Managing for Performance
Milano The New School for Management and Urban Policy
Spring 2011
CRN 8369
Instructor: Martin Greller
72 Fifth Avenue 603
212 229 5400 x 1408
grellerm@newschool.edu

Office Hours:
TBA
and by appointment

Description
We look to organizations to achieve goals that go beyond any one individual’s abilities or
lifetime, whether those goals are social, political, commercial, or some combination. Too
often the results are disappointing. Managing for Performance examines how
measurement can be used to improve the effectiveness of organizations and refine their
goals over time. Performance will be considered from the perspective of external
accountability, managing the organization and its sub-systems, and the management of
people within the organization. The objective is to understand what an organization needs
to do to successfully measure and manage performance and to identify the areas where a
specific organization may improve in this respect.
The class sessions are organized to cover four broad topics: (1) management as
connecting purpose (whether mission, mandate or vision) to performance, (2) measuring
performance, (3) accountability within and outside the organization, (4) using
performance measures to lead and motivate. Guest speakers will provide fresh
perspectives and specialized expertise.
The course will use case studies and readings. This allows both detailed examination of
the different aspects of performance management and consideration of the effects of
context on the process. In addition to Moore’s (1995) Creating Public Value, readings
will be provided through eReserve and cases may be purchased online. Students are
expected to arrive in class prepared to discuss the material. Each student will conduct an
assessment of the performance management in an organization of his or her choosing.
Readings
Mark H. Moore, 1995, Creating Public Value: Strategic Management in Government.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. ISBN (paperback) 0-674-17558-1
Electronic Packet (EReserve) through library and on MyNewSchool. This is where you
will find the journal articles assigned on the schedule.
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Web Resources:
• Public Performance Measurement Reporting Network (Rutgers)
(http://ppmrn.rutgers.edu/). In addition to be an interesting resource, resources
marked “ppm” will be found here.
• Kennedy School of Government, Cases (http://www.ksgcase.harvard.edu/), cases
marked KSG can be purchased here. Instructions on class web site.
• Harvard Business School, Cases
(http://www.hbsp.harvard.edu/hbsp/case_studies.jsp) cases marked HBS can be
purchased here. Instructions on class web site.
• Center for Effective Philanthropy (http://www.effectivephilanthropy.org/index.php)
is a resource focusing on contemporary issues in philanthropy, which currently
include strategic management and performance measurement.
• The Urban Institute (http://www.urban.org/) is a resource on nonprofit and
government operations.
• Performance Reporting for Government (http://seagov.org/) is a site maintained by
the Government Accounting Standards Board and is a source for research and
discussion of performance information and its uses.
Course Requirements:
The major assignment will be a research paper addressing the performance management
process in a specific organization (60% of grade). Participation – cases and short projects
will be used as the basis of discussion in class (25% of grade). Students will also be asked
to reflect on their experience and learning as they apply elements of the class to their
understanding of organizations (15% of grade).
Assignments:
Research Paper
60 %
The major assignment will be a final paper describing and analyzing the performance
management system of an organization. This will involve describing what is measured,
how that corresponds to the purpose of the organization, and how this is applied across
two or more levels (e.g., organization as a whole and programs or functions). The
analysis should examine the fit between purpose and measures, whether the measures
used at different levels are consistent, and the evidence that indicates whether this is
serving the organization well. Students may take one of four approaches: (1) work with
an organization which provides direct access to its people and information; (2) base the
paper on a project in involving the management or performance measurement in an
organization, (3) use secondary sources to study an organization well covered in the
press, or (4) propose another vehicle that permits demonstration of the same skills. The
organization and approach require approval of the instructor. Approval should be secured
early in the semester for three reasons. Yes, it allows more time to work on the paper, but
more important, working on it as we go through the course encourages a deeper
understanding of the material and the organization. Specifically, it encourages asking,
“How does this topic work or appear in the organization I am studying.” Such questions
also enhance the dialog in class benefiting everyone’s learning.

Management for Performance, Fall 2011

2

Case Assignments
25%
Assignments fall into two categories, major cases and the NCLB memo. In each
instance, further information is provided on the class web site.
Major Case
Each student will prepare a full write up of one of the assigned cases. An effort will be
made to accommodate your preferences for which case. Write ups are typically on the
order of 5 – 10 pages. They include (1) what you believe to be the key issues or problems
and why, (2) the key facts from the case, (3) analysis of situation and options, (4)
recommendations or assessment of the alternative actually applied. The students who are
preparing a full report on a particular case are expected to take a leadership role in the
class discussion during that session.
No Child Left Behind Memo
Your task is to prepare a 2 – 3 page position paper, briefly noting what among the major
concerns appear to be legitimate, where there are existing strengths, and what actions
would be required to improve the initiative, both in popular perception and in fact. Justify
your choices with respect to this last point being particularly sensitive to the issues of
performance measurement implied and applied. Please feel free to add material beyond
that assigned – your opinion is probably informed already.
Participation 15%
In addition to preparation and class discussion:
Cases
When you are not doing a major write up on the case, you will be expected to read and
think through the same issues. Performance will be reflected through your participation in
the class discussion.
Learning Journal
A journal is a document in which you reflect (as opposed to a diary where you record
events). The purpose of this journal is to provide a place for you to reflect on managing
for performance, what it means to you professionally, and the concerns you have about
the subject. It requires one to make space in a busy life to sit down and reflect. It also
provides an opportunity for the instructor to participate in a dialog with you on the
subject. While your reflection could be off the topic, it is hard to say that a reflection is
objectively wrong. So, the dialog will be more important than evaluation in this
assignment. You are asked to submit a written product on three occasions. The first two
will presumably be incorporated into the third, although this is not cut-and-paste: your
thinking should progress during the semester. To get you started you will find a few
questions for each of those reflections on the class web site– you are welcomed to expand
beyond these issues.
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Grading:
Final research paper
Participation
Case & NCLB exercise

60%
15%
25%

Course grade is based on the weighted average of your work using the 4 point scale used
by the university (e.g., ≥ 3.8 is an A, ≥ 3.5 is A-, ≥ 3.2 is a ≥ B+, ≥ 2.8 is a B, etc.)
Incompletes: Please read The New School’s policy on course grades of “incomplete” in
the Student Handbook.
In addition to technical adequacy, written work will be evaluated for organization,
analysis, and clarity. Grammatical and typographical errors will affect the evaluation.
You are encouraged to discuss and/or review your work with the instructor prior to the
date due. Work is due on the date specified; this is a matter of fairness to those students
who do meet the deadline. If personal issues arise that may impact the completion of an
assignment, please discuss them with the instructor before the assignment’s due date.
Late work may result in assignments not being accepted or in lower grades.
Work presented by students is expected to be the product of their own efforts. Assistance
and ideas from others should be acknowledged – typically through a citation or footnote. In
the context of a group project, allowing one’s name to be associated with a product to
which one did not contribute could be construed as academic dishonesty. Work on cases or
research can benefit from collaboration and discussion, testing out ideas in study groups,
sharing productive sources of information; however, the final product should be the result
of the individuals own analysis and writing.
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Schedule
01

08/31 Introduction

02

09/07 Broad Perspectives

Morrison, J. B., & Salipante, P. (2007). Governance for broadened accountability:
Blending deliberate and emergent strategizing. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector
Quarterly, 36, 195-217.
Porter, M. E. , 1996, What is strategy? Harvard Business Review, November –
December, 61 – 78.
Jones, M. B. (2007) The multiple sources of mission drift. Nonprofit and Voluntary
Sector Quarterly, 36, 299 - 307
Moore Ch. 1, 2, & 3
03
09/14 Broad Perspectives (continued)
=> Case: TBA
Carman, J. C. (2010). The accountability movement : What's wrong with this theory of
change? Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 39, 256 - 274
National Academy of Public Administration (no date) Performance indicators: Getting
started. Author. Read Pages 1 – 7 and 16 – 21.
04

09/21 Performance Measurement

Behn, R. D., (2003). Why measure performance? Different purposes require different
measures. Public Administration Review; 63, 586 – 606.
Letts, C. W., Ryan, W. P., & Grossman, A. (1999). Benchmarking: An organizational
process that links learning and results. High performance nonprofit organizations:
Managing upstream for greater impact. (Chapter 5, Pp.85 – 105) New York: John Wiley
& Sons
Likierman, A. (2009). The five traps of performance measurement. Harvard Business
Review, (October), 96 – 101.
----------------------AMTRAK, Monthly Performance Report for March 2007. (ppm). Just get a feel for the
information in the report.
Martin, E. (2006) Survey Questionnaire Construction. (RESEARCH REPORT SERIES:
Survey Methodology #2006-13) Washington, D.C.: U.S. Census Bureau. Treat as a
resource you can draw on during the semester.
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09/28 NO CLASSES
05
10/05 GUEST SPEAKER (Aida Rodriguez) Program Evaluation
=> Learning Journal 1 Due
Berk, R. A., & Rossi. P. H. (1999) What is evaluation research? (Chapter 1) Thinking
about program evaluation, Sage Publishing.
Berk, R. A., & Rossi. P. H. (1999). Key concepts in evaluation research. (Chapter 2)
Thinking about program evaluation, Sage Publishing.
Birckmeyer, J. D. & Weiss, C. H. (1990). Theory-based evaluation in practice: What do
we learn? Evaluation Review, 24, 407 -431.
Talley, J. L., &. Feam, E. H. (2010). Using Imperfect Metrics Well. Leader to Leader,
Winter, 2010 http://nonprofitmanagementdrfram.files.wordpres.com/2010/01/metrics.pdf
06
10/12 Performance Measurement “Leave No Child” Exercise
=> Memo: NCLB
Starnes, B. A., (2007). Twisted NCLB or twisting NCLB? Phi Delta Kappan, 89, 314 –
315.
Marino, J. J., (2007). A new paradigm for organizational change: Involving customers
and stakeholders in the improvement process, The Journal for Quality and Participation;
30 (1); 10 – 12.
Moore Ch. 4
Nichols, P., Twing, J, Mueller, C. D. & O’Malley, K. (2010). Standard-setting methods
as measurement processes. Educational Measurement: Issues and Practice, 29, (1), 14–
24
----------------------If you want to see the original bill:
(http://www2.ed.gov/policy/elsec/leg/esea02/index.html)
Patusky, C., Botwinik, L., & Shelley, M., 2007, The Philadelpia SchoolStat Model.
(ppm) Managing for Performance and Results Series, IBM Center for the Business of
Government (http://www.businessofgovernment.org/sites/default/files/Schoolstat.pdf) –
Not assigned, but an interesting link from NCLB to Scorecards
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07
10/19 Scorecards
=> Case: TBA
Kaplan, R.S., & Norton, D. P., 2007 (reprinted from 1996) Using the balanced scorecard
as a strategic management system, Harvard Business Review, July-August, 150 – 160
Behn, R. D., (2005). The core drivers of CitiStat, International Public Management
Journal, 8, 295 – 319.
08

10/26 Making Public Value Measurable

Viaene; S., &Willems, J., (2007), Corporate performance management: Beyond
dashboards and scorecards, Journal of Performance Management; 20, 13 -32.
Heikkila; T., & Isett, K. R. (2007). Citizen involvement and performance management in
special-purpose governments. Public Administration Review; 67, 238 – 248.
Willcox; S., Seddon, S., Dunn, S., Edwards, R. T., Pearse, J., & Tu, J. V. (2007).
Measuring and reducing waiting times: A cross-national comparison of strategies. Health
Affairs; 26, 1078 – 1987.
Moore Ch. 5
09
11/02 Accountability
=> Case: TBA
Brun M. E., & Siegel, J. P., (2006). What does appropriate performance reporting for
political decision makers require? International Journal of Productivity and Performance
Management, 55, 480-497
Fritzen, S. A., (2007). Crafting performance measurement systems to reduce corruption
risks in complex organizations: the case of the World Bank, Measuring Business
Excellence, 11, 23-32
Benjamin, L. M. (2010). Funders as principals performance measurement in
philanthropic relationships. Nonprofit Management & Leadership,. 20, 383 – 403.
10

11/10 GUEST SPEAKER (TBA) Meta Organization Measurement

11

11/16 What agents do with organization performance information
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=> Learning Journal 2 Due
Moore Ch. 6 & 7
Gugerty, M. K., Sidel, S., & Bies, A. L. (2010) Introduction to minisymposium:
Nonprofit self-regulation in comparative perspective - themes and debates. Nonprofit and
Voluntary Sector Quarterly 39, 1027– 1038
Schachter, H. L., (1995). Reinventing government or reinventing ourselves: Two models
for improving government performance, Public Administration Review; 55, 530 – 357.
Giudice, P., & Bolduc, K. (2004). Assessing performance at the Robert Wood Johnson
Foundations: A case study. Cambridge, MA: The Center for Effective Philanthropy.
11/24 THANKSGIVING
12
11/30 Motivation & Reward
=> Case: TBA
Latham, G. P., & Locke, E. A., (1979) Goal setting – A motivational technique that
works, Organizational Dynamics, Autumn, 68 – 80.
Hammer, M., (2007). Seven deadly sins of performance measurement and how to avoid
them, MIT Sloan Management Review, 48 (3), 19 – 28.
Burgess, S., & Ratto, M., (2003). The role of incentives in the public sector: Issues and
evidence. Oxford Review of Economic Policy; 19 (2); 285 – 300.
Mesch, D. J. & Rooney P. M. (2008). Determinants of compensation: A study of pay,
performance, and gender differences for fundraising professionals. Nonprofit
Management & Leadership, 18, 435 – 463.
13

12/07 Leadership & Reviewing Performance

Longenecker, C. O.; Sims, H. P., Jr.; & Gioia, D. A. (1987). Behind The Mask: The
Politics Of Employee Appraisal. The Academy of Management Executive; 1 (3), 183 –
193.
Purcell, M. E., & Hawtin, M. (2010). Piloting external peer review as a model for
performance improvement in third-sector organizations. Nonprofit Management &
Leadership, 20, 357 – 374.
Merchant, K. A., (2007), Evaluating general managers' performances, Strategic Finance,
88, (11), 12, 14, 59 – 61.
-------------------
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Example: DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE SENIOR PROFESSIONAL PAY AND
PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL (form)
(http://www.dtic.mil/whs/directives/infomgt/forms/eforms/dd2898.pdf)
14

12/14 Organization Learning

Wicks; A. M., St Clair; L., & Kinney, C. S., (2007). Competing values in healthcare:
Balancing the (un)balanced scorecard, Journal of Healthcare Management; 52, 309 –
324.
Risher, H., (2007). Fostering a performance-driven culture in the public sector, Public
Manager; 36 (3); 51 – 56.
Styhre, A., Josephson, P., & Knauseder, I., (2006). Organization learning in non-writing
communities: The case of construction workers, Management Learning; 37 (1), 83 – 100
Class 15

12/19 The Challenge to Change - MONDAY

Moore Conclusion
Sotirakou, T., & Zeppou, M., (2006). Utilizing performance measurement to modernize
the Greek public sector, Management Decision,. 44, 1277-1304
Slovensky, D. J., (2007). Status check: Are we managing performance or managing
performance data? Frontiers of Health Services Management; 23 (4), 39 – 42.
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