their consequences.

Therefore,

H;:  The more discretion in decision making superidtarts assign to

principals, the less influence political actors Miave.

Table 5.2 presents summary statistics for thesmiahes.
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Table5.2. Summary Statisticsfor Catalytic Variables

Concept Variable Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

Goal Convergence

Supportive ExecutiveH,) Latino Superintendent 0.07 0.25 0 1

Supportive Bureaucracyf) % Latino Teachers 9.53 18.74 0 100

Policy Alignment Hy) School Board Support 4.36 0.77 1 5
Palitical Insulation

Political Network Hy) Managerial Networking -0.03 0.89 -2.71  3.06

EntrenchmentH|s) Years as Sl 5.60 4.90 0 40

Leakage of AuthorityHe) Discretion to Principals 3.66 0.85 1 6

Budget AutonomyHi;) % Non-Local Revenue 55.50 22.45 2 100

Control Variables

As in the models in the previous chapters, theeeaarumber of other factors that
may influence organizational outputs and outcomedNood and Waterman'’s (1991,
1994; Wood 1992) research design, the primary obwas history; that is, they used
advanced time-series techniques to account forl@asis of outputs and any trends in
the dependent variable. Once history is accouiaie@ny change in outputs following a
political event (e.g. appointee, budget cut) cdaddattributed to that political event. In
the present case, however, | do not have an exdeimde-period of data and cannot take
advantage of advanced time-series analysis tecegiq¥et, past levels of outputs may
still be important to consider; therefore, a laggetlie of the dependent variable is used,

which accounts for past levels of performance.
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A second control variable measures how well othefents within a school
district are performing. Even after controlling fesources, some districts are simply
better than others, and Latino students in thesteicts are likely to perform better than
Latino students in other districts. To control flois, | include the performance of Anglo
students on each respective performance indicatgr ify the graduation model, Anglo
graduation rates are included in the model). Tterpretation of the Latino
representation coefficients, then, is the chandeaatmo performance from last year’'s
performance (because of the lagged dependent igrihlat was beyond any impact

Latino representation may have had on Anglo stisdent

In addition to the lagged dependent variable aedcttintrol for Anglo student
performance, a set of other control variables llaae been linked to student
performance are also included. These controlsideciemographic (percent low
income students, percent Latino students and pebtack students), personnel (percent
non-certified teachers, percent low-experiences[than 5 years] teachers and student-
teacher ratio), and resource-related (percentuastmnal expenditures and average

teacher salary) variables (see Chapters Ill anfibt\Wnore on the control variables).

Findings

To test these hypotheses, Texas school distriatfdain 2000-2005 are used.
All models use OLS, and due to small levels of teetleedasticity in most models, | use
Huber-White robust standard errors clustered byalathistrict. As there are 7

hypotheses and 10 dependent variables, there ar®d@6ls to summarize. Furthermore,



155

each model includes an interaction term that regumterpretation. The results for the
baseline models (no interactive terms) as welhas/0 interactive models are included

in Tables 5.6 through 5.12 in the Appendix at the ef this chapter.

Assessing Political Influence

Using Wood and Waterman'’s operationalization oftmall influence, the extent
to which school board members exert political iaflae will be measured as the
relationship between political preferences andgyadutcomes. In the present case,
political preferences are measured as the percewofagchool board members who are
Latino; thus, political influence is measured as fffect (slope coefficient) that Latino
representation has on Latino specific outputs aridomes (i.eps from equation 5.1).
The expectation is that this coefficient will besfitve and its size will be an indication
of and the magnitude of political influence. Thi®ject, then, examines factors that
either dampen or enhance political influence, thatactors that either increase or
decrease the size of this relationship/slope. Bhigptured in the conditional slope for
political influence, which is conditional on thelwa of the catalytic variable (C in
equation 5.2). This is calculated as: Conditighaf P = 1 + 3C, where P is the

political preferences and C is the catalyst.

Yet, there is another way to consider and operalipa political influence. If we
conceptualize political influence as the extenwtoch politicians get more of what they
want, then it is possible that some factors/catalgsay enhance political influence while

decreasing the direct effects of political influeras captured in the conditional slopes.
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Consider the following example. District 1 and it 2 have the same policy
preferences, that is, the same level of Latinoaggmtation, say 40 percent. District 1,
appoints Superintendent Soyuna Abogada who iagtadvocate for Latino students,
which results in significant improvements in Latistodent performance. District 2,
however, is stuck with Superintendent Ima Grinydn the former case, the district
observes improvements in Latino student performanbée the latter case experiences
average performance. In District 1, Latino repnégiives are getting more of what they
want; however, the direct effect of representati@y actually not be as large as in the
latter case. That is, by hiring Superintendentddmta, the school board can do less but
actually get more of what they want — positive hatoutputs. Thus, we may see a case
where the marginal effect of Latino representattbie conditional slope) on student
performance actually decreases, while the actuglutsiincrease. If the regression

coefficients were:

Y =60 + .55(Representation) + 3.5(Abogada) -0.0ptRbogada) [5.3]

the marginal effects of representation decreaststihwe better superintendent (from .55

to .5), even though the actual outconYe {s higher with Abogada than without her
(83.5 vs. 82). Thus, one can examine the conditinature of political influence in
more than one way — via the change in marginatetiethe political variable over

different values of the catalyst, or via the chaimgne expected values for the outcome

** The names used here are fictional. Any resembkatreal individuals are pure coincidence.
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variable over different levels of the catalyst ahie — and get results that are subject to

different interpretations.

An lllustration

Two catalytic variables — each with a differeniediional expectation — are used
to demonstrate how political influence can be asssks We expect that a supportive
bureaucracyH,) with respect to the passive representation eestievel bureaucrats
(i.e. percentage Latino teachers) will result inrenpolitical influence, while increased
discretion granted to principalki{ — i.e., Leakage of Authority) will hinder the atylof
school board members to influence policy outputs@tcomes. To examine these
conditional relationships on Latino TAKS performanwe can use the following

models:

Latino TAKS = B(Latino Representation) B»(Discretion) +33(Representation x Discretion)

+ Ba(Latino TAKS,;) + Bs(Anglo TAKS)) + Controls +¢ [5.4]

Latino TAKS = By(Latino Representation) f»(Latino Teachers) $s(Representation x

Teachers) $4(Latino TAKS;) + Bs(Anglo TAKS)) + Controls +¢ [5.5]

Table 5.3 presents the results from each of thexkels. The first model
(column 2) is the model examining the Latino TAK&g rates as a function of
representation, the discretion granted to prinsipald the control variables. Since this
is an interactive model, the coefficients for tl@stitutive terms of the interaction are

conditional on the value of the other variable.u3principal discretion is negatively
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Catalyst=

DV = Latino TAKS Pass Rates
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Discretion to

% Latino Teachers

Principals
Latino Representation 0.103 0.059
(0.040)* (0.019)**
Catalyst -2.244 0.113
(0.289)** (0.021)**
Representation €atalyst -0.013 -0.007
(0.011) (0.0003)*
Lagged Latino TAKS Pass Rate 0.384 0.315
(0.021)** (0.014)*
Anglo TAKS Pass Rate 0.797 0.863
(0.029)** (0.020)**
% Low Income Students 0.059 0.050
(0.024)* (0.017)**
% Latino Students -0.122 -0.157
(0.019)** (0.016)**
% Black Students -0.062 -0.061
(0.028)* (0.021)**
Student Teacher Ratio 0.131 -0.073
(0.119) (0.090)
% Non-Certified Teachers -0.002 -0.008
(0.049) (0.039)
% Low-Experience Teachers 0.023 0.012
(0.027) (0.017)
Instructional Expenditures -0.074 -0.027
(0.045) (0.030)
Average Teacher Salary -0.000 -0.000
(0.000) (0.000)
Constant -10.162 -17.552
(5.609) (4.170)**
Observations 2432 5619
R-squared 0.68 0.65

(Robust standard errors clustered by district ireptheses) * significant at p<.05; ** significaritp<.01
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related to Latino TAKS performance (-2.2) when hatrepresentation on the school
board is 0. Alternatively, the effect of represéinotaon Latino TAKS pass rates is
positive and statistically significant (0.1, p €8) when the level of discretion is 0 — a
value outside the range of the data. Recall thetd coefficients represent the change

(improvement) in performance over and above chaimg@sglo performance.

Both of these values are subject to change, howasedhe other variable
changes. With respect to representation, we éeecisted whether the effect is still
positive when discretion isot 0, but some higher level. Our expectation is that
effect of representation will decline as princigdacretion increases. The interaction
term, which is negative, confirms this predictiddsing this information, we can

calculate the expected effect of representationlifterent levels of principal discretion.

Figure 5.3 presents these results, where the yragresents the expected value
of thecoefficientfor representation and the x-axis is differentlewof principal
discretion. As can be seen, Latino school bogutesentation remains a positive and
statistically significant predictor of Latino TAK&ass rates so long as principal
discretion is not high. At the highest levels aghpipal discretion, the marginal effect of
representation — albeit positive — is not statlycsignificant. Note that the interaction
term need not be statistically significant in orttepbserve a conditional relationship. A
statistically significant interaction term simphdicates that thdifferencein the
conditional coefficients is not statistically sifjoant — as indicated in the graph where

the upper confidence interval under high discreisoincluded in the lower confidence



160

interval for low discretion. What we are interekkeere, rather, is whether the effect of
representation is statistically different from zatane value of discretion, but not at

another.

Figure5.3. Marginal effects of Representation on Latino TAKS Conditional on
Discretion

Change in Latino TAKS

1 2 3 4
Discretion Granted to Middle Management

Marginal Effect of Latino Representation

————— 95% Confidence Interval

Turning to the second model we see that the effiedpresentation is positive
and statistically significant (0.06, p < 0.01) whbe percent of Latino teachers in the
school district is zero. Our theoretical expeotativas that a supportive bureaucracy, as
measured by Latino teacher representation, woulgase political influence. Yet, in
examining the interaction term, we see a negatigessatistically significant value.

Figure 5.4 presents the marginal effects of remtas®n conditional on Latino teachers.
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We see that Latino representation has a positidestatistically significant effect on
Latino TAKS pass rates until teacher representataches about 48 percent, in which
case school board representation is no longesstatliy significant. Yet, this does not
necessarily discount our hypothesis. This is witleeesecond method of assessing
political influence becomes important.

Figure5.4. Marginal effects of Representation on Latino TAKS Conditional on
Teachers

Change in Latino TAKS

v T T * T T T
0 20 40 60 80 100
Supportive Bureaucracy - % Latino Teachers

Marginal Effect of Latino Representation

————— 95% Confidence Interval

As the hypothetical example involving Superinterid&nogada demonstrated,
politicians can get more of what they want (i.ditmpal influence), without having to be
directly involved if they have in place other megisas (e.g. bureaucrats who share
their preferences) that achieve those same aimsudh a case, examining the marginal

effects of representation does not tells us ifi@school board members are getting
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more of what they want — (presumably) improved atggor Latino students. To assess
political influence in this manner, we can exantime expected values of Latino pass

rates for different values of Latino teachers, @lhiblding Latino representation at some
constant value. If Latino teachers do indeed aitino representatives in achieving their
goals (i.e. improved outputs for Latino studertts¢n we would expect Latino outputs to

increase as Latino teachers increase holding repte&son constant.

Figure 5.5 presents the expected values of Latunbesit pass rates for when
Latino school board representation is at 48% (Ad&ted deviations above the mean)
across the full range of possible levels of thalgét variable, namely, the percentage
of Latino teacher3' When Latino representation is high (48) and Lat#achers are
absent, the expected Latino pass rate in the ageliagict is 69.6 percenf. As the
percent of teachers who are Latino increases, es the expected pass rate. When
school board representation is at 48 percent,itfexehce in pass rates is statistically
significant once Latino teacher representationlrea@bout 39 percent. These findings
suggest that Latino representatives are more ssfot@s improving Latino student
TAKS scores when they have teacher support. Tgpsoach essentially captures the
total effect of school boarahdteacher representation on how they affect outputs
together. These results can be taken as evidbateadtino teachers facilitate political

influence. This approach is applied to all the aeimg dependent variables and

*LIn order to obtain confidence intervals rathenthsst point estimates, Clarify was used to gemerat
1000 simulations of the coefficients. Represeatatvas held at 48 percent and all other contrabbsées
were held at their means. Using these simulatithes95% confidence intervals (two-tailed) were
calculated.

2 This expected value is for when all control valéatare at their means — including the lagged biteja
thus, these estimates are for a district with ayemast performance.
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hypotheses. That is, the expected values are dechfor low and high values of the
catalytic variables while holding representationstant. If the expected values increase,
then this is taken as evidence that the moderatingble aides political influence, if the
expected values decrease, then this suggestsdiitatgb influence (in terms of Latino
school board members attaining their goals) ishiméd. Table 5.4 summarizes these
findings.

Figure5.5. Expected Valuesof Latino Pass Ratesfor Varying L evelsof Teacher
Representation
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Bars Represent 95% Confidence Intervas
Estimates are based on 1000 simulations using Clarify

Each column presents the direction of the changleelependent variable for a

change - moving from low to high values - in theda@ting variable. The first three
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are the variables used to test the role of goghaient in aiding political influence. For
these three variables, the expected directionsgipe; that is, higher levels of these
variables should increase political influence (neprovements in Latino outputs).
These include Latino superintendent, the percetgarthers who are Latino and the
extent of to which the school board supports theegatendent. The level of
representation is held constant at 48 percent. fildtecolumn suggests that in all 10
models, Latino superintendents were associatedimgtieases in Latino student
performance. If Latino superintendents were niaiteel to Latino school board
members getting policy outputs they desire — thaft there was no relationship — we
would expect the effect to be random where we weaklnegative and positive effects
with an equal probability. In this first case, have 10 positive results and zero
negative results. We can calculate the probalohitybserving 10 positive results out of
10 models using a binomial probability distribut®nThe probability of observing 10
positive cases if the true probability for eachependent trial was 0.5 (i.e. random) is
0.00098. Thus, we can be quite confident thatppaeudive agency head facilities

political actors in achieving their goals.

This procedure is repeated for all 8 moderatingatdes. As can be seen, 9 of
the 10 models for Latino teachers produced a pesigsult, which produces a

probability of 0.011. The third model, howevergdmot perform as well. Only 5 out of

%3 The binomial probability function can be calcuthtes:

! -
P~ gy ()P

wheren is the number of independent trials (10)s the number of successful trials g the
probability of success on each trial (0.5 in thise).
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the 10 models were in the predicted direction sstygg that school board support — at
least as measured here — does not work to incpedisieal influence. This could be due
to measurement error. Recall that this measuteeisuperintendent’s perception of the
guality of school board support. Perhaps the tatale judgments used in making this
assessment vary considerably from superintendentgerintendent (financial support
vS. policy support vs. personnel support, etchese conceptualizations of support do
not necessarily relate to goal or value alignmasithis variable was intended to
measure. Indeed, upon closer conceptual exammatehaps this measure actually
captures support that is more akin to Rourke’samstiregarding political support, in
which case we would expect increased suppaedacepolitical influence. Despite the
limited success of this variable, as a group timesasure perform quite well. The
probability of observing 24 out of 30 positive taaships is less than 0.001. This
probability drops to 0.00002 if the political suppeariable is not included (19 out of 20

trials).

The final 4 columns present the results for thesuess of political insulation.
Theoretically, we expect that higher levels of pcdil insulation will work to reduce
political influence (i.e., negative relationshipljhe first measure of political insulation
was political networking, which can be used asféactve tool to buffer an
organization from external influences includingipcél ones (see O'Toole and Meier
1999). In 7 of the 10 cases, managerial networkiaked to reduce political influence
resulting in a probability of .172. The three cas#ere it improved Latino student

performance were higher-end achievements, namedymmended graduates, the



Tableb.4. Summarx of Interactive Moddls: Direction of Effect of Catalxtic Variables of Latino Student Outeuts/Outcomes

Goal Convergence (+)

Political Insulation (-)

Supportive Supportive Political- Political Leakage Budget
. Agency Entrenchment  of
Executive Bureaucracy ,,. Network .. Autonomy
(Hy) (Hy) Alignment (Ha) (Hs) Authority (Hy)
1, 2, (H3) 4, (HG) 7
TAKS Pass Rates + + - - - -
Attendance Rate + - - - - +
Graduation Rates + + - - - - +
% Graduates - Recommended + + + + i ) +
Program
% in Advanced Classes + + - - + +
% Students Taking AP Classes + + - + - +
% Students Pass AP Exams + + - - + +
% Scores Above AP Pass Criterion + + - + + +
% Taking SAT/ACT + + - + - - +
% Student Above 1110 SAT + + + + + +
No. Modelsin Predicted Direction 10 9 5 7 7 5 0
Probability .00098 .011 .623 A72 A72 .623 .00098
. 24 of 30 =.0007 19 of 40 = .437
Probability by Group 19 of 20 = 00002 14 of 20= 058

Overall Probability gg 8{ Zg j '83802

+ = Political influence is enhanceds political influence is reduced. Based on LatBehool Board Representation Level of 48 perc@nbbabilities are directional

(one-tailed)

99T
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percentage taking SAT/ACT exams, and the percerttgatino student scoring above
1110 on the SAT. This actually comports with eartesearch that found managerial
networking was positively related with higher-eruthi@vements, often at the neglect of

low-end objectives and disadvantaged students (@&Tand Meier 2004a).

We see similar results for managerial entrenchnmetitat 7 of the 10 results
were in the expected direction (negative). Thiggests that managers who are well-
established in their districts are less susceptmlitical pressure. Note again that it is
the higher-end outputs that do not fit this treftdcould be that managers who have
more experience within the district and have larggworks tend to focus on higher-end
tasks that are aimed at responding to the poliefepences of the elite within the
community. By putting time and energy into thebgotives, some minority students

are likely to peripherally benefit, even if theyneenot directly targeted.

The Leakage of Authority hypothesis (i.e. princigacretion) received mixed
support in that only 5 of the 10 models were inghedicted direction. This suggests
there is no clear pattern between discretion atitiqad influence — at least across this
set of outputs and outcomes. This is not necégsaniprising, however, since increases
in discretion are theoretically linked to greatacertainty (hence the argument for a loss
of political influence). Greater uncertainty inct®@on-making could work to increase or
decrease political influence depending on the peafees of the individual decision-
makers (principals in this case). Thus, these chikalings support the notion that the

greater allocation of discretion in decision-makiagniddie-managers increases the
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variability in decisions and thus results. Thisajer variability may increase or
decrease political influence depending on the gaanvergence of managers and

politicians.

The final set of findings provides unambiguous ltssier Hypothesis 7. Budget
autonomy is consistently relatedibzreasedpolitical influence. The probability of
observing 10 consistent predictions is less th@@X).which provides strong support for
this hypothesis but in the opposite directionThat is, the more revenue a district
receives frormon-localsources (i.e. state or federal money), the mongigadlinfluence
Latino representative have in terms of improveméstsatino students. Our
expectation was that increased state and fedenaéynwould result in less political
control since these monies often have strings latthand are thus less subject to
political manipulation on the part of school boardmbers. However, if we reconsider
our notion of who the political principal is, thastually makes sense. That is, these state
and federal funds are often designated for pagrqalirposes such as bilingual education
or English as a Second Language (ESL) programsudh a case, state and federal
funding does not represent budget autonomy sirere tire actually more restrictions on
funds. That islessbudget autonomfor political actors does not necessarily means
morebudgetary autonomy fdrureaucraticactors. Furthermore, Latino school board
members may actively seek these resources inemgitto further their goals. Indeed,
they may seek to secure state and federal funglsgi@nts) that specifically target
Latino student populations. Thus, increased regd¢ram state and federal sources may

result in less budgetary discretion and thus autgnfor managers. If looked at this
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way, the budget autonomy hypothesis is actuallpstpd (were local funds are an

indication of budget autonomy).

In all, the political insulation models producexetl results (at least from the
original conceptualization of these relationship®¥.the 40 models, 19 of them produce
results in the hypothesized direction, producimyabability of about .44. Yet, if the
discretion and budget autonomy models are excl{glade their results can actually be
seen as support for the underlying theoretical esnof Hypotheses 6 and 7), 14 of 20
models are in the hypothesized direction. The godiby associated with this pattern is
about 6 in 100. Across all 70 models, the proligolf observing as many relationships
in the hypothesized direction as we have (43 ofi§0)036. If the results for budget
autonomy are included asipportfor Hypothesis 7 (in that more restrictions ondsan
result in less administrative discretion in these)y then the probability drops to
0.0000096 — or less than 10 in 1 million. Argualbhys provides substantial support for
the general hypotheses, namely, the importancealfpyeference convergence and

political independence.

Conclusion

This chapter addresses an important theoreticatipmethat has been of central
importance to political scientists, public admirasion scholars, bureaucrats and
politicians alike — namely, how can we reconcile tieed for bureaucracy with the
demands democracy places on it. This questioéas asked for generations by many

scholars such as Woodrow Wilson (1887), Frank Goadf1900), Carl Friedrich
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(1940), Herman Finer (1941), Dwight Waldo (1971¢rbert Simon (1998) and many
others. With respect to how political actors casuge bureaucrats are accountable to
the public, the dominant paradigm in political swe has been the principal-agent
framework. However, in most treatments of politimantrol, the bureaucracy is left out.
This project reframes this question in a governdramaework, which explicitly takes

multiple levels of governance — including bureaagra into account.

This chapter contributes to our understanding dfipal influence by examining
the determinants of political influence. This sundertaking Wood and Waterman
(1991) urged political scientists to explore, yeld has been done to advance our
knowledge in this respect. In particular, thismtiea examines the role that goal or value
convergence and bureaucratic independence plather émiting or facilitating

political influence.

Rather than assuming there is goal conflict betwmsitical and bureaucratic
institutions, this chapter develops measures of tlogely the values of bureaucrats
mirror the values of elected officials. Increasatlie convergence was found to be
related to increased political influence — a firgdthat is often assumed but rarely tested.
This appeared to be the case at both the exeanivstreet-level within agencies. The
most robust finding of this chapter was the impactaof passive representation within
the bureaucracy, which coincides with much of ttexdture on representative

bureaucracy.
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This chapter also examined the extent to whichduweratic insulation from
politics hinders political influence. Manageria@tworking and managerial
entrenchment both appear to be related to a rexurtipolitical influence. The
evidence also suggests that this pattern holdsrincipal discretion and budget
autonomy depending on what the theoretical expeattire. One reason the support
for the political insulation hypothesis is not abust as the goal/value convergence
findings is that goal convergence is likely an impot determinant of how bureaucratic
independence will interact with political influenc&hat is, political actors may actually
get more of what they want when bureaucratic autonis highif the preferences of
political and bureaucratic actors are similatAlternatively, bureaucratic independence
is likely to reduce political influence if the valsi and goals of bureaucrats and
politicians are dissimilar. This suggests therg ima a three-way interaction between
bureaucratic power, political preferences and gahle convergence — a task that is

better left for another time.

While these results do provide new insight into¢baditional nature of political
influence, these findings may not be universallgegalizable. The political-
bureaucratic relationship between school boardssapdrintendents is significantly
different from the relationship between Congrestherpresident and a federal agency.
School boards are single issue elected bodieshenproblems of multiple principals are
not as pronounced in this setting as is the catsdral agencies. This is not to say
these findings are not important or are completeypplicable to the federal government.

These patterns, theoretically, are just as likelgdcur at the federal government as at
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any other level of government. However, givendigmificant structural differences,
caution is implored in making conclusions abougligbvernmental relations at the
federal level based on these results. Rathere thedings are more likely to provide
insight to political-bureaucratic arrangements #ratmore similar to the school board-
district structure, which may include other local/grnments (e.g., city councils-city
managers), higher education governance systenmelrpentary systems where

separation of powers is not present.

Needless to say, there is still considerable woak heeds to be done in this
regard. This chapter examines 2 determinants ldfgad influence out of countless
factors. In addition to examining the role of v@konvergence and bureaucratic power,
future research should examine other factors sschsource scarcity, managerial

quality, bureaucratic expertise, mission complexatyd organizational stability.
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CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSION

This project began with a broad empirical questiat is directly connected to
over forty years of policy literature, namely, @liical assessment taking place in a
systematic manner? Prominent literature in pytdiecy theory contends that political
assessment is a crucial part of governance (E4A&65; Anderson 1990; Lynn, Heinrich,
and Hill 2001). Empirically, however, the reseaorhthis topic is divided. On the one
hand, a wealth of literature has examined the nauoseways political actors can and do
monitor and influence bureaucratic policy outcorfeeg. McCubbins, Noll and
Weingast 1989; Wood and Waterman 1991, 1993, 1994;1989). Yet, other research
suggests that political assessment does not ggstematicallyBovens et al. 1999;
Caiden 1991). Rather, it is only when a politipalicy fiasco occurs that political actors

respond, and often for self-serving reasons (déagné avoidance).

The findings presented in this project addressdisisrepancy in the literature.
Chapter Ill suggests that political assessment dppear to occur, albeit in a
conditional manner. Policy salience is the keydatnant in predicting whether or not
political actors will respond to failure. If thesue is universally salient, past failure is a
significant predictor of political involvement. Bfinding reinforces other research that
has argued policy salience is key in explainingtizal behavior (e.g. Gormley 1986,

1989; Ringquist, Worsham and Eisner 2003).
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The evidence presented in this project suggestsititanly do political actors
respond to bureaucratic behavior and outputs,Hautadministrators respond to political
actors. Both managerial networking and the amotihine managers spent on internal
rather than external management were affected lycpbinvolvement with
administration. Furthermore, political interacsonith managers also appear to result in
improved performance, but only for districts thatfprmed poorly in the past.
Alternatively, unwarranted political contact appetr have a negative effect on future

performance.

While Chapter Il provided evidence of politicakp®nsiveness, it was not
uniform. Political responsiveness appeared toldsert in the case of Latino and
African-American student performance failure, attteo policy areas that were not
deemed universally salient. Chapter IV investigdte conditions under which political
institutions would be responsive to Latino studegrformance. In doing so, the concept
of representation — both descriptive and substanrtiwas introduced and incorporated
in the model of political assessment. The emgdinesults suggest that political values
and preferences — measured via ethnicity — argrafisent predictor of political
responsiveness to Latino student performance.riétarely, when school boards do not
represent Latino students, the presence or absémheino failure — no matter how
drastic — had no effect on the likelihood of paohii intervention. This suggests that
political representation of group-based interese vital component to the political

assessment process.
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Chapter V examined the determinants of politicBuence. This is a challenge
Wood and Waterman (1991) urged political scientistiake on, yet, with few
exceptions, little has been done in this regardap@er V identified two theoretically
important aspects of bureaucracy, namely, valugergence and bureaucratic
independence, and examined to what extent they dinfacilitate political influence.
Rather than simply assuming that goal conflict leetpolitical and bureaucratic
institutions is present, this project employed rees of how closely the values of
bureaucrats mirror the values of elected officiads. expected, political influence was
enhanced by value convergence at both the exeautiddront-line bureaucratic levels.
Alternatively, bureaucratic insulation from polgiappears to limit political influence.
Managers who had larger political networks appednetless susceptible to political

influence.

Theoretical Contributions

The theoretical contributions of this project infoat least three distinct
literatures in political science and public admirdgon. In many respects, this
dissertation is about political influence (or pictt control). It is distinct from
traditional political science research in thatdepts a governance framework. Doing so
allows one to theoretically incorporate the bureacy (e.g. structure, management,
agency preferences) into the discussion — a cargide largely ignored by empirical
work on political influence. Like past researdfistproject stresses the importance of

policy salience in explaining the behavior of goét institutions. Furthermore, it
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explores the nature of conditional salience, paldity the importance of race and
ethnicity in shaping preferences and values. Thakees, in turn, inform an

individual's perceptions of the level of salienasaciated with various policy outcomes.
This is arguably a considerable contribution togbétical control literature — a

literature that has largely ignored race and ettynas important proxies for policy

preferences (for an exception see Meier and O’'T2005).

In addition to the political control literature ighproject directly engages
literature on political representation, particwaresearch on descriptive and substantive
representation of racial and ethnic minorities. ilVliterature on théureaucracyhas
typically found a positive relationship betweengas representation and policy
outcomes for minority groups (e.g. Keiser et aD20Selden 1997), the large literature
on political institutions has found mixed results especialliinking descriptive
representation to policy outcomes that benefitddscriptively represented groups. By
considering the role representation playsespondingo the needs of the represented
group — that is, responding to group-specific fa&l« this project provides empirical
support for one of the core assumptions of reptasen theory. That is, substantive
representation entaitcting forconstituents rather than juganding forthem (Pitkin
1967). The findings in Chapter IV provide evidetitat descriptive representation is
associated with an increased likelihood of polltresponsiveness to poor bureaucratic
performance that disproportionately impacts mirystudents. This is a finding that is

often assumed but rarely verified in the repregentditerature.
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This chapter adds to the representation literdiyneroviding evidence that
descriptive representation alone does not autoaibtiesult in substantive
representation. Districts that have representdtidrihat are unresponsive are
associated with inferior outcomes for Latinos. Whepresentation is linked to higher
probabilities that Latino-specific failure will ldao political intervention, if
representatives fail to intervene, then descripte@esentation alone is not linked to
positive future outcomes for Latino students. Tdrsvides insight into a central
component of the representation literature and Bogtly demonstrates the necessity of

the link between descriptive and substantive regoriagion — namely, political action.

This research also speaks to the public managditexature in several respects.
First, it illustrates how managers (even good onas)suffer from social astigmatism in
that they fail to recognize disparities in outcorbgdgocusing only on universally salient
policies at the expense of disadvantaged groupspi€r IV suggests that political
representation may help draw managerial attentasttterwise ignored discrepancies
within their organizations. This dissertation ad&tnlresses the public management
literature by incorporating management decisiortsl@@havior (e.g. managerial
networking, delegating practices) in examining {icdi influence. Again, much of this
literature ignores management; by including managgnour understanding of

political-bureaucratic interaction is more complete

In sum, three theoretical contributions stand dtitst, it appears that elected

institutions do engage in political assessmentioSkcboard involvement with
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administration was significantly higher when pastdaucratic failure was present,
suggesting that political actors are responsiveuteaucratic outputs and outcomes.
This provides empirical support for the leadingattetical models of public policy. Yet,
rather than being universally the case, politicglessment appears to be conditional on
the salience of the policy. The evidence suggestspolitical actors were only
responsive to failure if that failure pertainecutaversally salient policy outcomes.
Policy areas that were less salient — or saliepatticular groups — were largely ignored.
These findings highlight the role of issue saliemcpolicy making. The general models
of public policy are just that — general — and@shsthey may only be applicable to
policy areas that are generally salient. In theeaa less salient policy areas, it appears
that political actors are not responsive, as soatdigpadministration scholars suggest

(e.g. Caiden 1991; Dunsire and Hood 1989).

The second key theoretical contribution pertaingepresentation as it relates to
political assessment and policy outcomes for migajioups. As noted above,
politicians were generally unresponsive to bureaticfailure, if the failure was specific
to minority groups (Latinos and African-Americansgjowever, when the interests of
these groups are represented in the elected badgewa different story. The evidence
in Chapter IV suggests that the likelihood of podit intervention is completely
dependent the level of Latino-specific failure baty if Latino representation is present.
The behavior of school boards with no Latinos, havedoes not change at all
regardless of Latino student performance. Thisipges compelling evidence for the

importance of representation.
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Finally, this project puts bureaucracy back inte study of bureaucratic
responsiveness to political institutions. Whilatcal in the formal models of political
control, the empirical literature on political inénce of bureaucratic policy outcomes
rarely directly accounts for the bureaucracy its&then the bureaucracy is incorporated,
this study finds that the extent to which politieators get what they want is conditional
on value alignment with the bureaucracy as welllagaucratic independence — two

findings that support past theoretical work.

Caveats

These results provide some tentative answers tripertant questions in
political science and public administration. Howeg\caution should be taken in
generalizing these finding to other cases. Hingse findings are based on Texas school
districts, which have a particular type of politie@ministrative system that is distinct
from the federal government. School boards amglesiissue elected bodies and multiple
principal problems — a key complication in the pijpal-agent literature — are not present
in this setting as is the case in federal agenciémt is, while the theoretical
conclusions are certainly conceptually applicabléne federal government, the
evidence presented in the project should not nadgsbe taken as evidence that these
phenomena occur at the federal level. Ratheretfiedings provide greater insight to
political-bureaucratic arrangements that are mwnda to the school board-district
structure, which may include other local governraghigher education governance

systems or parliamentary systems where separatipoveers is not present.
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Future Research

These conclusions, while informative, open up aewahge of new questions for
researchers. Given the relatively short periotinoé examined in this project, this
project does not directly address the longer-testationship between failure, political
intervention and performance. Past research hasstently found that managerial
networking has tangible benefits for organizatigpexfformance (e.g., Meier and
O'Toole 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004; Meier, O'Toole &idholson-Crotty 2004; O’'Toole
and Meier 2003, 2004; Nicholson-Crotty and O'To20®4; Goerdel 2006). If
increased political involvement decreases mandgeetavorking, as is suggested in
Chapter lll, such interactions may have long-templications for organizational
performance, where decreases in networking maytiesteclines in future
organizational performance. In such a case, wéheigpect temporary improvements
in organizations that experienced political interen due to poor past performance, yet
they may experience performance problems in thgdoterm due to decreases in

networking, which may work to sustain long-termamiational performance.

Furthermore, this research does not address examtigains in performance are
obtained. There are countless ways school boandb®es and public managers could
potentially influence performance. Future reseatubuld examine what policies and
strategies work best at improving the performarfdaibbng organizations. As some
policy outcomes are easier to manipulate than stlilee question becomes whether the

gains in performance are real, or are managerspulating performance indicators as a
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means of coping with political pressure. Indebdré are numerous ways
superintendents can cheat, including via the gfiateacking of students to
classifications that will not count toward the digs accountability ratings. Future
research should examine this important questiomhather managers are simply
cheating as a means to placate elected officiie answer to which has important
implications for empirical research on politicahtl| as well public administration in

practical terms.

With respect to the relationship between politaesgessment and representation
(Chapter 1V), there are still may unanswered qoestihat warrant attention. Better
data on the activities, motivations, and prefersrafepublic managers and elected
officials are needed to get a better handle on wdiatrace and ethnicity plays in the
decision-making calculus of policy makers (botlcedd and bureaucratic). Without
precise data and measures, we are left to assumaiehédse interactions between elected
officials and bureaucrats involve and what motiwasi and objectives drive political-
administrative contact. While perhaps less so thaoh of the past work on descriptive
and substantive representation, the policy proisestsll largely treated as a black box
where we observe inputs, some management, andtsutilore research is needed on
what policies are adopted and — with respect tontip@rtance of representation — what
it is that representatives are actually doing irmseof policies to improve the plight of
those they represent. These are just a few of maasgtions that remain unanswered,

and that future research should address.
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APPENDIX

Table5.5. Basdine Models of Political I nfluence

Latino . . . Latino . % Latino Latino Latino AP Latino SAT
TAKS Latlno. Latino Latino Advance Latino AP Takin AP % % Scores Above
0 g
Pass RateGraduatlon Attendance Recommend Courses % Taken SAT Students A_b0\_/e 1_11_0
Criterion Criterion
Latino Representation 0.068 0.053 0.001 0.123 0.062 0.037 0.148 0.038 0.028 0.024
(0.011)** (0.014)** (0.001) (0.023)**  (0.009)** (@O9)** (0.020)** (0.031) (0.024) (0.010)*
Lagged DV 0.316 0.255 0.606 0.210 0.300 0.364 0.344 0.395 0.363 0.149
(0.014)*» (0.027)** (0.018)** (0.016)** (0.022)** (0.035)** (0.025)** (0.045)**  (0.040)** (0.031)**
Anglo Performance 0.861 0.982 0.305 0.687 0.459 24.3 0.382 0.446 0.423 0.216
(0.021)* (0.012)** (0.019)** (0.026)** (0.025)** (0.019)** (0.026)** (0.042)**  (0.041)** (0.025)**
% Low Income Students 0.052 0.129 0.007 0.141 0.070 -0.005 -0.021 0.051 -0.002 -0.165
(0.017)** (0.024)* (0.001)** (0.034)** (0.013)** (0.013) (0.034) (0.065) (0.052) (0.025)**
% Latino Students -0.126 -0.132 -0.008 -0.190 $.10 -0.032 -0.092 -0.117 -0.073 -0.022
(0.014)*»* (0.020)** (0.001)** (0.031)** (0.012)** (0.011)** (0.030)**  (0.058)* (0.045) (0.021)
% Black Students -0.065 -0.087 -0.002 -0.126 -0.079 -0.026 -0.138 -0.107 -0.050 -0.037
(0.021)**  (0.028)** (0.001) (0.038)* (0.012)** (@13)* (0.035)** (0.069) (0.055) (0.028)
Student Teacher Ratio -0.001 -0.069 0.007 0.461  0960. -0.031 -0.479 -0.001 0.376 0.194
(0.091) (0.150) (0.005) (0.252) (0.069) (0.078) .21B)* (0.396) (0.320) (0.136)
% Non-Certified Teachers -0.005 0.132 0.008 0.321 .02D 0.009 0.066 -0.053 0.033 -0.041
(0.040) (0.063)*  (0.002)**  (0.089)** (0.029) (0.e2 (0.081) (0.170) (0.130) (0.053)
% Low-Experience Teachers 0.014 0.075 0.004 0.187 0.035 0.046 0.049 0.097 390.0 0.079
(0.017) (0.028)** (0.001)** (0.042)**  (0.014)* (014)* (0.037) (0.070) (0.059) (0.030)**
Instructional Expenditures -0.039 -0.097 -0.005 .0G8 -0.072 -0.056 -0.006 -0.120 -0.094 0.004
(0.031) (0.051) (0.002)* (0.078) (0.024)** (0.032) (0.069) (0.123) (0.094) (0.047)
Average Teacher Salary -0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 000.0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
(0.000) (0.000)**  (0.000)* (0.000)** (0.000)**  (M@OO)*  (0.000)** (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)**
Constant -19.550 -41.486 7.875 -30.044 -3.030 8.86 -3.508 -5.688 -4.786 -6.819
(4.165)* (5.463)** (1.686)** (6.620)** (2.216) (218) (6.281) (10.830) (9.327) (4.068)
Observations 5619 2848 4907 2213 4256 2697 2921 753 886 2126
R-squared 0.65 0.80 0.60 0.56 0.43 0.58 0.36 0.63 .63 0 0.37

(Robust standard errors clustered by district in parentheses) *significant at p<.1 (One-tailed) tsignificant at p<.05 (One-tailed) * significant at p<.05(two-tailed); ** significant at p<.01(two-tailed)
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Table5.6. Supportive Executive

% Latino Latino
Latino Latino Latino Latino Latino % Latino % Latino % Latino AP SAT
TAKS Graduation Attendance Recommend Advance Advanced Taking Students  Scores Above
Pass Rate Courses Placement SAT Pass AP Above 1110
Criterion  Criterion
Latino Representation 0.071 0.035 -0.000 0.112 £H.05 0.026 0.130 0.008 0.011 0.010
(0.016)**  (0.018)* (0.001) (0.030)**  (0.010)** (009)** (0.025)** (0.044) (0.035) (0.013)
Latino Superintendent 2.667 -1.374 0.087 7.252 62.0 0.980 2.518 0.132 -0.407 0.048
(0.972)** (1.718) (0.069) (2.351)*  (0.928)* (0.92 (2.319) (2.716) (2.558) (0.904)
Rep. x Latino Super -0.029 0.043 0.000 -0.046 €©.00 0.010 0.011 0.040 0.027 0.025
(0.020) (0.028) (0.001) (0.043) (0.017) (0.019) .08B) (0.050) (0.042) (0.016)
Lagged DV 0.317 0.256 0.607 0.208 0.300 0.361 0.342 0.393 0.362 0.146
(0.014)**  (0.027)** (0.018)**  (0.016)** (0.022)**  (0.034)** (0.025)** 0.045)**  (0.040)**  (0.031)**
Anglo Performance 0.861 0.981 0.307 0.686 0.460 220.3 0.384 0.447 0.425 0.216
(0.021)*  (0.012)** (0.019)**  (0.025)** (0.025)**  (0.019)** (0.026)** 0.042)**  (0.041)**  (0.025)**
% Low Income Students 0.050 0.127 0.007 0.136 0.067 -0.009 -0.026 0.047 -0.004 -0.171
(0.017)*  (0.024)** (0.001)*  (0.035)** (0.013)** (0.014) (0.034) 0.® (0.052) (0.025)**
% Latino Students -0.131 -0.128 -0.008 -0.206 8.10 -0.032 -0.098 -0.113 -0.069 -0.019
(0.015)**  (0.021)** (0.001)**  (0.033)** (0.012)**  (0.011)** (0.032)** 0.061) (0.048) (0.022)
% Black Students -0.064 -0.088 -0.002 -0.121 -0.076 -0.023 -0.135 -0.105 -0.049 -0.036
(0.021)**  (0.028)**  (0.001) (0.038)**  (0.012)** (0.013) (0.035)** (0.@7 (0.055) (0.028)
Student Teacher Ratio -0.026 -0.079 0.006 0.341 124. -0.054 -0.549 0.001 0.373 0.153
(0.094) (0.151) (0.005) (0.253) (0.069) (0.079) 210@)* (0.397) (0.319) (0.140)
% Non-Certified Teachers -0.002 0.136 0.008 0.330 .02® 0.011 0.072 -0.054 0.031 -0.038
(0.040) (0.063)* (0.002)**  (0.088)** (0.029) (0.62 (0.081) (0.175) (0.132) (0.054)
% Low-Experience Teachers 0.015 0.074 0.005 0.191 0.037 0.047 0.052 0.096 400.0 0.081
(0.017) (0.028)** (0.001)**  (0.042)**  (0.014)* (0.014)** (0.037) (010) (0.059) (0.030)**
Instructional Expenditures -0.038 -0.093 -0.005 018. -0.068 -0.052 0.001 -0.118 -0.095 0.008
(0.031) (0.051) (0.002)* (0.078) (0.024)** (0.031) (0.069) (0.124) (0.094) (0.047)
Average Teacher Salary -0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 000.0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
(0.000) (0.000)** (0.000)**  (0.000)**  (0.000)** (0.000)* (0.000)** (0000) (0.000) (0.000)**
Constant -19.464 -41.362 7.558 -29.412 -3.071 1.75 -2.751 -5.385 -4.731 -6.522
(4.247)*  (5.484)** (1.696)**  (6.614)** (2.205) (3.118) (6.268) (10.828 (9.343) (4.104)
Observations 5606 2841 4893 2212 4246 2696 2919 753 886 2123
R-squared 0.65 0.80 0.60 0.57 0.43 0.58 0.36 0.63 630 0.38

(Robust standard errors clustered by district ireptheses) significant at p<.1 (One-tailed)significant at p<.05 (One-tailed) * significantpat.05(two-tailed); ** significant at

p<.01(two-tailed)
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Tableb5.7. Supportive Bureaucracy

% Latino Latino
Latino Latino Latino Latino Latino % Latino % thino % Latino AP SAT
TAKS Graduation Attendance Recommend Advance Advanced Taking Students  Scores Above
Pass Rate Courses Placement SAT Pass AP Above 1110
Criterion  Criterion
Latino Representation 0.059 0.029 -0.003 0.069 @®.04 -0.003 0.082 -0.148 -0.127 -0.000
(0.019)* (0.024) (0.001)** (0.040) (0.013)** (0133) (0.032)* (0.065)* (0.053)* (0.018)
% Latino Teachers 0.113 -0.011 0.000 0.300 0.081 0510. 0.292 -0.057 -0.046 0.071
(0.021)** (0.039) (0.002) (0.048)**  (0.021)** (01®)** (0.052)** (0.082) (0.066) (0.023)**
Rep. x Latino Teachers -0.001 0.001 0.000 -0.001 0.000 0.000 -0.001 0.003 0.003 -0.000
(0.000)* (0.000) (0.000)** (0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001)**  (0.001)** (0.000)
Lagged DV 0.315 0.255 0.601 0.678 0.294 0.353 0.321 0.380 0.354 0.141
(0.014)**  (0.027)** (0.018)** (0.026)**  (0.022)** (0.035)** (0.025)** (0.044)** (0.040)**  (0.030)**
Anglo Performance 0.863 0.981 0.311 0.203 0.464 210.3 0.388 0.449 0.429 0.216
(0.020)**  (0.012)** (0.019)** (0.016)**  (0.025)** (0.019)** (0.026)** (0.042)** (0.041)** (0.025)**
% Low Income Students 0.050 0.125 0.007 0.138 0.065 -0.013 -0.027 0.022 -0.024 -0.168
(0.017)**  (0.024)** (0.001)** (0.035)**  (0.013)**  (0.014) (0.035) (0.064) (0.052) (0.025)**
% Latino Students -0.157 -0.127 -0.008 -0.289 -0.12 -0.044 -0.201 -0.071 -0.033 -0.052
(0.016)**  (0.025)** (0.001)** (0.039)**  (0.013)** (0.012)** (0.037)** (0.076) (0.062) (0.025)*
% Black Students -0.061 -0.084 -0.001 -0.112 -0.072 -0.019 -0.127 -0.076 -0.024 -0.033
(0.021)**  (0.028)** (0.001) (0.039)**  (0.012)** (M13) (0.035)** (0.0712) (0.056) (0.027)
Student Teacher Ratio -0.073 -0.092 0.004 0.034 1760. -0.124 -1.011 -0.042 0.353 0.037
(0.090) (0.157) (0.005) (0.259) (0.071)* (0.079) 0.2R2)** (0.399) (0.330) (0.146)
% Non-Certified Teachers -0.008 0.133 0.008 0.324 .029 0.007 0.060 -0.118 -0.016 -0.041
(0.039) (0.063)* (0.002)** (0.089)** (0.029) (0.82 (0.081) (0.165) (0.125) (0.053)
% Low-Experience Teachers 0.012 0.074 0.004 0.186 0.033 0.046 0.053 0.068 160.0 0.080
(0.017) (0.028)** (0.001)** (0.042)** (0.014)*  (014)** (0.037) (0.071) (0.060) (0.029)**
Instructional Expenditures -0.027 -0.096 -0.005 046. -0.060 -0.046 0.051 -0.135 -0.106 0.024
(0.030) (0.052) (0.002)* (0.078) (0.024)* (0.032) (0.068) (0.126) (0.095) (0.048)
Average Teacher Salary -0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 000.0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
(0.000) (0.000)** (0.000)** (0.000)* (0.000)** (000) (0.000)** (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)**
Constant -17.552 -41.100 7.861 -21.666 -1.189 .15 5.950 -1.469 -1.577 -3.567
(4.170)*  (5.563)** (1.701)** (6.801)** (2.216) (246) (6.405) (10.553) (9.292) (4.154)
Observations 5619 2848 4907 2213 4256 2697 2921 753 886 2126
R-squared 0.65 0.80 0.60 0.57 0.44 0.58 0.37 063 630 0.38

(Robust standard errors clustered by district in parentheses) *significant at p<.1 (One-tailed) tsignificant at p<.05 (One-tailed) * significant at p<.05(two-tailed); ** significant at p<.01(two-tailed)
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Table5.8. School Board Support

Latino Latino
Latino Latino Latino Latino Latino % Latino % La_tino % Latino AP SAT
TAKS Graduation Attendance Recommend Advance Advanced Taking Students  Scores Above
Pass Rate Courses Placement SAT Pass AP Above 1110
Criterion  Criterion
Latino Representation 0.099 0.146 0.005 0.083 0.039 -0.028 0.159 0.015 0.076 0.050
(0.050) (0.087) (0.002)* (0.093) (0.031) (0.039) 0.079)* (0.183) (0.149) (0.054)
School Board Support -0.252 -0.080 0.024 0.006 140.1 -0.319 0.339 0.097 0.408 -0.202
(0.281) (0.501) (0.018) (0.692) (0.242) (0.349) .67D) (1.214) (1.054) (0.435)
Rep. x SB Support -0.008 -0.021 -0.001 0.007 0.004 0.014 -0.016 0.004 -0.008 -0.012
(0.011) (0.021) (0.001) (0.021) (0.007) (0.009) .01®) (0.042) (0.034) (0.012)
Lagged DV 0.332 0.281 0.639 0.230 0.306 0.384 0.363 0.378 0.364 0.146
(0.020)**  (0.033)** (0.022)** (0.023)** (0.032)** (0.041)** (0.032)** (0.059)** (0.055)** (0.039)**
Anglo Performance 0.857 0.987 0.281 0.669 0.456 920.2 0.376 0.470 0.462 0.256
(0.028)**  (0.016)** (0.022)** (0.037)** (0.036)** (0.023)** (0.035)** (0.058)** (0.063)** (0.034)**
% Low Income Students 0.071 0.145 0.005 0.228 0.068 -0.018 0.034 0.033 0.035 -0.136
(0.023)**  (0.028)** (0.002)** (0.046)** (0.017)**  (0.018) (0.046) (0.086) (0.075) (0.032)**
% Latino Students -0.136 -0.155 -0.006 -0.249 .09 -0.022 -0.106 -0.090 -0.108 -0.032
(0.020)**  (0.022)** (0.001)** (0.041)** (0.015)**  (0.015) (0.042)* (0.074) (0.058) (0.027)
% Black Students -0.065 -0.065 -0.001 -0.188 -0.090 -0.028 -0.182 -0.024 -0.058 -0.092
(0.027)* (0.039) (0.002) (0.057)* (0.016)** (0.018) (0.050)*  (0.099) (0.081) (0.034)**
Student Teacher Ratio 0.135 0.110 0.003 0.464 40.11 0.130 -0.244 0.194 0.227 0.217
(0.114) (0.165) (0.007) (0.332) (0.090) (0.098) .2¢@) (0.590) (0.444) (0.170)
% Non-Certified Teachers -0.059 0.126 0.007 0.178 019 -0.036 0.041 -0.372 -0.196 -0.110
(0.057) (0.079) (0.003)* (0.124) (0.041) (0.041) 0.123) (0.225) (0.174) (0.077)
% Low-Experience Teachers 0.023 0.078 0.005 0.256 .0410 0.051 0.079 0.081 0.094 0.120
(0.024) (0.034)* (0.002)** (0.057)** (0.020)* (O1B)**  (0.052) (0.113) (0.092) (0.040)**
Instructional Expenditures -0.038 -0.102 -0.006 03Q. -0.084 -0.013 0.060 -0.178 -0.146 0.040
(0.042) (0.066) (0.003)* (0.105) (0.033)* (0.037) (0.096) (0.153) (0.134) (0.058)
Average Teacher Salary -0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 000.0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
(0.000) (0.000)** (0.000)** (0.000)** (0.000)** (0.000) (0.000)* (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)*
Constant -19.857 -47.673 7.040 -40.362 -2.037 .48 -15.900 -0.287 3.081 -7.314
(5.458)**  (6.860)** (2.233)* (9.499)** (2.973) (4230) (9.018) (15.225) (13.294) (5.807)
Observations 2828 1560 2526 1193 2245 1443 1562 399 486 1164
R-squared 0.66 0.82 0.63 0.55 0.45 0.59 0.35 0.66 650 0.39

(Robust standard errors clustered by district ieptheses) significant at p<.1 (One-tailed)significant at p<.05 (One-tailed) * significantpat.05(two-tailed); ** significant at

p<.01(two-tailed)
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Table5.9. Networking

. . . . . % Latino  Latino SAT
Latino . . . Latino % Latino % Latino % Latino
TAKS Grlé?jtijr;ct)ion Atl_earﬂjn;nce Retﬁmﬁend Advance - Advanced Taking Students AZbSOc\f)eres Alblol\é)e
Pass Rate Courses Placement SAT Pass AP o N
Criterion Criterion
Latino Representation 0.071 0.062 0.001 0.104 0.061 0.029 0.092 0.023 0.051 -0.005
(0.014)* (0.017)*  (0.001) (0.032)**  (0.012)** (0.011)** (0.026)** (@40) (0.031) (0.014)
Managerial Networking -0.295 -0.636 -0.018 1.436 160. -0.173 0.325 2.292 0.902 0.460
(0.249) (0.388) (0.019) (0.638)* (0.190) (0.211) 0.567) (1.298) (0.967) (0.385)
Rep. x Networking -0.010 -0.027 -0.001 -0.002 -3.01 -0.003 -0.001 -0.096 -0.062 -0.005
(0.015) (0.018) (0.001) (0.026) (0.008) (0.010) .o;) (0.036)** (0.030)* (0.012)
Lagged DV 0.325 0.291 0.645 0.217 0.308 0.387 0.357 0.360 0.354 0.157
(0.022)** (0.033)** (0.023)**  (0.023)** (0.033)** (0.041)** (0.033)** (Q.059)** (0.056)** (0.040)**
Anglo Performance 0.855 0.979 0.276 0.676 0.452 7.2 0.378 0.482 0.485 0.241
(0.028)** (0.017)** (0.022)** (0.037)** (0.038)** (0.020)** (0.035)**  (Q.059)** (0.063)** (0.031)**
% Low Income Students 0.068 0.152 0.006 0.226 0.067 -0.016 0.027 0.004 0.036 -0.148
(0.024)** (0.029)** (0.002)**  (0.047)** (0.018)** (0.019) (0.047) (0.3 (0.079) (0.034)**
% Latino Students -0.139 -0.160 -0.007 -0.248 0.10 -0.019 -0.107 -0.074 -0.127 -0.013
(0.021)** (0.023)** (0.001)** (0.042)** (0.016)** (0.015) (0.044)* (o™ (0.060)* (0.028)
% Black Students -0.070 -0.068 -0.001 -0.206 -0.092 -0.020 -0.188 -0.010 -0.052 -0.075
(0.028)* (0.040) (0.002) (0.059)**  (0.017)** (0.1 (0.052)** (0.100) (0.082) (0.033)*
Student Teacher Ratio 0.031 0.085 0.004 0.402 10.17 0.092 -0.292 0.181 0.179 0.251
(0.114) (0.175) (0.007) (0.331) (0.093) (0.101) .3(0) (0.592) (0.445) (0.173)
% Non-Certified Teachers -0.074 0.148 0.007 0.206 .0140 -0.028 0.063 -0.457 -0.251 -0.101
(0.057) (0.080) (0.003)* (0.125) (0.042) (0.041) 0.1¢6) (0.232) (0.188) (0.077)
% Low-Experience Teachers 0.034 0.086 0.005 0.269 .0440 0.048 0.077 0.086 0.105 0.093
(0.025) (0.035)* (0.002)** (0.056)**  (0.020)*  (01¥)** (0.052) (0.115) (0.092) (0.040)*
Instructional Expenditures -0.047 -0.057 -0.006 .03 -0.086 -0.001 0.069 -0.302 -0.179 0.013
(0.041) (0.070) (0.003)* (0.107) (0.036)* (0.038) (0.101) (0.169) (0.143) (0.060)
Average Teacher Salary -0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001 000.0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
(0.000) (0.000)** (0.000)**  (0.000)**  (0.000)** (0.000) (0.000)* (o@) (0.000) (0.000)
Constant -19.412 -52.751 7.070 -37.348 -2.610 %.54 -13.380 8.343 7.304 -3.352
(5.650)** (7.185)** (2.261)**  (9.148)** (3.061) (3.715) (8.990) (15.940 (13.436) (5.013)
Observations 2691 1509 2414 1151 2151 1391 1517 383 463 1120
R-squared 0.67 0.82 0.63 0.55 0.45 0.58 0.35 0.66 .66 0 0.38

(Robust standard errors clustered by district iepteses) significant at p<.1 (One-tailed)significant at p<.05 (One-tailed) * significantpat.05(two-tailed); ** significant at

p<.01(two-tailed)
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Table5.10. Entrenchment

% Latino Latino

Latino Latino Latino Latino Latino % Latino % Latino % Latino AP SAT
TAKS Graduation Attendance Recommend Advance Advanced Taking Students  Scores Above
Pass Rate Courses Placement SAT Pass AP Above 1110
Criterion  Criterion
Latino Representation 0.088 0.074 0.002 0.122 0.057 0.024 0.099 0.056 0.047 -0.007
(0.020)**  (0.021)**  (0.001) (0.039)**  (0.015)** (0.014) (0.035)** (0.@ (0.040) (0.018)
Years as Superintendent 0.116 -0.254 -0.000 -0.154 -0.020 -0.016 -0.038 0.283 0.010 -0.056
(0.044)*  (0.073)**  (0.003) (0.121) (0.032) (0.043) (0.097) (0.209) 17®) (0.068)
Rep. x Years as SI -0.004 -0.003 -0.000 -0.002 0®.0 0.002 -0.001 -0.008 0.001 0.001
(0.003) (0.003) (0.000) (0.007) (0.002) (0.002) .00B) (0.009) (0.009) (0.003)
Lagged DV 0.330 0.272 0.640 0.224 0.307 0.379 0.361 0.369 0.363 0.151
(0.020)**  (0.034)** (0.022)**  (0.024)** (0.032)** (0.042)**  (0.032)**  (.061)** (0.055)** (0.040)**
Anglo Performance 0.844 0.969 0.284 0.667 0.460 98.2 0.384 0.483 0.463 0.261
(0.028)**  (0.017)** (0.022)**  (0.036)** (0.036)** (0.023)**  (0.035)**  (.059)** (0.064)** (0.034)**
% Low Income Students 0.068 0.129 0.005 0.230 0.072 -0.014 0.040 0.046 0.017 -0.131
(0.023)**  (0.028)** (0.002)**  (0.046)** (0.017)** (0.018) (0.046) (0.83 (0.075) (0.032)**
% Latino Students -0.132 -0.153 -0.006 -0.250 9.09 -0.025 -0.113 -0.088 -0.100 -0.030
(0.020)**  (0.022)** (0.001)**  (0.042)** (0.015)** (0.015) (0.042)** (@75) (0.059) (0.027)
% Black Students -0.059 -0.066 -0.001 -0.193 -0.093 -0.028 -0.192 -0.034 -0.053 -0.088
(0.027)* (0.039) (0.002) (0.057)**  (0.017)** (0.1 (0.050)** (0.101) (0.081) (0.034)**
Student Teacher Ratio 0.102 0.030 0.003 0.420 70.10 0.139 -0.285 0.151 0.151 0.212
(0.112) (0.167) (0.007) (0.330) (0.090) (0.098) .20B) (0.577) (0.429) (0.174)
% Non-Certified Teachers -0.060 0.148 0.007 0.184 .019 -0.037 0.044 -0.423 -0.166 -0.115
(0.057) (0.083) (0.003)* (0.125) (0.041) (0.041) 0.13) (0.236) (0.179) (0.077)
% Low-Experience Teachers 0.018 0.078 0.005 0.260 .0430 0.048 0.082 0.098 0.101 0.113
(0.025) (0.034)*  (0.002)**  (0.057)*  (0.020)*  (O1B)** (0.053) (0.113) (0.091) (0.039)**
Instructional Expenditures -0.053 -0.107 -0.006 05a. -0.081 -0.009 0.060 -0.174 -0.147 0.044
(0.042) (0.067) (0.003)* (0.107) (0.034)* (0.037) (0.096) (0.152) (0.135) (0.058)
Average Teacher Salary -0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 000.0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
(0.000) (0.000)** (0.000)**  (0.000)**  (0.000)** (0.000) (0.000)* (o@p) (0.000) (0.000)*
Constant -18.474 -42.059 6.785 -40.304 -2.885 AB.56 -14.021 -0.091 7.392 -8.098
(5.354)*  (7.119)** (2.227)**  (8.746)** (2.884) (3.767) (8.499) (14.599 (12.220) (5.326)
Observations 2796 1543 2501 1178 2224 1425 1551 397 481 1154
R-squared 0.66 0.82 0.63 0.55 0.46 0.59 0.35 066 650 0.40

(Robust standard errors clustered by district iepteses) significant at p<.1 (One-tailed)significant at p<.05 (One-tailed) * significantpat.05(two-tailed); ** significant at
p<.01(two-tailed)
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Tableb5.11. Discretion

. . . . . % Latino  Latino SAT
Latino . . . Latino % Latino % Latino % Latino
TAKS Gr;?jtl;r;ct)ion Atl_earﬂjn;nce Retﬁmﬁend Advance - Advanced Taking Students AZbSOc\f)eres Alblol\é)e
Pass Rate Courses Placement SAT Pass AP o N
Criterion Criterion
Latino Representation 0.103 0.060 -0.001 0.145 23.0 0.102 0.184 -0.041 -0.102 -0.049
(0.040)* (0.052) (0.003) (0.133) (0.047) (0.058) 0.080)* (0.154) (0.128) (0.046)
Discretion to Principals -2.244 -0.099 -0.019 -6.05 -0.217 -0.144 0.836 -1.245 -2.225 -0.383
(0.289)** (0.389) (0.027) (0.900) (0.308) (0.301) (0.601) (1.659) (1.608) (0.514)
Rep. x Discretion -0.013 -0.003 0.000 -0.011 0.024 -0.017 -0.022 0.033 0.045 0.014
(0.011) (0.014) (0.001) (0.042) (0.016) (0.016) .0@B) (0.044) (0.038) (0.013)
Lagged DV 0.384 0.287 0.622 0.251 0.317 0.345 0.376 0.389 0.344 0.176
(0.021)**  (0.037)** (0.023)**  (0.025)** (0.034)** (0.054)** (0.034)** (0.077)** (0.072)** (0.049)**
Anglo Performance 0.797 0.986 0.295 0.637 0.440 070.3 0.429 0.501 0.486 0.214
(0.029)**  (0.017)** (0.025)**  (0.044)**  (0.040)** (0.026)** (0.039)** (0.071)** (0.070)** (0.037)**
% Low Income Students 0.059 0.147 0.004 0.198 0.063 -0.007 0.110 -0.012 0.043 -0.138
(0.024)*  (0.033)**  (0.002)*  (0.050)** (0.019)** (™19) (0.045)* (0.116) (0.090) (0.038)**
% Latino Students -0.122 -0.149 -0.006 -0.209 8.08 -0.027 -0.159 -0.040 -0.078 -0.030
(0.019)** (0.026)**  (0.001)* (0.048)** (0.017)** (0.017) (0.041)** (0.090) (0.067) (0.031)
% Black Students -0.062 -0.062 -0.000 -0.180 -0.075 -0.029 -0.239 0.072 -0.062 -0.091
(0.028)* (0.049) (0.002) (0.069)**  (0.018)** (0.02 (0.057)** (0.149) (0.115) (0.040)*
Student Teacher Ratio 0.131 -0.000 0.003 0.350 29.1  -0.009 0.121 0.151 0.559 0.218
(0.119) (0.172) (0.007) (0.370) (0.101) (0.095) .3(®) (0.687) (0.521) (0.187)
% Non-Certified Teachers -0.002 0.228 0.014 0.234 .06® 0.018 0.080 -0.194 -0.062 -0.060
(0.049) (0.093)*  (0.003)** (0.136) (0.047) (0.036) (0.129) (0.250) (0.185) (0.081)
% Low-Experience Teachers 0.023 0.085 0.005 0.196 .0260 0.049 0.068 0.062 0.139 0.103
(0.027) (0.037)*  (0.002)** (0.061)** (0.020) (0.0¥ (0.059) (0.128) (0.101) (0.044)*
Instructional Expenditures -0.074 -0.143 -0.003 .020 -0.102 -0.051 -0.047 -0.015 0.024 0.058
(0.045) (0.074) (0.003) (0.117) (0.037)** (0.042) (0.099) (0.165) (0.149) (0.062)
Average Teacher Salary -0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000 000.0 0.000 0.000 -0.000 -0.000 0.000
(0.000) (0.000)**  (0.000)** (0.000) (0.000)* (0.0 (0.000)* (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Constant -10.162 -48.572 7.382 -28.998 0.290 -2.109 -21.595 10.413 6.775 -2.895
(5.609) (8.106)**  (2.234)**  (10.851)** (3.279) (4.161) (9.611)* (17.245) (13.623) (5.982)
Observations 2432 1311 2178 982 1938 1188 1344 341 410 988
R-squared 0.68 0.83 0.62 0.55 0.44 0.58 0.37 0.66 .63 0 0.35

(Robust standard errors clustered by district ieptheses) significant at p<.1 (One-tailed)significant at p<.05 (One-tailed) * significantpat.05(two-tailed); ** significant at

p<.01(two-tailed)
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Table5.12. Budget Autonomy

Advance Advanced

Graduation Attendance Recommend Courses Placement

Latino SAT

Above
1110
Criterion

Latino
TAKS
Pass Rate
Latino Representation 0.081
(0.030)**
% Non-Local Revenue 0.033
(0.009)**
Rep x Non-Local Revenue -0.000
(0.000)
Lagged DV 0.315
(0.014)**
Anglo Performance 0.862
(0.022)**
% Low Income Students 0.036
(0.018)*
% Latino Students -0.121
(0.015)**
% Black Students -0.060
(0.022)**
Student Teacher Ratio -0.062
(0.091)
% Non-Certified Teachers -0.008
(0.040)
% Low-Experience Teachers 0.018
(0.017)
Instructional Expenditures -0.065
(0.031)*
Average Teacher Salary 0.000
(0.000)
Constant -22.277
(4.233)**
Observations 5618
R-squared 0.65

(0.027) (0.056)
0.005 0.020
(0.010) (0.021)*
0.339 0.386

0.064 -0.015

-0.075 -0.022

00.00 0.000

-0.033
(0.031)
-0.037
(0.016)*
0.001
(0.000)*
0.144
(0.030)*
0.209
(0.025)*
-0.156
(0.026)*
-0.021
(0.021)
-0.036
(0.027)
0.207
(0.147)
-0.044
(0.053)
0.078
(0.029)*
0.033
(0.050)
0.000
(0.000)**
-3.527
(4.292)
2125
0.38

(Robust standard errors clustered by district ieptheses) significant at p<.1 (One-tailed)significant at p<.05 (One-tailed) * significantpat.05(two-tailed); ** significant at

p<.01(two-tailed)
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