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Performance measurement is everywhere-in sports, business, and religion > as
well as in government. For example, A corporation's performance is judged by
its quarterly earnings per share of stock. We expect that measuring efficiency
leads to greater efficiency and measuring outcomes leads to better outcomes,
but we don't always get the results we expect. In public administration we are
aware that some measures are reactive and that the ways people react when
their performance is measured cannot always be described as positive
behaviors. We should spend time in thinking about this dark side of
performance measurement and about how to design measurement systems that
minimize these unintended bad effects.

I

o g (FARM R RDF P iRk (25%)

1. PrfdE—UEhR 12 Woodrow Wilson

2. POSDCORB Hawthorne Study

3. HIREHEME  WEAAR Leonard White

4. % R R RVTFEI TR Brownlow Commission
5. 17EUE Fiedler

6. 52— AfTEER Herbert Simon

7. NEFREEG Herzberg

8. FESESHZE > LPC & Waldo




