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Public Management 
Information Systems: 
Theory and Prescription 
Barry Bozeman, Syracuse University 
Stuart Bretschneider, Syracuse University 

One reflection of the enormous increase in interest in 
management information systems (MIS) is the rapid 
growth of research, theory, and prescription. But avail- 
able knowledge of MIS is not of equal service to all 
managers. Managers working in the public sector must 
exercise particular caution as they seek to draw lessons 
from MIS literature. The vast majority of MIS knowl- 
edge, both formal and "know how," has been devel- 
oped from private-sector data sites for application in 
private sector contexts. Prescriptions developed for the 
private-sector or for "generic" management may be 
valid for the public sector context. The problem is in 
determining which findings and prescriptions are applic- 
able to public management and which are not. 

While MIS theory and research has grown by leaps 
and bounds, little research and virtually no theory has 
been published on public management information 
systems (PMIS). The purposes of this paper are to pro- 
vide an integrating theoretical framework for PMIS 
which focuses on the differences between public and 
private sector environments and to use the framework 
to develop prescriptive propositions for PMIS. Before 
presenting the PMIS framework, existing frameworks 
for MIS research and theory are briefly reviewed. 

Conceptual Frameworks for MIS 

Over the last decade several studies have reviewed the 
MIS literature and presented frameworks for research. I 
The model developed by Ives, Hamilton, and Davis 
provides an integrated approach for conceptualizing 
MIS and categorizing MIS research.2 

Figure 1 depicts this model, in which three classes of 
variables are identified: environmental variables that 
define resources and constraints on MIS, information 
system variables that characterize the MIS, and process 
variables that measure performance of the MIS within 
the organization. 

The model presented by Ives and his associates is not, 
at least in one sense, representative of the MIS litera- 
ture. Whereas the model shows some concern with 
environmental context, the MIS literature typically 
ignores environmental variables and focuses almost 
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* The existing theoretical framework for research in 
Management Information Systems (MIS) is criticized 
for its lack of attention to the external environment of 
organizations, and a new framework is developed which 
better accommodates MIS in public organizations: 
Public Management Information Systems (PMIS). Four 
models of publicness which reflect external organiza- 
tional environments are integrated into a single model. 
The basic model of publicness is then used to develop a 
series of propositions/prescriptions which differentiate 
management of information systems between public 
and private organizations. Real examples are used to 
illustrate these propositions. 

exclusively on intraorganizational or individual 
behavior. One major focus of MIS research has been on 
organizational context, relating the characteristics of 
the organization to performance of the MIS.3 To 
demonstrate the intraorganizational emphasis, Ives, 
Hamilton, and Davies examined 331 MIS dissertations 
and found that only 13, less than 4 percent, considered 
external environment.4 

In one of the few comprehensive treatments of 
environmental factors, Mansour and Watson con- 
ceptualized external environment as a multidimensional 
scale reflecting level of competition, variety of services 
and products, frequency of new ventures, amount of 
customer requirements and amount of external regula- 
tion.5 The scale proved a strong predictor of MIS per- 
formance. Other variables also significantly correlated 
with MIS performance. The same model was applied to 
a sample of 39 public organizations, but with much less 
explanatory success. Mansour and Watson concluded 
that "Government organizations function in an 
environment that is much different from that faced by 
private business organizations."6 

In addition to the neglect of environmental variables, 
a second problem with the current model for MIS 
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FIGURE 1 
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Source: Ives, B., et al., "Framework for Research in Computer Based Management Information Systems," Management Science, Vol. 26, No. 
9, pp. 910-934. 

research is its failure to link or sometimes even relate 
levels of analysis. In most of the work reviewed above, 
the level of analysis is that of the organization. Given 
that focus, it should be pointed out that most of this 
research relies heavily on questionnaires and structured 
interviews of multiple actors within each organization. 
The data are then aggregated to characterize the MIS 
and the organization.7 

At the individual level of analysis, MIS research 
follows two patterns. The dominant one focuses on the 
effect of MIS on decision making and relies heavily on 

small group laboratory studies.8 The decision context 
usually reflects a business organization, such as a manu- 
facturing firm, where the decision deals with inventory 
management or accounting and financial decision 
making.9 

Cognitive process variables are often considered 
along with the MIS variables to explain decision out- 
comes. Huber"0 argues that the cognitive process 
research suffers from too many different measurement 
schemes and validity problems to be a useful focus for 
MIS theory. 
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FIGURE 2 
Revised Framework for MIS Research 
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The other stream of research at the individual level 
relies heavily on survey data, though experiments are 
also used.1" The principal proposition is that user 
involvement with MIS design and operation improves 
MIS performance. A recent survey by Ives and Olson 
reviews much of this work and finds mixed results.12 Of 
22 studies reviewed, 8 found positive relationships 
between user involvement and various measures of MIS 
performance, 7 had mixed results, and 7 found negative 
or nonsignificant results. Ives and Olson argued that 
few of the studies provided sufficient rigor in measure- 
ment or design to warrant much confidence in the 
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results. Again, at this level of research in MIS, little con- 
cern for external environment has been demonstrated. 

A Framework for PMIS Research 

Existing conceptual frameworks were not devised to 
facilitate research on public sector implications of MIS. 
Figure 2 presents a revised framework, one pertinent to 
previous work but giving greater emphasis to social and 
environmental context. 

Organizational context includes the set of variables 
normally identified with this area, such as size, struc- 
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ture, time frame, organizational resources, and organi- 
zational maturity.13 The individual context reflects 
characteristics of individual actors within an organi- 
zation, including cognitive style, level of satisfaction 
with MIS and other such personal and demographic 
attributes. 

Studies at different levels of analysis naturally employ 
somewhat different effectiveness measures. Illustrative 
measures for the organizational context include aggre- 
gate use of MIS,`4 diversity in applications, and level of 
use within the organization.' Under individual attri- 
butes, effectiveness variables include cost, timeliness, 
and profitability.1 The PMIS framework differs from 
conventional MIS frameworks by emphasizing environ- 
mental factors rather than internal characteristics of the 
organization.1 It is, of course, no surprise that organi- 
zations, public and private, are affected by their exter- 
nal environments. The PMIS framework seeks to go 
beyond this perhaps trivial observation of environmen- 
tal significance to distinguish between "proximate" and 
"distal" environments and to suggest the rudimentary 
mechanics by which environmental differences affect 
managerial behavior. This is accomplished by applying 
existing theories of public-private management dif- 
ferences to the particular case of information 
management. 

Four Models of Publicness 

In this section four models of "publicness" are pre- 
sented which are useful for developing a prescriptive 
theory of PMIS. Despite the fact that a great many 
propositions have been offered about differences 
between public and private organizations,1 it is none- 
theless possible to capture most of these propositions in 
just four "models of publicness": (1) Economic 
Authority; (2) Political Authority; (3) Personnel and 
Personnel Systems; and (4) Work Context. 

The first two models may be viewed as aspects of the 
"distal" environment of the organization in that they 
include factors that are broad-based and sweeping in 
their effects. They are primary causes. The second two 
models are "proximate" in the sense that the factors are 
less elemental, more particular to certain types of 
organizations, and, importantly, heavily influenced by 
factors in the distal environment. Most of the com- 
ponents of the proximate models are secondary causes. 

Economic Authority Model 

According to the economic authority model, differ- 
ences in public and private organizations flow from the 
economic character of the respective sectors and the 
goods and services they deliver. The chief argument of 
the market failure approach is that the market is gener- 
ally the most efficient device for allocation of goods and 
services and that government should intervene only in 
cases of market failure. Market failure can result from 
several factors. It can result when information available 
to economic actors is insufficient or distorted. Some- 
times a deficit occurs because of the public goods char- 

acteristics of information. Substantial demand for 
information may exist but, because of difficulties 
associated with exclusion, no effective market may exist 
for economically efficient purchase of information. 
Sometimes breakdowns in competition can lead to 
market failure, especially in the case of monopolies. In 
some instances, the market can establish costs and 
facilitate exchange, but transactions costs are prohibi- 
tively expensive. A special market failure problem 
relates to public goods and the externalities that result 
from the public character of goods and services. 
According to Herber, the primary characteristic of 
public goods is that they are jointly consumed and thus 
indivisible in the sense that some or all of their benefits 
cannot be priced in the market.'9 In such cases, the 
market is not efficient as an allocator of goods and serv- 
ices. A related consideration is the presence of externali- 
ties. Externalities arise when some value (positive or 
negative) of a good or service is not reflected in its price 
or resources used. 

In addition to familiar public goods and market 
failure criteria for distinguishing public and private sec- 
tor organizations and their activities, economists have 
developed arguments pertaining to property rights and 
ownership. According to property rights theorists, the 
most important distinction between private and govern- 
ment organizations lies in the inability to transfer 
ownership in government organizations from one 
individual to another.20 Since no shares of government 
stock exist, the individual cannot alter his "portfolio" 
of investments in government programs and cannot 
exchange ownership rights. It is argued that the ability 
to exchange ownership is related to economic effi- 
ciency.2" Economists view ownership as a productive 
input that functions to bear risk and organize mana- 
gerial activity.22 In public organizations, capital risk is 
diffused to such a degree that it virtually ceases to 
exist.23 Furthermore, the distribution of managerial 
ability among organizations has little correspondence to 
its value as a productive input.24 

The absence in government of a strong link between 
work input and reward allegedly leads to lower produc- 
tivity. Additional inefficiency is related to the fact that 
bureaucratic regulations and monitoring mechanisms 
are promulgated as inadequate but costly substitutes for 
valuations and reward systems based on property 
rights.25 In private firms, entrepreneurs and wealth- 
sharing managers exert pressure for a combination of 
economic input to maximize productivity. In govern- 
ment, managerial activities center around more diverse 
rationales,26 particularly side-payments related to 
political power, budget expansion, and increments in 
personnel.27 

The Political Authority Model 

In the firm, authority rests on economic incentives. In 
public organizations the grant of authority is quite dif- 
ferent in nature.28 While political authority is ultimately 
reflected in fundamental values and the psychological 
commitments of individuals to the government,29 legiti- 
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macy of political authority is formally embodied in a 
legal and constitutional structure. The constitutional 
principle of separation of powers among the three 
branches of government is especially significant in the 
United States. Public organizations are directed by 
executive superiors, dependent on legislators for their 
resources, and are subject to rules, interpretations, and 
injunctions of the judicial branch. When one also con- 
siders the external control of procurement and facilities 
management, personnel procedures, and reorganization 
of the fragmentation of authority imposed by the struc- 
ture of federalism, it becomes clear that the political 
authority of public organizations is exercised in a much 
different structural framework than the economic 
authority of a private firm. 

Equally important to the fragmentation of political 
authority is its interdependence. The private firm is, 
ultimately, driven by internal goals related to profit and 
stable growth. The goals of the public organization are, 
at least to some extent, set externally and transcend the 
self-interests of the single organization and its pro- 
grams. Whereas competition among private firms is a 
social virtue, competition among public agencies is gen- 
erally not.30 When public agencies work at cross- 
purposes they are viewed as ineffective. 

Another feature of the legal and constitutional struc- 
ture which separates public from private organizations 
is mandated representation and the electoral process. 
While private organizations are enjoined from dis- 
criminatory practices in many instances, they are not 
required to be representative, nor does the authority of 
private managers flow ultimately from elected public 
officials. There is no private sector counterpart to 
political control of public organizations. 

Finally, the focus on individual rights is a sharp dis- 
tinction between public and private sector. The Bill of 
Rights is the most obvious legal guarantor of individual 
rights, but individual statutes and personnel procedures 
also emphasize the rights of the individual. These rights 
are manifested in the elaborate due process guarantees 
and appeals procedures of the federal civil service 
system. The focus on individual rights also extends to 
the clients of the public organization who are protected 
by the courts, appeals procedures, and legislated 
eligibility. 

Even if more ephemeral, the social psychological 
bases of political authority are sometimes just as impor- 
tant as the legal bases. Behaviors in public and private 
organizations differ in many cases because the indi- 
vidual citizens committed to the legitimacy of govern- 
ment have different expectations for public organiza- 
tions than for private organizations. Public organiza- 
tions and public employees are expected to work in the 
public interest. 

Work Context Model 

The Work Context Model focuses less on the broad- 
scale structural determinants of public-private differ- 
ences (the distal environment) than on the proximate 
environment. Whereas the other two models are 
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anchored in empirical research as well as long-standing 
theoretical traditions, the Work Context Model is chief- 
ly derived from the reported observations of high-level 
government and business officials, especially "sector 
spanners" who have had experience in both public and 
private organizations.3' 

The Work Context Model centers on observed differ- 
ences in public and private sector work, usually focusing 
on high-level managerial positions (where differences 
may be assumed to be greatest). One commonly noted 
distinctive feature of the public sector executive's work 
context relates to time frame and pace of work.32 

An additional concern in evaluating PMIS at 
the environmental level is the degree to 
which the PMIS responds to external 
requests for data. 

Business executives also work at a frantic pace, but 
the two "pace accelerators" are more commonly experi- 
enced by public managers. First, the public manager is 
more often subject to scrutiny by the mass media and 
from a wide array of interest groups which have a stake 
in the outcomes of policy decisions. When actions are 
scrutinized by millions, there is usually less opportunity 
for reflection, measured action, or reversals of policy. 

Probably the most important difference in the time 
frame of public and private sector managers is related to 
the political cycles of government. The appropriations 
process generally operates on an annual basis; Congress 
turns over every two years, and the presidency is subject 
to change every four years. Constant pressure exists to 
achieve quick results-results that can help the agency 
receive a larger share in the next round of appropria- 
tions; results that can help in reelection. 

Another attribute of the public sector work context is 
that it is crisis driven. Sometimes perceptions of crisis 
are just as important as reality. Indeed, policy makers 
often seize upon crises or even manufacture them to 
make their cause appear more urgent. The result of the 
real and manufactured crises serving as catalysts (some- 
times the only effective catalysts) for moving policy on 
the public agenda is that policy is less coordinated. 

Finally, work in the public sector is more subject to 
public scrutiny and, relatedly, more numerous and more 
diverse mechanisms for accountability exists. As men- 
tioned, the attention of the mass media is a significant 
factor in public scrutiny,, but other factors such as 
"sunshine" laws, public disclosure requirements, and 
built-in checks and balances are of considerable 
importance. 

Personnel and Personnel System Model 

Public organizations differ from private organiza- 
tions in that public employees, on the whole, have 
different attitudes about their work and somewhat dif- 
ferent incentive structures. Those differences may result 
from self-selection processes, socialization, or personnel 
systems. 
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The attitudes that have been of most interest to 
researchers comparing public and private employees are 
those related to job satisfaction, organization commit- 
ment and, more generally, motivation. Studies of 
business and public managers indicate that business 
managers report more positive attitudes about their 
organizations and identify more strongly with them." 
In another study comparing work-related attitudes of 
public and private managers, Rainey found that govern- 
ment managers perceived a weaker relationship between 
performance and such incentives as pay, promotion, 
and job security.34 The government managers also 
scored lower on satisfaction with co-workers and with 
promotion and felt that personnel procedures were less 
flexible. In a later study, Rainey concluded that the 
lower expectation of reward for good performance 
accounts in large measure for lower levels of job satis- 
faction and organization identification reported by 
public managers." 

One plausible explanation for the relative dissatisfac- 
tion of public managers is that government personnel 
systems are a source of frustration. One of the chief 
rationales for the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 was 
lessening the likelihood that the federal government 
would ignore performance of employees and reward 
either haphazardly or by political allegiance. However, 
the limited success of the act, an initiative intended to 
make government personnel policies similar to those 
encountered in business, is indirect evidence of the in- 
herent differences in public and private management.36 

More direct evidence of public and private differences 
is provided by a recent survey of 14,000 federal employ- 
ees, a clear majority of whom agreed that "supervisors 
here feel that their ability to manage is restricted by 
unnecessary rules and regulations."37 Buchanan con- 
tends that the excessive formalism of government agen- 
cies is chiefly attributable to diminished authority.38 
This interpretation is given some support by Rainey's 
finding that public managers score somewhat higher on 
formalization scales than their private sector counter- 
parts.39 Others have argued that the formalism of public 
bureaucracy results from goal ambiguity and the 
absence of valid productivity and effectiveness 
measures. 40 

Personnel systems in government are sufficiently 
unlike those of the private sector that one can safely 
assume that differences in such systems explain some 
differences in public and private organization behavior. 
But possibly the "raw material" may be somewhat dif- 
ferent in the public sector. One study of graduate stu- 
dents' attitudes and values found significant differences 
between those intending to enter business careers and 
those planning to work in government.4' The public 
sector-oriented students scored higher on dominance, 
status-seeking, and flexibility, were more interested in 
being change agents, showed more skill in change- 
related activities, and were less oriented to wealth and 
personal monetary gain. 

In sum, theory and research findings from a variety 
of studies employing a wide range of methods point to 
characteristic differences between public and private 

organizations. Table 1 summarizes the four models 
and the variables distinguishing public and private 
organizations. 

TABLE 1 
Four Models of Publicness: 
A Summary of Propositions 

Publicness Model Distinguishing Variables 

Economic Authority (1) Market Failure 
Model (a) Poor Information 

(b) Breakdowns in Competition 
(c) Transaction Costs 
(d) Externalities and Public Goods 

(2) Property Rights 
(a) Input of Entrepreneurs and 

Wealth-Sharing Managers 
(b) Inability to Transfer Ownership 

in the Public Sector 

Political Authority (1) Legal and Constitutional Structure 
Model (a) Fragmentation and Inter- 

dependency 
(b) Representativeness and Electoral 

Process 
(c) Individual Rights 

(2) Social Psychological Sources of 
Authority 
(a) Public Expectations, Public 

Interest 
(b) Civic Responsibility of the 

Individual 

Work Context (1) Time Frame 
Model (2) Political Cycles 

(3) Media Attention 
(4) Crisis Orientation 
(5) Accountability and Monitoring 

Personnel Model (1) Personnel Systems and Incentives 
(2) Motivation, Job Satisfaction 
(3) Red Tape and Formalism 
(4) Self-Selection 

An Integrated Model of Publicness 

Many of the propositions of the respective models are 
closely related. For example, the arguments of the 
Economic Authority Model about owners and wealth- 
seeking managers as a productive input is related to the 
Personnel Model's concern with the expectation of 
reward and its effect on motivation. Just as clearly, the 
electoral process which is part of the constitutional 
structure under the Political Authority Model is a 
political cycle affecting behavior under the Work Con- 
text Model. 

The models are interrelated because they stand in 
hierarchical relation. The Political Authority and Eco- 
nomic Authority Models comprise the distal environ- 
ment and introduce constraints which are broad and 
sweeping (e.g., market failures, public interest) and 
which are viewed at a high level of abstraction. These 
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FIGURE 3 
An Integrated Model of Publicness 

(DISTAL ENVIRONMENT) 
Economic Authority Political Authority 

(PROXIMATE ENVIRONMENT) 

(Work Context) 

Personnel and Organization Behavior 

Privateness l _ Publicness 

more remote factors of the distal environment can be 
viewed as directly influencing the "proximate" environ- 
ment (i.e., the Work Context Model) which, in turn, 
directly influences the attitudes and behaviors of indi- 
viduals in organizations (e.g., the Personnel Model). 
This implies, of course, that the most fundamental dif- 
ferences in public and private organizations are those 
emanating from the (political or market) environment 
and that other differences, those more directly 
observed, are ultimately rooted in environmental dif- 
ferences. Figure 3 depicts hypothesized relationships 
among the models. 

Public Management Information Systems 

The integrated model of public organization environ- 
ments provides a support structure for PMIS theory and 
prescription. The model is used to trace the impact of 
the distal and proximate environment of public organi- 
zations on PMIS performance. Figure 4 presents a 
typology of MIS performance measures which reflect 
the role of distal and proximate environment on per- 
formance measures for PMIS. 

The operational level of performance of MIS relates 
most closely to the actual characteristics of hardware, 
software, and data. For example, the data collected, 

stored, and analyzed by MIS can be evaluated in terms 
of its accuracy, timeliness, redundancy, credibility, and 
so forth. These measures reflect on the performance of 
the data management component of MIS. Regardless of 
how well other aspects of the system perform, if the 
database performs poorly, techniques that convert data 
to information will produce misinformation to the 
organization. 

Another technical component is that of applications 
and systems. Payroll, personnel, tax refunds, social 
security benefit calculation, and electronic fund transfer 
are examples of transaction-based applications systems. 
System performance for these can be gauged in terms of 
volume of processing per unit cost, counting deadlines 
met, and so forth. Another type of system employs 
modeling. Both statistical and decision-oriented models 
have become more and more automated at all levels of 
government. The appropriate technical measure for an 
automated model is that of the underlying model itself. 
For example, does the model predict accurately, or does 
the model provide useful results in a timely manner?42 

The third aspect of technical MIS performance is 
evaluation of system development or procurement. In 
terms of development, monitoring of project deadlines 
and schedules provides one measure of the development 
process. Another measure is how well the final products 

FIGURE 4 
Measures of Perfonnance 

Proximate Distal 

Private Public 

Operational Managerial Environmental 
1. Cost 1. Benefit Savings 1. Equitable Treatment of Clients 
2. Efficiency 2. Exception Handling Ability 2. Protection of Rights (Due Process) 
3. Timeliness (Accountability) 

3. Visibility "Screw Up" Index 
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meet specifications or end user demands. Often, long 
time delays can lead to changed expectations and 
demands from end users and less acceptance of the 
system once developed. 

End use is influenced by MIS personnel but not strict- 
ly controlled by them; much of what normally is con- 
sidered end user performance measures falls under the 
responsibility of the management. Many of the tradi- 
tional measures of MIS effectiveness within the organi- 
zation, such as use and profitability, fall into this 
category. Measures of the end use of the MIS services 
include the level, intensity, and diversity of use. 
Economic analysis of MIS performance focuses on the 
profitability of a private corporation, measuring reduc- 
tion in costs associated with MIS automation of func- 
tions, or carrying out full cost benefit analysis. 

Many of the MIS performance measures appropriate 
for business are relevant to public organizations. But 
PMIS requires some unique performance measures and 
some shifts in emphasis. Accountability, for example, is 
important in both public and private organizations, but 
it takes on greater import within the public organization 
due to the nature of the proximate environment. Public 
managers are more likely to be accountable to individu- 
als and groups outside the organization. Measurement 
of accountability should reflect PMIS's ability to handle 
special queries that aggregate data in unanticipated 
ways, and produce special reports and analyses. These 
nonroutine forms of analysis will have extremely short 
time frames, thus adding the dimension of timeliness to 
the measurement of accountability. 

Another managerial performance measure that is 
PMIS-specific is the concept of benefit savings. Private 
organizations monitor costs (inputs) and the quality of 
the product or service (output) and measure perform- 
ance in terms of reduced costs or increased quality. But 
public managers obtain resources in a different fashion 
so that reduced cost does not necessarily imply 
improved performance to the organization. Public pro- 
grams are often evaluated based on their aggregate 
budget size (inputs). Public organizations which 
improve delivery of their services, do so by better con- 
trol of the benefit stream (outputs) rather than through 
control of costs. For example, most state welfare pro- 
grams have measured the PMIS performance in terms 
of the number of ineligible recipients identified and the 
concomitant reduction in services provided, i.e., long- 
term future benefit savings. This criterion is heavily 
used by federal and state governments when carry- 
ing out computer audits of AFDC and food stamp 
programs." 

Most of the differences between PMIS and private 
sector information systems arise from differences in the 
distal environment. Except for market, investment, and 
product research, externally-based MIS evaluation is 
rare in the private sector." In the public sector the 
absence of an external perspective is often damaging. 
The final customer for public goods and services is the 
public-at-large, who (as argued in property rights 
theory) usually have limited ability to influence the mix 
of "products" and inputs. Public officials' satisfaction 

(a surrogate for citizen satisfaction) with the final set of 
goods and services is one measure of PMIS perform- 
ance. Another is the general public's attitude toward 
privacy safeguards. Such measures are important indi- 
cators of technical success of PMIS since it is often the 
case that the public voluntarily provides the data (e.g., 
tax returns, census data) requested for inclusion in 
PMIS. 

An additional concern in evaluating PMIS at the 
environmental level is the degree to which the PMIS 
responds to external requests for data. Private organiza- 
tions provide information to government regulators and 
sometimes trade in secondary markets with their data 
(e.g., mailing lists), but public organizations must 
respond to superior government bodies, private citizens, 
and peer agencies. During budget cycles executive 
branch agencies and legislatures require data to evaluate 
public agencies. More recently the role of data sharing 
beyond the organization has become important. For 
example, the use of computer matching to carry out 
program audits uses individual records from different 
public agencies (e.g., IRS and Selective Service).45 The 
degree to which an oganization responds to external 
data requests in a timely fashion with appropriate and 
accurate data can have either positive or negative effects 
on MIS within the organization. 

PMIS Guidelines 

Thus far we have suggested that public sector MIS is 
sometimes sufficiently different from private sector 
MIS to require separate theoretical treatment and dif- 
ferent prescriptions for MIS practice and performance. 
In this section some PMIS prescriptions are presented 
and categorized according to the respective model from 
which each is derived. Each guideline could be framed 
as a research question. 

Economic Authority and PMIS 

The guidelines grouped under the economic authority 
category are chiefly concerned with the consequences of 
the lack of economic authority. The question, then, is 
"given a limited base of economic authority, what are 
the implications for performance and design of PMIS?" 

Guideline No. 1: Economic efficiency is but one of 
many important criteria for evaluating the effectiveness 
of a PMIS. In private organizations it is meaningful to 
evaluate MIS performance on the basis of its economic 
efficiency with respect to production processing and 
profitability and with respect to the organization as a 
whole." Although evaluating public organizations 
based on measures of production efficiency is often 
meaningful, it is often more difficult. Moreover, eval- 
uating PMIS exclusively according to economic effi- 
ciency criteria is usually inappropriate. 

Often the justification for locating a program in the 
public sector is that its benefits are desirable but cannot, 
for one reason or another (e.g., externalities, inappro- 
priability), be sustained in a market environment. More 
often than not, inattention to political constituencies 
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and equity norms in the establishment of PMIS can lead 
to serious problems. In Massachusetts, an overzealous 
attempt to ferret out welfare cheats by computer match- 
ing AFDC account information with private bank 
account records led to premature cancellation of welfare 
benefits for eligible clients.47 The result of this failure to 
take into account due process guarantees was several 
major successful suits against the commonwealth. 

The introduction of computer-based modeling to 
allocate police patrol units was based on concepts of 
economic efficiency. Here the failure to take into 
account the role which discretionary authority played in 
rewarding senior level police officials, resulted in the 
eventual demise of such systems.48 At the federal level, 
the threat to personal privacy killed a proposed Tax 
Administration System which would have given 48,000 
IRS employees access to the tax returns of all individual 
and corporate taxpayers. Unless PMIS performance is 
completely separable from the nonmarket mission of 
the agency (an unlikely contingency) performance eval- 
uation based primarily on economic efficiency is 
inappropriate. 

Guideline No. 2: Avoid the use of PMIS as a personal 
reward or side-payment. Property rights theory argues 
that public sector decisions and managerial activities are 
much more likely to center on side-payments because, 
unlike the private sector, it is less often possible to link 
managerial input to performance. Side-payments often 
center on expansion of personnel lines, budget incre- 
ments and perks. In the public sector, computer tech- 
nology and MIS control and access can sometimes serve 
as a side-payment. One of the major difficulties with the 
use of PMIS as a side-payment is the potential for abuse 
when exploited for personal gain (e.g., hoarding of 
information, invasion of client or coworker privacy). 
Various types of information leaked to the news media 
that adversely affected specific individuals or policies 
may in part be symptomatic of unwarranted access to 
MIS. 

A second difficulty that arises from the use of com- 
puters as side-payment is the potential for rapid pro- 
liferation of incompatible equipment and software due 
to lack of coordination. The GAO is constantly criticiz- 
ing line agencies for ad hoc decisions with regard to pur- 
chase and implementation of computer systems. Recent 
studies of Treasury, the Federal Judiciary, and the 
Army Corps of Engineers identify a general lack of 
coordination in the acquisition of computers.49 

Political Authority and PMIS 

Political authority implies interdependence, legal and 
statutory constraint, and sensitivity to political cycles. 
Each of these factors should be taken into account in 
design and execution of PMIS. 

Guideline No. 3: PMIS planning should be incremen- 
tal/contingent rather than holistic/rational. Generally 
speaking, planning for MIS should be forward looking 
and comprehensive. Today's hardware and software 
should consider tomorrow's needs and technological 
possibilities. Purchases should be coordinated and a 
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holistic approach to MIS planning is usually the most 
appropriate. In the public sector, however, external 
control and sensitivity to political change requires a dif- 
ferent approach for PMIS planning. 

For example, the Brooks Act in the federal govern- 
ment divides the responsibility for policy making 
(OMB), setting standards (NBS), and procurement 
(GSA) for automatic data processing. This structure 
creates significant constraints that prevent long-run, 
comprehensive planning. One symptom of this is that 
average computer contract awards for the last six 
months of 1980 took between 26 and 39 months to be 
implemented. 50 

Political executives' understandable con- 
cern with political cycles and quick results 
can undermine the long-term managerial 
objective of PMIS. 

Another constraint that undermines effective plan- 
ning is the budget process. The assistant secretary for 
administration in the Treasury Department stated in a 
response to a critical GAO study that, "the Department 
has found the utility of long-range plans to be limited 
because of the uncertainties inherent in the Government 
budgetary process."I 

Guideline No. 4: PMIS planning and system design 
should anticipate as much as possible the needfor extra- 
organizational horizontal and vertical linkages. While 
on some occasions private sector organizations use MIS 
as a link to the external environment, most uses are 
internal to the organization. In the public sector, PMIS 
is used not only to monitor the environment but as a 
means for external actors to interact with and even 
monitor the focal organizations. The heightened 
accountability in the public sector often mandates that 
PMIS provide direct access for official actors outside 
the organization. In the absence of external access, the 
PMIS can become a small fiefdom of knowledge avail- 
able only to insiders and to be used as a negotiable 
instrument in dealing with executive branch superiors 
(e.g., cabinet officials), watchdogs (e.g., GAO, legis- 
lative subcommittees) or other responsible parties. 

Not only is it important to link PMIS to enhance 
accountability but also to avoid duplication, overlap, 
and potential for working at cross purposes against peer 
agencies. The interdependence of public organizations 
dictates horizontal linkages in the structuring of PMIS. 
In some cases (e.g., criminal justice data system), the 
PMIS is a resource for a variety of actors within a policy 
domain, even though the design of the system and its 
ownership may be vested in a single agency. State-run 
motor vehicle bureaus provide information to local 
police on ownership of motor vehicles, while at the 
federal level the FBI provides information directly to 
aid in local law enforcement efforts. There are few 
private sector parallels to this type of organizational 
interdependence. 

Several additional examples illustrate this point. At 
the federal level a recent GAO study investigated the 
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advantages and disadvantages of the transfer of IRS 
and SSA data to other government agencies for use in 
computer matching projects to verify eligibility for 
entitlement programs. One of the major conclusions of 
the study was to recommend that self-employment earn- 
ings data, reported by the taxpayer, be used to verify 
income in more entitlement programs than just AFDC 
and Food Stamps. This came shortly after Congress had 
passed laws providing for the similar use of IRS docu- 
ments reporting unearned income for matching.52 

Work Context and PMIS 

The effects of work context on PMIS are especially 
pertinent to the structure and routines of public 
management. 

Guideline No. 5: The PMIS chief should not function 
at the top of the executive structure in public organiza- 
tions. MIS success in the private sector is closely related 
to the support and attentiveness of upper level execu- 
tives.53 A familiar guideline presented in the MIS litera- 
ture suggests that the MIS chief should report to the 
highest level of the organization. In the public sector, 
however, the highest officials are more likely to be 
political appointees and less likely to be involved in 
operations management. Political executives' under- 
standable concern with political cycles and quick results 
can undermine the long-term managerial objectives of 
PMIS. 

Since 1980 and the Paper Work Reduction Act, the 
federal government has tried to establish a general pur- 
pose position for information management, the Infor- 
mation Resources Manager (IRM). The rationale for 
such a position is that centralized planning and control 
of information, a valuable resource for decision mak- 
ing, should operate at the highest level of the career civil 
service. Further impetus for the idea was generated by 
the Grace Commission Report which endorsed the idea 
of the IRM. Yet six years after the act, the number of 
IRMs is small and in most cases they are former EDP 
managers who have more responsibility but no more 
resources. 

At the local level, Kraemer and associates found that 
the development of computing only occasionally in- 
volved high level public officials such as city managers, 
mayors, or city council members. The impetus for the 
computing usually came from heads of finance depart- 
ments and later, during periods of resource scarcity, 
"policy was made by a pluralistic process dominated by 
the large user departments and the computing unit."'54 

Kraemer and his colleagues recognize that top man- 
agement did intervene in computer policy, but rarely 
and only to redefine the ground rules for allocation of 
the resource. 

Guideline No. 6: Procurement policy should give 
greater emphasis to leasing and PMIS resource sharing. 
In the private sector, the capital invested in MIS can be 
depreciated for tax purposes and, in many instances, the 
equipment can be sold when the needs of the firm have 
expanded or when the equipment is for some other 
reason outdated. Public sector organizations can neither 

take advantage of depreciation allowances nor, in most 
instances, expect to receive fair market value for out- 
dated or outgrown equipment. Thus equipment leasing 
and sharing is often a much more attractive alternative 
in development of PMIS. This is especially the case 
when planning processes are more contingent and less 
holistic because of political changes and resource 
constraints. 

The procurement process in the federal government 
reflects the interdependence flowing from political 
authority (see Guideline No. 3). Many of the successes 
both in a managerial and political sense can be traced to 
the use of leasing options in government, as in Brazoria 
County, Texas, where the county clerk was able to free 
herself from an unproductive dependence on the 
county's centralized computing system by leasing equip- 
ment and software to manage the vital statistics for the 
county. I 

Guideline No. 7: PMIS requires a protracted period 
of testing and prototype development. Typically, public 
sector mistakes loom large. A computerized welfare 
payout system that fails may affect hundreds of welfare 
clients living at the margin of subsistence. In light of the 
higher impacts of PMIS, the pressures for accountabil- 
ity, and the visibility of public programs, PMIS devel- 
opers are well-advised to take great care before imple- 
mentation. In the private sector, it is often better to act 
precipitously than to fail to act. This is less often true in 
public agencies. 

In Georgia, the development of a computer-based 
system to generate a list of prison inmates eligible for 
parole was not adequately tested. As a result, the name 
of one inmate convicted of multiple homicides appeared 
on the list after serving only seven years. The immediate 
effect was outrage from judges, prosecuting attorneys, 
and the public at large. The error caused such an uproar 
that the parole board decided not to publish the list 
again.56 Another example of this type of difficulty 
comes from the design and implementation of a state- 
wide system to supply Food Stamps, Aid for Dependent 
Children, and Medicaid benefits to over 320,000 
Georgia residents. Developed by the USDA, the 
Georgia Public Assistance Reporting Information 
System (PARIS) failed to provide sufficient computer 
resources to handle the number of cases. This resulted in 
duplication of some benefits and delays of over a month 
for legitimate claims to be processed. The problem per- 
sisted over many months, and after a time the Medicaid 
processing was contracted out to reduce the load on 
PARIS. This led to further problems, with as many as 
10,000 eligible recipients categorized as ineligible and a 
major communications breakdown between hospitals 
and the state, preventing clearances on eligibility 
status. II 

Guideline No. 8: PMIS is generally not a useful 
means of enhancing managerial control. Many private 
sector managers are initially drawn to MIS as a means 
of exercising and augmenting control. In the public sec- 
tor, MIS is less likely to be an effective tool for 
managerial control. In the first place, managerial con- 
trol is often traded off against accountability. Thus any 
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straightforward attempt to use PMIS to enhance mana- 
gerial control is likely to meet with some resistance, per- 
haps diminishing the value of PMIS as a managerial 
tool. A survey of top managers in 42 local governments 
found that "Top managers tend to feel that computers 
have had little effect on their ability to control units 
under their responsibility, to identify problems, abuses, 
or inefficiencies in these units, or to monitor the per- 
formance of individual subordinates in these units."58 

Personnel Systems and PMIS 

Some of the most pronounced differences between 
public and private management are in personnel sys- 
tems. Many of the differences have important implica- 
tions for the design of PMIS. 

Guideline No. 9: PMIS should not be rationalized on 
the basis of labor savings. Although PMIS has some- 
times been sold on the basis of alleged labor savings and 
personnel replacement, there is little reason to believe 
that PMIS has significant labor reduction benefits.59 
Many public jobs are protected by civil service and 
others are protected by an even more powerful guaran- 
tee, political quid pro quo. Moreover, labor reduction 
in the public sector is not an unqualified benefit. There 
is a long tradition of viewing public employment as a 
wedge against unemployment and in many instances 
only a small cost differential exists between support by 
public employment and support by public welfare. 
Unlike the private sector, personnel displacement can- 
not be easily defended on productivity grounds in view 
of the nature of many public goods and services and the 
role of public jobs as a safety net. 

Guideline No. 10: PMIS personnel markets are less 
elastic and PMIS planning should be sensitive to con- 
straints of nonmarket hiring. There is likely to be little 
correspondence between the productivity gains accruing 
from PMIS and funds and positions available for hiring 
PMIS staff. As Levine has suggested, MIS personnel are 
usually the first bid away in the market place.60 Public 
agencies have only limited ability to compete for PMIS 
personnel, limited flexibility in hiring practices, and 
limited support for in-house training. In designing a 
PMIS system, it is usually advisable to ask at the front 
end of the planning process who is going to operate and 
maintain the system. Personnel projection should, 
because of personnel system constraints, be quite con- 
servative and PMIS development should not begin 
assuming that staffing will "take care of itself." 

Year after year, the major professional organizations 
for government computing have reiterated the problem 
of hiring qualified staff. A 1980 report of the National 
Association for State Information Systems (NASIS) 
identified for the third year in a row that recruitment of 
trained personnel is the most difficult external problem 
facing state information systems.61 

MIS and PMIS: Some Conclusions 

This paper has examined the current framework for 
studying and prescribing for management information 
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systems. The basic conclusion has been that the design, 
implementation, and evaluation of management infor- 
mation systems differ between public and private sector 
organizations. Prescriptions are summarized in Table 2 
and operate through both the distal and proximal 
environments of the organization. 

TABLE 2 
Summary of Differences Between 
MIS and PMIS Prescriptions 

Public Private 

DISTAL Evaluation: Evaluation: 
Economic Efficiency Economic Efficiency 
Political Efficiency Profitability 
Policy Mission 

Planning: Planning: 
Incremental Holistic 
Extraorganizational Intraorganizational 

PROXIMATE Structure: Structure: 
Below Political Highest Level 

Practices: Practices: 
Leasing Purchasing 
Less Labor Savings More Labor Savings 
Tight Labor Supply Market Labor Supply 

In a paper seeking to identify differences between 
public and private sector MIS, it is appropriate to close 
with the observation that there may be at least as many 
similarities as differences between the needs, practices, 
and applications of the sectors. But as computers and 
MIS come to be increasingly influenced by the public 
agency environment, the trend of divergence between 
PMIS and business practice will likely accelerate. 

In sum, the MIS prescriptions developed for business 
organization are not altogether inappropriate for public 
organizations, but when the typically different environ- 
ment of the public organization is a mitigating factor, 
PMIS and MIS often diverge. 

Barry Bozeman is a professor of public administra- 
tion and director of the Technology and Information 
Policy Program at the Maxwell School of Citizenship 
and Public Affairs at Syracuse University. He is the 
author of Investment in Technology and Public Man- 
agement and Policy Analysis. 

Stuart Bretschneider is an associate professor of pub- 
lic administration and senior research associate in the 
Technology and Information Policy Program at the 
Maxwell School of Citizenship and Public Affairs at 
Syracuse University. His research has been published in 
Management Science and Decision Science. He is 
a member of the NASPAA Committee on Computers in 
Public Management Education. 

This content downloaded from 128.230.133.56 on Mon, 26 Jan 2015 14:24:05 PM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


486 PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION REVIEW 

Notes 

1. See Anthony Gorry and Michael S. Scott Morton, "A Frame- 
work for Management Information Systems," Sloan Manage- 
ment Review, vol. 13 (Fall 1971), pp. 55-70; Richard Mason and 
Ian Mitroff, "A Program for Research on Management Infor- 
mation Systems," Management Science, vol. 19 (January 1973), 
pp. 475-487; and Henry Lucas, "Performance and Use of an 
Information System," Management Science, vol. 21 (April 
1975), pp. 908-919. 

2. Blake Ives, Scott Hamilton, and Gordon Davis, "A Framework 
for Research in Computer-Based Management Information 
Systems," Management Science, vol. 39 (September 1980), pp. 
910-934. 

3. See William Delone, "Firm Size and the Characteristics of Com- 
puter Use," MIS Quarterly, vol. 5 (December 1981), pp. 65-78; 
Margrethe Olson and Norman Chervany, "The Relationship 
Between Organizational Characteristics and the Structure of the 
Information Services Function," MIS Quarterly, vol. 4 (June 
1980), pp. 57-67; Philip Ein-Dor and Eli Segev, "Organizational 
Context and the Success of Management Information Systems," 
Management Science, vol. 24 (June 1978), pp. 1065-1077; Philip 
Ein-Dor and Eli Segev, "Strategic Planning for Management 
Information Systems," Management Science, vol. 24 (November 
1978), pp. 1631-1641; and Philip Ein-Dor and Eli Segev, 
"Organizational Context and MIS Structure: Some Empirical 
Evidence," MIS Quarterly, vol. 6 (September 1982), pp. 56-67. 

4. Blake Ives, Scott Hamilton and Gordon Davis, op. cit., pp. 
910-934. 

5. Ali Mansour and Hugh Watson, "The Determinants of 
Computer-Based Information System Performance," Academy 
of Management Journal, vol. 23 (September 1980), pp. 521-533. 

6. Mansour and Watson, op. cit., p. 525. 
7. See Philip Ein-Dor and Eli Segev, "Organizational Context and 

the Success of Management Information Systems," Manage- 
ment Science, vol. 24 (June 1978), pp. 1065-1077; William 
Delone, op. cit., pp. 65-78; Margrethe Olson and Norman Cher- 
vany, op. cit., pp. 57-67; and Kenneth Kraemer and James 
Perry, "The Federal Push to Bring Computer Applications to 
Local Government," Public Administration Review, vol. 39 
(May 1979), pp. 260-270. 

8. See for example Norman Chervany and Gary Dickson, "An 
Experimental Evaluation of Information Overload in a Produc- 
tion Environment," Management Science, vol. 20 (June 1974), 
pp. 1335-1344; Henry Lucas, "An Experimental Investigation of 
the Use of Computer-Based Graphics in Decision Making," 
Management Science, vol. 27 (July 1981), pp. 757-768; and 
William Remus, "An Empirical Investigation of the Impact of 
Graphical and Tabular Data Presentations on Decision Mak- 
ing," Management Science, vol. 30 (May 1984), pp. 533-542. 
More recently work of this type is being focused on the public 
sector; for example, see Ralph Shangraw, "How Public Mana- 
gers Use Information: An Experiment Examining the Choice of 
Computer and Printed Information," Public Administration 
Review, vol. 46 (December 1986), this special issue. 

9. For example, see Jan Bell, "The Effect of Presentation Form on 
the Use of Information on Annual Reports," Management 
Science, vol. 30 (February 1984), pp. 169-187. 

10. George Huber, "Cognitive Style as a Basis for MIS and DSS 
Design: Much Ado About Nothing," Management Science, vol. 
19 (May 1983), pp. 567-579. 

11. For example, much of the survey work done for the URBIS proj- 
ect managed by Public Policy Research Organization at Uni- 
versity of California, Irvine, falls into this category. James 
Danziger, et al., Computers and Politics: High Technology in 

American Local Government (New York: Columbia University 
Press, 1982); Kenneth Kraemer, et al., The Management of 
Computers (New York: Columbia University Press, 1981); and 
John King and Kenneth Kraemer, The Dynamics of Computing 
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1985). For an example 
that uses experimentation, see B. DeBrabander and G. Thiers, 
"Successful Information System Development in Relation to 
Situational Factors Which Affect Effective Communications 
Between MIS-users and EDP-specialists," Management Science, 
vol. 30 (February 1984), pp. 137-155. 

12. Blake Ives and M. Olson, "User Involvement and MIS Success: 
A Review of Research," Management Science, vol. 30 (May 
1984), pp. 586-603. 

13. Philip Ein-Dor and Eli Segev, op. cit., 1979, and Philip Ein Dor 
and Eli Segev, op. cit., 1978, pp. 1631-1641. 

14. Philip Ein-Dor and Eli Segev, op. cit., 1978, pp. 1065-1077. 
15. Mansour and Watson, op. cit., 1980, p. 526. 
16. See Gary Dickson, J. Senn, and N. Chervany, "Research in 

Management Information Systems: The Minnesota Experi- 
ments," Management Science, vol. 23 (May 1977), pp. 912-923; 
Lucas, "An Experimental Investigation of the Use of Computer- 
Based Graphics in Decision-Making," Management Science, 
vol. 27 (July 1981), pp. 757-768; and Remus, op. cit., 1984. 

17. An example of some earlier work along these lines primarily 
focused on the federal level is Robert Head, Federal Information 
System Management: Issues and New Directions (Washington: 
Brookings Institute, 1982). 

18. H. Rainey, et al., R. Backoff and C. Levine, "Comparing Public 
and Private Organizations," Public Administration Review, vol. 
36 (March 1976), pp. 233-244. 

19. B. P. Herber, Modern Public Finance (Homewood, IL: Richard 
Irwin, Inc., 1971). 

20. A. Alchian and H. Demsetz, "Production, Information Costs, 
and Economic Organization," American Economic Review, vol. 
62 (December 1972), pp. 777-799; A. Alchian and H. Demsetz, 
"The Property Rights Paradigm," Journal of Economic His- 
tory, vol. 33 (March 1973), pp. 16-27; Louis DeAlessi, "The 
Economics of Property Rights: A Review of the Evidence," in 
Richard 0. Zerbe, Jr. (ed.), In Research in Law and Economics, 
vol. 2 (Greenwich, CT: JAI Press, Inc., 1980), pp. 1-47. 

21. Sam Peltzman, "Pricing in Public and Private Enterprises: Elec- 
tric Utilities in the United States," Journal of Law and Eco- 
nomics, vol. 14 (April 1971), pp. 109-148. 

22. Ibid. 
23. Kenneth Clarkson, "Managerial Behavior in Nonproprietary 

Organizations," in Kenneth W. Clarkson and Donald L. Martin 
(eds.), The Economics of Nonproprietary Organizations (Green- 
wich, CT: JAI Press, 1980). 

24. K. W. Clarkson, "Some Implications of Property Rights in 
Hospital Management," Journal of Law and Economics, vol. 15 
(October 1972), pp. 363-384. 

25. David Davies, "Property Rights and Economic Efficiency," 
Journal of Law and Economics, vol. 20 (April 1977), pp. 
223-226. 

26. DeAlessi, op. cit. 
27. A. Downs, Inside Bureaucracy (Boston: Little Brown, 1967); 

William A. Niskanen, Bureaucracy and Representative Govern- 
ment (Chicago: Aldine, 1971). 

28. Theodore J. Lowi, The End of Liberalism (New York: W.W. 
Norton, 1969), and R. A. Norton, A Preface to Democratic 
Theory (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1956). 

29. M. Edelman, The Symbolic Uses of Politics (Urbana: University 
of Illinois Press, 1964), and C. E. Lindblom, Politics and 

SPECIAL ISSUE 1986 

This content downloaded from 128.230.133.56 on Mon, 26 Jan 2015 14:24:05 PM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


PUBLIC MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEMS 487 

Markets (New York: Basic Books, 1977). 
30. Niskanen, op. cit. 
31. Donald Rumsfeld, "A Politician-Turned-Executive Surveys 

Both Worlds," in James Perry and Kenneth Kraemer (eds.), 
Public Management: Public and Private Perspectives (Palo Alto: 
Mayfield Publishing Co., 1983), pp. 34-40. 

32. Graham Allison, Jr., "Public and Private Management: Are 
They Fundamentally Alike in All Unimportant Respects?" pre- 
sented at the Public Management Research Conference, Brook- 
ings Institution, Washington, D.C. (November 19-20, 1979); and 
L. E. Lynn, Managing the Public's Business (New York: Basic 
Books, 1981). 

33. Bruce Buchanan, "Red-Tape and the Service Ethic: Some Un- 
expected Differences Between Public and Private Managers," 
Administration and Society, vol. 6 (February 1975), pp. 423-438; 
and Bruce Buchanan, "Government Managers, Business Execu- 
tives and Organizational Commitment," Public Administration 
Review, vol. 34 (July 1974), pp. 339-347. 

34. H. G. Rainey, "Perceptions of Incentives in Business and Gov- 
ernment: Implications for Civil Service Reform," PublicAdmin- 
istration Review, vol. 39 (September 1979), pp. 440-448. 

35. H. G. Rainey, "Public Agencies and Private Firms: Incentives, 
Goals, and Individual Roles," Administration and Society, vol. 
15 (August 1983), pp. 207-242. 

36. J. L. Pearce and James Perry, "Federal Merit Pay: A Longi- 
tudinal Analysis," Public Administration Review, vol. 42 
(March 1983), pp. 315-325. 

37. U.S. Office of Personnel Management, Federal Employee Atti- 
tudes (Washington: U.S. Office of Personnel Management, 
1978). 

38. Buchanan, op. cit. 
39. H. G. Rainey, "Public Agencies and Private Firms: Incentives, 

Goals, and Individual Roles," Administration and Society, vol. 
15 (August 1983), pp. 207-242. 

40. Victor Thompson, Modern Organization (New York: Alfred 
Knopf, 1964). 

41. J. R. Rawls, R. A. Ullrich and D. T. Nelson, "A Comparison of 
Managers Entering or Re-Entering the Profit and Nonprofit Sec- 
tors," Academy of Management Journal, vol. 18 (September 
1975), pp. 616-622. 

42. For a more complete view of the role of models in public organi- 
zation, see Danziger, et al., op. cit., 1981; and W. H. Dutton and 
K. Kraemer, Modeling as Negotiating: The Political Dynamics 
of Computer Models in the Policy Process (Norwood, NJ: Ablex 
Publishing, 1985). 

43. U.S. Senate Subcommittee on Oversight of Government Man- 
agement of the Committee on Governmental Affairs, Oversight 

SPECIAL ISSUE 1986 

of Computer Matching to Detect Fraud and Mismanagement in 
Government Programs (December 15 and 16, 1982). 

44. Scott Hamilton and N. Chervany, "Evaluation Information 
System Effectiveness-Part 1: Comparing Evaluation Ap- 
proaches," MIS Quarterly, vol. 5 (September 1981), pp. 55-70. 

45. Subcommittee on Oversight of Government Management, op. 
cit., December 1982. 

46, Scott Hamilton and N. Chervany, op. cit., 1981, pp. 55-70. 
47. K. Morrissey and C. Williams, "Massachusetts Combats Wel- 

fare Fraud," State Government News (December 1982), p. 15. 
48. K. Kraemer, et al., op. cit., 1982. 
49. Many such GAO reports have been issued on the problems of 

ADP in the federal government such as "Better Management 
Needed in Automating Federal Judiciary," GAO Report, 
GGD-81-19 (April 2, 1981); "The Treasury Department and Its 
Bureaus Can Better Plan for and Control Computer Resources," 
GAO Report, GGD-82-9 (February 22, 1982); and "Problems in 
Managing and Planning of Information Resources Persist at the 
Army Corps of Engineers," GAO Report, CED-82-28 (June 9, 
1982). Since 1984, GAO has established a new division called 
IMTEC to specialize in federal ADP issues. Some recent exam- 
ples of GAO/IMTEC reports are "Information of the Patent 
and Trademark Office Automation Program," GAO Report 
GAO/IMTEC-86-4 FS (December 1985); "Immigration and 
Naturalization Service Should Terminate Its Contact and 
Recompete," GAO Report, GAO/IMTEC-86-5 (March 1986); 
and "Consolidation of Navy's Personnel and Pay Computer 
Resources," GAO Report GAO/IMTEC-86-11-BR (March 
1986). 

50. Francis McDonough, "It Ain't Necessarily So," Government 
Data Systems, vol. 11 (July 1982), pp. 28-31. 

51. GAO Report, op. cit., GAO-82-9, p. 30. 
52. "GAO Observations on the Use of Tax Returns Information for 

Verification in Entitlement Programs," GAO Programs, 
HRD-84-72 (June 5, 1984). 

53. Ein-Dor and Segev, op. cit., 1978. 
54. Danziger, et al., op. cit., Chapter 5 discusses the evolution of 

policy making in local governments for computing, p. 121. 
55. Computerworld (May 14, 1984), p. 20. 
56. Computerworld (October 10, 1983), p. 26. 
57. Computerworld (December 10, 1984), p. 6. 
58. Kraemer, et al., op. cit., 1981, p. 55. 
59. James Danziger, "Computer and Local Government and the 

Litany of EDP," Public Administration Review, vol. 36 
(January 1977), pp. 28-37. 

60. Levine, 1981. 
61. State Government (September 1981), p. 15. 

This content downloaded from 128.230.133.56 on Mon, 26 Jan 2015 14:24:05 PM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

	Article Contents
	p. 475
	p. 476
	p. 477
	p. 478
	p. 479
	p. 480
	p. 481
	p. 482
	p. 483
	p. 484
	p. 485
	p. 486
	p. 487

	Issue Table of Contents
	Public Administration Review, Vol. 46, Special Issue: Public Management Information Systems (Nov., 1986), pp. i-ii+473-602
	Front Matter [pp. i-i]
	A Symposium: Public Management Information Systems
	Symposium Editors' Foreword [pp. 473]
	Editor's Note of Thanks [pp. 474]
	Public Management Information Systems: Theory and Prescription [pp. 475-487]
	Computing and Public Organizations [pp. 488-496]
	Reflections on Value: Policy Makers Evaluate Federal Information Systems [pp. 497-505]
	How Public Managers Use Information: An Experiment Examining Choices of Computer and Printed Information [pp. 506-515]
	Implementing a Policy and Planning Process for Managing State Use of Information Technology Resources [pp. 516-521]
	Factors Associated with Financial-Decision Support Systems in State Government: An Empirical Exploration [pp. 522-531]
	Use of Special Event Data in Government Information Systems [pp. 532-539]
	Information Systems for Public Management: Design and Implementation [pp. 540-552]
	Enhancing the Effectiveness of Computers in Public Organizations Through Appropriate Use of Technology [pp. 553-562]
	Expert Systems as Decision Aids for Public Managers: An Assessment of the Technology and Prototyping as a Design Strategy [pp. 563-571]
	Intelligent Advisory Systems for Managing and Disseminating Information [pp. 572-578]
	Decision Support Systems in State Government: Promises and Pitfalls [pp. 579-583]
	Iron Triangles and Issue Networks of Information Policy [pp. 584-589]
	Information Systems Education in Masters Programs in Public Affairs and Administration [pp. 590-594]
	Curriculum Recommendations for Public Management Education in Computing. Final Report of the National Association of Schools of Public Affairs and Administration, Ad Hoc Committee on Computers in Public Management Education [pp. 595-602]

	Back Matter



