Oaumnuana aJs CTyJIeHTOB U BbIMYCKHUKOB— 2017 1.

Hanpasiaenue «I'ocyrapcTBeHHOe M MyHHIMNIAJIbHOE YIIPABJICHUE»

Hpoduisb:
«I'ocynapcTBeHHOEe M MYHHUIMIIAJIbHOE YIIPABJICHUE) KO/ - 160

Bpems BbinosiHeHus 3a1aHus — 240 MUH., A3bIK — PYCCKMI U AHTJIMICKHI.

I/IHCprKHHH IO BBINTOJIHCHHUIO OJIUMITMAAHOTO 3aJaHUSA

1. Omummuana no mpodumio «l'ocyaapcTBEHHOE W MYHHIIMIIAIBHOE YMpaBICHHE» B
MarucTpaTypy JAenapTaMeHTa roCyJapCTBEHHOTO M MYHULMIAIBHOIO YIpaBieHUs (akKyybTeTra
COLIMANBHBIX HayK HalmoHaIbHOTO HCCIIENOBATENBLCKOTO YHUBEpPCUTETa — BhICIIeH IIKOJIBI
HPKOHOMHUKH Ha MarucTepckyro nporpamMmmy «l'ocynapcTBeHHOE M MyHHUIMIAIBHOE yIPaBICHUE)
MPOBOAUTCS B MUCbMEHHOM (hOpMe Ha PYCCKOM M aHTJIMHCKOM SI3BIKAX.

2. Onumnuana COCTOUT U3 YETBhIPEX Pa3zelioB, COACPKABIINX Pa3HbIC TUIbI 3aJaHH:

2.1. Paznen A — TecToBbIe BOIPOCHI (OTBETHI HA PYCCKOM SI3BIKE);

2.2. Paznen B — AHanu3 aHIIOS3bIYHOM CTaTbU U OTBETHI HAa BOIIPOCHI MO CTAaThe (OTBETHI
Ha PYCCKOM SI3BIKE);

2.3.Pazgenst C u D — Hanmcanue ABYyX MHMHM-3CCE Ha 3aJaHHble TEMbI (3CCE Ha
AHTTTUICKOM SI3BIKE).

3.0O0mee Bpems BBINOJIHEHUS OJIMMIIMAIAHBIX 3aJaHui coctaBiseT 240 MUHYT.
Hcnonp3oBaHue B Mpollecce HAMMCAHUS OJUMIIMAIbI CIIPABOYHON JTUTEPATYpPhl, METOAMUYECKHUX
nocoOuii, y4eOHHMKOB, CIIOBapeil, KOMIBIOTEPOB W HOYTOYKOB, cMapT(OHOB M Teie(oHOB,
KaJbKYJISITOPOB — 3aIPELIaeTCsl.

4. IIpoBepsieTcst TOIBKO YHCTOBUK OJUMIINAJAHOTO 3aJJaHMsl, YEPHOBUK HE IIPOBEPSIETCS.

5. OneHka OMMMIMAIBI OCYIIECTBIISIETCS HA OCHOBE YCTAaHOBIIEHHBIX OIEHOYHBIX OassIOB
3a BBINOJIHEHHUE 3aJaHUI KaXI0ro OJIOKa.

6. TecroBeie Bompochkl  omumnuansl  (Pazgen A) Brimowaror 10 Bompocos,
IPEoNararoIuX BEIOOp OJHOTO WIIM HECKOJIBKHUX MPAaBHIBHOTO(-bIX) BapHaHTA(-0B) OTBETA U3
MPEI0KEHHBIX.

7. KonmuuecTBO 6ayuioB 3a OTBETHI HA TECTOBBIE BOIPOCHI, OMPEACISACTCS MO CISAYIOmeH
HIKae:

7.1. 3a kaxAbIiA BOMPOC, OTBET(-bI) HA KOTOPBIN JaH(-bl) MOJHOCTHIO BEPHO (OTMEUYEH(-bI)
UCKJIIOYUTENHFHO OJMH WJIH BCE MPaBUIIbHBIE OTBETHI): +2 Oasia;

7.2. 3a KaxABIA BOMPOC, OTBET(-bI) HA KOTOPBIM JaH(-bI) YACTUYHO BEPHO (OTMEUYEH(-bl)
TOJIBKO TIPAaBWIIbHBIN(-bI€) OTBET(-b1), HO HE Bce): +1 Oamr;

7.3.3a KkaxAbld BOIPOC, OTBET(-bI) HAa KOTOPBIA NaH(-bl) HEBEPHO (B JOMOJHEHUE K
MpaBUILHOMY(-bIM) OTBETy(-aM) OTMeYeH(-bl) OJWH WM HECKOJbKO HEeMPaBUIbHBIN(-bIX)
OTBET(-0B), HE OTMEUYECHO HH OJHOTO MPABUILHOTO 0TBeTa): O 6aioB.;

7.4. 3a kaxapIi (IpOMyIIEHHBIN) BONPOC, OcTaBIIHicsa 6e3 orBeTa:() 6amios.

7.5. MunuManbHas BO3MOXKHAsi OLIEHKA 32 OTBETHl Ha TECTOBBIE BONPOCHI cocTaniseT 0
0asoB.

7.6. MakcumainpHasi BO3MOXHasl OLIEHKA 32 OTBETHI HA TECTOBBIE BONPOCHI cocTasisieT 20
0asioB.

8. AHanmu3 aHrJOsI3bIYHOM CTaTh M OTBETHl Ha Bompockl mo crtathe (Pazmen B)
OJIUMITUAJBI TpENIoiaraeT aHajdu3 TeKcTa (¢pparMeHTa TEKCTa) aHIJIOSN3bIYHOM CTaTbu U
HalMCaHWE OTBETOB HA IIOCTABJIEHHBIE BOIPOCH! HA PYCCKOM SI3BIKE.

9. bannbl 3a OTBEeTHl Ha BOMPOCHI (HA PYCCKOM SI3bIKE) OMPENENSIIOTCS HUCXOAS U3
CIIEIyIOIINX KPUTEPUEB:

9.1. CooTBeTCTBHE COACPKAHUS OTBETOB MOCTABICHHBIM BOIIPOCAM;

9.2. TOYHOCTB OTBETOB Ha IIOCTABJIEHHBIE BOIIPOCHI;

9.3. [TonmHOTa OTBETOB HA OCTABJICHHBIE BOIIPOCHI;
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9.4. JIorn4HOCTh MOCTPOEHUSI OTBETOB Ha IMOCTaBJIEHHBIE BOIIPOCHI;

9.5. Ucnonb3oBanue npodeccuoHalbHON TEPMUHOIOTUU U IEKCHUKH.

9.6. PexomeH10BaHHBIN 00BEM OTBETOB 3a BOIIPOCHI IO CTAThE COCTABIAET 2-4 CTpaHULIbI
dopmata A4.

9.7. MuHuManbHasi BO3MOXHasl OLIEHKA 3a aHAJINU3 AHIJIOA3BIYHOM CTAaTbU M OTBETHI Ha
BOMPOCHI 0 cTaThe cocTaiseT O 6amios.

9.8. MakcumainbpHasi BO3MOXHAs OLIEHKA 3a aHAJIU3 aHIJIOS3bIYHOM CTaTbU U OTBETHI HA
BOMPOCHI 1O cTaThe cocTanisieT 30 6aos.

10. Ilpu HanvcaHnuy MUHM-3CCE (HA aHTJIMHCKOM sI3bIKe) Ha 3ajaHHble TeMmbl (Pasaensr C
u D) npeanaraercs BpIOOp MOOBIX IBYX M3 33JIaHHBIX TEM II0 CBOEMY YCMOTPEHHIO — | Temy u3
Pazmena C u 1 temy u3 Pasmena D. i BBITIOSHEHUS OJUMITHAJIHOTO 3aaHUS HEOOXOIMMO
HamMcaTh 2 MUHHU-3CCE M0 2 pa3HbIM TEMaM.

11. bannel 3a HamMcaHWe MMHM-ICCE Ha 3a/laHHYI0 TeMy (Ha aHIJIMHCKOM S3BIKE)
OTIPECIIAIOTCS UCXOS U3 CICAYIOIINUX KPUTEPUEB:

11.1. CootBeTcTBHE COEPKAHNUS MUHU-3CCE BHIOPAHHOW TEME;

11.2. IlonHOoTa U TIyOMHA PACKPBITUS 3a/IaHHON TEMBI,

11.3. YeTkoCTh, CTPYKTYPHUPOBAHHOCTD U JIOTUYHOCTH TOCTPOEHHUS ICCE;

11.4. Hanuume 060CHOBAaHHOM U apTyMEHTUPOBAHHO M3JI0KEHHON CBOEH TOUKH 3PEHHUS;

11.5. Ucnonp3oBanne npopeccuoHanbHON TEPMUHOJIOTUY, COOTBETCTBYIOIIUX TEME 3CCe
HayYHbIX KOHLEIIUN U TEOPUH;

11.6. JleMoHCcTpamusi 3HAHWK MEXIYHApPOIHOTO OTMbITA W TOCJIEIHUX TEHACHIMN B
BBIOpaHHOU TeMaTHYECKOM 001acTu;

11.7. OtcyTrcTBUE SI3BIKOBBIX OMMHMOOK (MPaBHJIBHOCTh TpPaMMAaTHKH, opdorpadum,
MYHKTYallU1, CTUIIS U3TI0KECHHS);

11.8. KoppekTHOe UCIOIb30BaHNUE aHTJIOA3BIYHBIX TEPMUHOB.

11.9. PekomeH10BaHHBIN 00bEM OJHOTO MUHHU-3cce cocTaBisieT 1-3 crpaHuibl popmara
A4.

11.10. bannel 3a HanmMCaHWE MHUHU-ICCE HA 33a[IAHHYI0 TEMY OMNPEACISIIOTCS MCXOAS W3
MaKCHUMAaJIbHOW OIICHKH B 25 0aioB 3a Ka)XX10e MUHHU-ICCE.

11.11. MurnmansHast BO3MOKHAs OLlEHKA 3a 2 MUHU-3cce cocTaBisteT 0 0ayuIoB.

11.12. MakcumalnbHas BO3MOXKHAsI OIICHKA 3a 2 MUHHU-3cce cocTaBisieT S0 6amios.

12. MakcuManpHast BO3MOJKHAs OIIEHKA 3a OJMMMIIMagHoe 3agaHue cocrtasiaseT 100
0asuIoB.

Kemaem Bam ycniexos!
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Pa3nen A. TecToBble BONPOCHI, MPEANOJAraliue BbIOOP 0JHOT0 U1 HECKOJBKUX
NMPAaBWJIBHOI0(-bIX) BADHAHTA(-0B) 0TBETA M3 MPEAJI0KEHHBIX (HA PYCCKOM SI3bIKe)

BoiOepuTe cpeanm mnNpeaIOKEHHBIX OTBETOB OJMH WJIHM HECKOJbKO HNPAaBWJIbHBIN(-bIX)
BapHaHTA(-0B) H 3aIUTPUXYHTE COOTBETCTBYIOIIMI eMy(MM) 0BaJI(-bI) B OJIAHKE OTBETOB Ha
nepecevYeHU HOMepPa BONMPOCa U HOMepa 0TBeTa(-0B).

Al. OrtmerpTe BCe BepHble YTBepXkAeHUsi, OTHOcsAmmecs K KeliHcnanckou
MaKPOIKOHOMHYECKOH MO/IeJIN:
1. Mopnens OnMCHIBACT MOBEJACHHE SKOHOMUKH B KPATKOCPOUHOM TIEPHO/IE;

2. JleficTByeT NpUHLIMI HEUTPATbHOCTH JICHET;

3. Ha Bcex pbIHKaX CyIIECTBYET HECOBEPILIEHHAs! KOHKYPEHLUS;

4. Ha Bcex pbIHKaXx CyLIECTBYIOT «K€CTKUE» (He TMOKUE) LEHBI;

5. TlpoueHntHas cTaBka (OPMHUPYETCS Ha pPBIHKE 3aEMHBIX CPEJICTB B pE3yJbTaTe
COOTHOILIEHUS] UHBECTHLIUN U cOepeXeHUH;

6. CyuecTByer HE00X0UMOCTh roCyAapCTBEHHOTO BMeEIIATENbCTBA u

rOCyAAapCTBEHHOTO PETYIMPOBAHNS SdKOHOMUKHY;
7. PeanbHBIN U IEHEKHBIN CEKTOP HE B3aUMOCBS3aHbI;
8. PaBHOBecune pBIHKOB YCTaHAaBIMBAECTCA HAa YPOBHE IIOJHOTO HCIOJb30BaHUS
pecypcos;
9. BepHO Bce BBILIENEPEUNCIICHHOE;
10. Her BepHOTO OTBETA.

A2. K uHCTpyMeHTaM MOHETAPHOW NOJUTHKH, JAIIUM BO3MOXKHOCTH
LEeHTPAJIbHOMY 0AHKY KOHTPOJIHMPOBATH BeJIMYMHY J€HEKHOI MacChl, OTHOCATCS:
1. ®duHaHCOBBIE ONEpaLi Ha OTKPHITOM PBIHKE;
['ocynapCTBEHHBIE 3aKyIIKH;
Hanoru;
TpancdepTsr;
W3MeHeHne KIIt04eBOil MPOLEHTHOM CTaBKHU (CTaBKU pe(hnHAHCUPOBAHUS);
M3MeHeHne HOpMBI 00s13aTENIbHBIX PE3EPBOB;
Hcnonp3oBaHne MEXAyHAPOIHBIX CTAaHIAPTOB (PMHAHCOBOM OTYETHOCTH;
BepHoO Bce BBIIIENIEPEUNCTICHHOE;
Her BepHOro orBera.

A A ANl

A3. IlpencraBuresieii Kakoro(-ux) HanpapjJeHUs(-il) HHCTUTYIHOHAJIBHOW TeOpHH
OJJHO3HAYHO He OyJeT MHTepecOBATh CJEAYIIHIl aprymMeHT CTyJeHTa, He
NMOArOTOBUBIIEIOCH K OJMMIHAAE MO0 TOCYAAPCTBEHHOMY M  MYHHUIHMNAJIBHOMY
ynpasiennio: «budauorexka ObljIa 3aKpbITa, B HHTEPHETE HY’KHBIX KHHUI He 0KA3aJI0Ch, U
ele sl 3aperucTPpUpPoOBAJICHA(-JIach) HA OJTMMIIHA/BLI 110 APYTHM HANPABJIEHUAM, K KOTOPBIM
TOKe HY?KHO TOTOBUTbCH» ?

1. «Craporo» MHCTUTYLIMOHAIN3MA;

«HoBOIW» MHCTUTYIIMOHAIBHON YKOHOMHUKHY;
HeouHcTUTyIMOHAIBHON 3KOHOMUKH;
KBa3MMHCTUTYIMOHATIBHON SKOHOMMKHU;
HaauHcTUTYHIHOHAIBHON 3KOHOMUKMY;
OKOJIOMHCTUTYIMOHAJILHON 3KOHOMHMKHU;
BepHo Bce BbILIENIEPEUNCIICHHOE;

Her BepHoro otsera.

i A
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A4. Ilpn xakom cooTtHomieHnd X M Y B HUWKeNPUBEAEHHOH MOJeJIM CyLIeCTBYeT
JIMIIb 0JHO paBHOBecHe o Hamry?

Urpok 1
Crparerust A | Crparerus b
Urpok 2 | Ctpaterus A | X-Y/2, X-Y/2 | X-Y, X
Crpareruss b | X, X-Y 0,0

X>Y;

X<Y;

X=Y;

X=2Y;

X>2Y;

X=4Y;

X>4Y;

BepHo Bce BbILIENIEPEUNCICHHOE;
Her BepHoro otsera.

e A A

AS5. Jlnisi mpou3BOACTBEHHOW (YHKIMM BHAa ( = a\/X; + by/X, 3macTruunocTh
3aMelleHusl pecypcoB paBHa:

1. 1;
2;
3;

4.

;
5;
6.
7.
8.
. 9;

0. I[JI}I OTBE€TAa Ha BOHpOC HCOOCTATOYHO JAaHHBIX.

“

-

“

2
3
4
5.
6.
7
8
9
1

A6. BbiOepute BepHoe(-ble) YyTBep:KaAeHHe(-51), XapaKTepu3ywilnue MnpeaelbHbIe
HOopMmbl 3amemienust (MRS), ecaum mnpeanouyreHuss WHAMBHAA XapaKTepH3YHTCS
npeneabHbIMH HOpMamu 3amenienust MRS, = 2 u MRS,, = 0, 8:

1. MRSy, = 2;

2. MRSy =0,5;

3. MRS, = 1,25;

4. MRS, =1;

5. MRS, =0,8:

6. MRS, = 0,4;

7. MRS, = 0,5;

8. MRS, = 2,5;

9. Jlus BBI‘II/ICJ'IGHI/I?I MRS, He1OCTaTOYHO AaHHBIX;
10. JIist BEIYHUCIICHUS MRSZy HEeJOCTAaTOYHO JaHHBIX.

HaumoHaJbHBIN HCCIEI0BATEILCKUN YHUBEPCUTET «BhIcIIasi K012 IKOHOMHUKID)
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A7. Ucnoab3ysi HUKENPHUBEAEHHYI0 «KOPOOKY JIKyopTa», HIJIIOCTPUPYIOLLYIO
KOH()JIMKT MHTepecoB PadOTAIIMX B OJHOM NOMENIEHMH KYPHJIbIINKA W HEKYypAILIero
YyeJI0BeKa, BbiOepuTe BepHoe(-bIe) yTBep:KIeHue(-s1):

LleHa KypeHus A
I'(A)

KDH Basl KOHTPAaKTOB

Ecnu mpaBo Ha 3ampenieHrue BpeJHOTO HCIOIb30BaHUS MPHUHAICKUT KypsIIieMmy, a
BEIMYMHA  TPAH3aKIMOHHBIX  M3JEPKEK HE TMO3BOJSET CTOPOHAM  BECTH
B3aMMOBBITOJHBIN TOPT, paBHOBECHE OyJIeT HAXOIUTHCS B TOUKE S;

Ecnu mpaBo Ha 3amperieHne BPeIHOTO HMCIOIB30BAHUS MPUHAUICKHUT KypsIiemy, a
BEJIMYMHA  TPAH3AKIMOHHBIX  M3JEpXKEK HE TMO3BOJSET CTOpPOHAM  BECTHU
B3aMIMOBBITOHBIN TOPT, paBHOBECHE OYJIET HAXOUTHCS B TOUKE S';

Ecnu mpaBo Ha 3amnpenieHrne BpeHOTO UCTIOIb30BaHUS IPUHAUICKUT HEKYpALIEMY, a
BEJIMYMHA  TPAH3AKIIMOHHBIX  M3JEPXKEK HE TMO3BOJSET CTOPOHAM  BECTHU
B3aMMOBBITOJHBIN TOPT, paBHOBECHE OyJIeT HaXOIUThCS B TOUKE L;

Ecnu mpaBo Ha 3amnpenieHrne BpeIHOTO UCTIONb30BaHUS IPUHAICKUT HEKYPAIIEMY, a
BEJIMYMHA TPAH3AKIMOHHBIX  M3JEpXKEK HE TMO3BOJSET CTOpPOHAM  BECTHU
B3aMMOBBITOHBIN TOPT, paBHOBECHE OyJIeT HAXOIUThCS B TOUKE F;

CnBur kpuBou Oe3paznuuus | (A) BmpaBo OyneT o3HA4aTh IepepaclpenesieHue
JI0X0J1a MEXTy KYPSIIUM U HEKYPSIIIUM B TIOJIb3Y KYPSIIIIETO;

CnBur kpuBou Oe3paznuuus | (A) BmpaBo OyneT o3HAYaTh IepepachpenesieHre
J0X0]1a MEX]Ty KYPSIINM U HEKYPSIIIIAM B TIOJIB3Y HEKYPSIIETO;

BepHo Bce BhllIeTIEpEUNCICHHOE;

Her BepHOro orBera.

AS8. BriOepure BepHoe(-bie) yTBep:KIAeHHe(-51), OTHOCAIIHECH K HUKeNPUBeICHHOMN
CTPaTern4ecKoil MaTpuIle UIPhI THNA «IWIEMMA 3aKJII0YEeHHbIX»:

1.

ey B He BOpYyeT Bopyer
A e
He Bopyer 1 4
(10,9) (7,11)
Bopyer 2 3
(12,6) (8,8)

HexkoonepaTuBHas ctparerus siBIsSE€TCS JOMUHAHTHOW TOJBKO I UTPOKA A;

2. HekoonepaTuBHas cTpaTerus siBISETCS JOMUHAHTHOM TONBKO AJi UTpoKa B;
3. HekoonepatuBHasi cTpaTerus sIBISETCS JOMHUHAHTHOU JIsl 0OOMX UTPOKOB;

HaumoHaJbHBIN HCCIEI0BATEILCKUN YHUBEPCUTET «BhIcIIasi K012 IKOHOMHUKID)
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Hcxon B sueiike | npencrasnser pasHoBecue KypHo—Homa;

Hcxon B suelike 3 npeacrasiseT paBHoBecue KypHo—H»sma;

Hcxon B sueiike 1 sBnsieTca ontumanbHbIM 110 [1apero;

Hcxon B auelike 3 sBigercs onTuMaibHbIM 10 [Tapero;

[lepememienue u3 sueiiku 1 B sueiiky 3 sBisiercs nepemenienuem no Ilapero;
[lepemenienue u3 sueiiku 3 B ssueliky | sBnsercsa nepemenienueM o [lapero;

0. Her BepHoro otBera.

A9. JI05KHOCTH TOCYIapCTBEHHOM TPaKAAHCKON CiayKObl MOAPA3ACJSAIOTCH Ha
caeayoIHe KaTeropuu:

1
2
3
4
5.
6.
7
8
9.
1

PykoBonurenu;

Hcnonnurtenu;

[Tomo1HuKY (aCCUCTEHTHI);
[ToMOIITHUKY (COBETHUKH);
OKCHepThl;

CrienMaancCThl;,

Benymue skcneprsr;

Benymue cnenuanucTsr;
ObecneunBaroUe CIeNUaInCThl;

0. Her BepHOTro OTBeETA.

A10. K 1010JIHUTEJILHBIM FOCYIAPCTBEHHBIM IAPAHTUSAM I'PAXKIAHCKHX CJIYKAIUX
OTHOCUTCA(-AATCS):

1.

2.

JlononHuTenbHOE MpodecCHoHaIbHOE 00pa30BaHUe C COXPAaHEHHWEM Ha 3TOT MEPUOJ
3aMelaeMoi JOKHOCTHU TPakJaHCKOM CITy>KObI U IGHEKHOTO COACpKAHMS,;
TpancnoptHoe oOcCiIy)XHBaHUe, oOOecreuyuBaeMoe B CBA3M C  HCIOJHEHHEM
JOJDKHOCTHBIX 00S3aHHOCTEH, B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT KaTErOpUHU M TPYIIIBI 3aMeIIaeMon
JOJDKHOCTH TPAKIAHCKOM CITy OBl

Komnencamust 3a HCMOJNIb30BaHUE JUYHOTO TPAHCHOPTA B CIYXKEOHBIX IENAX HU
BO3MELICHUE PACXOM0B, CBA3AHHBIX C €70 MCIIOIb30BAHUEM;

3amMerieHne HHOW JOIDKHOCTH TPaKIAHCKOW CITY>KOBI MPH COKPAIEHUH JTOJHKHOCTEH
IpaXkJaHCKOM CITy>KOBI WM YIIPa3IHEHUH TOCYJapCTBEHHOTO OpraHa;
EnnnoBpemenHast cyOcuaus Ha MpUOOpETeHNE KHUIIOTO MMOMELICHUS OJIMH pa3 3a BECh
HEPUOJ] TPAXKAAHCKOM CITykKOBI;

BepHo Bce BbILIENIEPEUNCIICHHOE;

Her BepHoro otsera.
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Pa3zjnen B. AHau3 aHTJI0S13bIYHOM CTATBH U OTBETHI HA BONPOCHI MO CTaThe (Ha PyCCKOM
sI3bIKeE)

IIpouuTajite CcTAaTHI0 M Pa3BePHYTO OTBeTbTE Ha CJeAYyHIIHMe BONMPOCHI (OTBevyalTe Ha
PYCCKOM si3bIKe, IIPH OTBeTe Ha BONMPOC yKa3biBaiiTe ero Homep «BX», pekomeHnayemblii
00beM O0TBETOB Ha Bce BONPOCHI — 5-8 ctpannn A4, He 0oJiee 10 cTpanun):

Bl. Kpatko omummnre OCHOBHYIO HACK aBTOpPOB crarbd. Kak Bwl oTHOCHTECH K 3TOHN
unee? Aprymentupyiite Bam orBer.

B2. Kakue pe3ynbraTsl MCCIIEIOBAaHUI B 00JacTH IMpaBa, MOJUTHUYECKOW TICUXOJIOTHU U
rOCyJIJapCTBEHHOT'O YIIPaBJICHMS JIeKaT B OCHOBE MJeH JaHHOH cratbu? Ilepeuncanre u KpaTko
OXapakTepu3ylTe JaHHbBIE pe3yJbTaThl U BbIBOJBI. UTO M3 HUX IpeacTaBisercd Bam Haunbonee
nepcnekTuBHbIM? O6ocHylTe Bamr oTBer.

B3. O603HaubTE OCHOBHBIE OCOOEHHOCTHM METOAOJOIMM uccienoBanus. Hackonbko
KOPpEKTHa, 1o Bamemy MHeHUIo, npuBeneHHass METO0I0IUs UCCIeI0BaHNS, KAKOBBI I'PAHUIIBI
€€ MPUMEHUMOCTH B U3YUYEHUHU JaHHON NpoOaemMbl?

B4. Yro ucnone3yeTcs aBTopaMH B Ka4e€CTBE 3aBUCUMBIX IIEPEMEHHBIX B PErPECCUOHHBIX
moaensax? Kak Bel gymaere, mouemy?

B5.B uem coCTOST OCHOBHBIE pa3nuMs pPe3yJbTaTOB OOCIENIOBaHMUA C PACCBHUIKON
OTIPOCHBIX JIUCTOB TI0 To4YTe (mail survey) u pe3ynbraToB 00CIIe0BaHUs, IPOBEICHHOTO Yepes3
uHTEepHET (Web survey)?

B6. YUemy paBeH mpoIEHT IUCTIEPCUU 3aBHCUMON mepeMeHHol «JloBepue rocy1apcTBy»,
OOBSICHEHHBI HE3aBUCUMBIMM IepeMeHHbIMH «KadecTBO rocylapCTBEHHBIX yCIyr» U
«AJIMUHUCTpATHUBHBIE TMpolecch» (06a3oBasi MOJENb) A JAHHBIX, MOJYYEHHBIX B pe3yibTare
oOcnenoBanusi mo moute (mail survey)? Kakoil mapamerp B JaHHOW MoJenu B HauOOJbIIEH
CTEIEHM BIuseT Ha «JloBepHue K rocy1apcTBy»?

B7. Urto mnokaseiBaer kodddunuent Anbdpa KponOaxa mnpu wu3MepeHHH KadecTBa
rocynapctBeHHbIX ycnyr (Tabnuna 2) 1 aqMUHACTpaTUBHBIX mporieccoB (Tabmuma 3)?

B8. Cormacusl 11 BbI ¢ BIBOIaMu 1 0OBSICHEHHEM TIOJTYYCHHBIX pe3ysibTaToB? B uem, mmo
Bamemy MHEHHIO, MOTYT 3aKIIO4aThCsi cnaboCTH B HMHTEPHpETallud  PE3yJIbTaTOB
uccinenoBanus? [loscHute, moyemy.

B8. Hackonbko akTyanbHa TNpejacTaBieHHas B cratbe npobiema mnst Poccun? Kakwue
TUIIOTE3bl MOXHO c(opMyinpoBaTb B 3TOH cBs3U? KakoBbl OTIMUYUTENBHBIE OCOOCHHOCTH
OKa3aHUsl TOCYJAapCTBEHHBIX YyCIyr B Poccun 1O CpaBHEHHIO C paccMaTpUBacMbIMU B
HUCCIIEIOBAHUU?

B10. Yto6s1 6b1 Bl emie mpeanmoXwin Ui YIy4IICHHsS TOJOXKEHHUS Jell B JaHHOU
o01acTi, B TOM YUCIIE€ UCXOMs U3 pe3yJbTaTOB U3BECTHBIX BaM nccnenoBanuii, He yOMSHYTBIX
B CTaThe?

HaumoHaJbHBIN HCCIEI0BATEILCKUN YHUBEPCUTET «BhIcIIasi K012 IKOHOMHUKID)
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Abstract

It is often assumed that cltizens evaluate
government based on service quality or out-
comes (such as safe neighbourhoods or
good schoals), but aspects of administrative
process (such as faimess and respect) are
also important. Using data from two US sur-
veys, this study examines how service qual-
ity and administrative process influence
citizens’ evaluations of government. Results
indicate that service guality matters most to
ratings of the community; in contrast,
administrative process is the dominant driver
of trust; and both quality and process have
large effects on judgements about govern-
ment's overall job performance. Implications
for public management research and practice
are discussed.
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CONTEXT

Government performance has become one of the dominant themes in contemporary
public management research and practice (Bouckert and Halligan 2008; Fredrickson
et al. 2011; Moynihan 2008; Radin 2006), This emphasis on performance reflects
multiple influences around the world, including new and often wicked problems
confronting governments, the drive to introduce market forces to enhance efficiency
and service quality, and the constraints of fiscal austerity (Kettl 2005; Lynn 2006;
Pollitt and Bouckaert 2011). The focus on performance has grown especially strong in
subnational units of government, at least in Europe and the United States, in large part
because they maintain primary responsibility for the delivery of most basic public
service (Bowman and Kearney 2010; Dollery et al. 2008; Smith et al. 2010).
Indeed, the trend towards decentralization of public service provision to state, regional
and local governments has been widespread (Agranoff and McGuire 2004; Goldsmith
and Kett]l 2009; Meek and Thurmaier 2011). As a result, public managers at the local
level now face an expanded portfolio of public service responsibilities, a growing
emphasis on government performance, and heightened expectations on the part of
citizens.

In response to this push for performance, many local governments have begun 1o
more regularly track and pay attention to dtizens’ subjective evaluations of government
(Bouckaert and van de Walle 2003; Hatry et al. 2006; Holzer and Kloby 2005; Web
and Hatry 1973). Indeed, citizen surveys are now conducted and reported fairly
regularly around the world to measure government outcomes at the local, national,
and even international levels (Bouckaert et al. 2005; Miller et al. 2008). Typically,
these citizen surveys ask a series of detailed evaluative questions about the quality of
spedfic public services, such as schools, transportation, public safety, parks, street
cleanliness, and so on (Folz 1996; Web and Hatry 1973}, In addition, the surveys also
regularly ask citizens to evaluate government and the community in general, including
the quality of life, trust of government, and overall job performance (Miller et al.
2008). An implicit, if not explicit, assumption underlying the design of such surveys is
that perceptions of the performance of specific public services drive the formation of
overall evaluative judgements, What is known as key driver analysis, an analytical
approach in which an overall evaluative measure is regressed on various service quality
perceptions to identify key drivers, formalizes this assumption that performance
determines citizens” overall evaluations (Van Ryzin and Immerwahr 2004, 2007), In
turn, the implication for public management practice is that improvement of particular
services will in turn increase citizen satisfaction, trust, or other general subjective
evaluations,

But there is substantial evidence from work in legal studies and political psychology
that people evaluate institutions based on their perceptions of process and not just

outcomes. Tom Tyler's research on the courts, the police, and other institutions

9
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reports consistent evidence for the importance of procedural justice, which he defines as
a process characterized by ‘neutrality, lack of bias, honesty, efforts to be fair, polite-
ness, and respect for citizens’ rights” (Tyler 2006, p. 7)., Tyler’s extensive work on this
question employs original survey data in a range of settings to gauge the effects of both
process and outcomes on trust of institutions and similar evaluative judgements (Lind
and Tyler 1988; Tyler 2006, 2010}, His findings strongly suggest that people’s
judgements about the legitimacy of legal and other authorities are influenced as
much, if not more, by perceptions of process than tangible outcomes — even when
those outcomes impose a cost on them, such as getting a traffic ticket or losing a court
case (Tyler 2006, 2010). Tyler provides this overall conclusion from of his many
findings:

People’s evaluations of government are clearly tied to ethical judgements. They are not primarily a
response to feeling that one has gained or lost when dealing with government, or that government
policies are desired or not desired. Instead, people engage in a much broader ethical evaluation of how
government functions by evaluating the actions of political leaders and institutions against criteria of
justice that are distinct from personal gain/loss or personal judgements about the desirability of
government decisions and policies. (Tyler 2001, pp. 242-3)

It should be noted, however, that much of Tyler’s work focuses on explaining people’s
trust and perceived legitimacy and less on other evaluative judgements, such as the
institution’s perceived performance or effectiveness.

Political scientists John Hibbing and Elizabeth Theiss-Morse (2002} provide addi-
tional evidence of the importance of process perceptions in their study of Americans’
beliefs about federal government policy and politics, Using data from a national
survey they commissioned, their results indicate that people’s subjective evaluations
of the federal government depend on perceptions of the political process more than
on policy outcomes, Hibbing and Theiss-Morse sum up the results of their compre-
hensive study as follows: ‘Process matters, Even with all the other controls included,
particularly those for policy cutcomes and policy outputs, a close match between a
person’s process preferences and the perceived workings of government increases the
approval of government.” And they conclude that: ‘people’s approval of government
is driven by more than just policy concerns, It is also driven by perceptions of the
extent to which processes match what people desire processes to be’ (p. 71). People
are especially discouraged by what they see as self-interested politicians, partisan
conflicts, and the influence of special interests in the policy process, argue Hibbing
and Theiss-Morse (2002).

The public administration research literature, paralleling the focus on performance in
public management practice, has focused on performance or outcomes as the primary
explanation for why ditizens are dissatisfied with or distrustful of government (Van
Ryzin 2007; Van Ryzin et al. 2004, Vigoda-Gadot 2007; Vigoda-Gadot and Mizrahi
2007; Yang and Holzer 2006). Van de Walle and Bouckaert (2003), however, critique

10
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the causal assumption inherent in this performance—trust link and suggest several
alternative causal models, but their models do not recognize aspects of administrative
process and are not tested empirically, A number of studies in the field examine citizen
participation, which is an important facet of government process, and these studies find
some evidence of an association between participation and trust (Berman 1997; Vigoda-
Gadot and Mizrahi 2007, Wang and Wart 2007), Thomas (1998} and Kim (2005},
based on the reviews of the public management literature on trust, incorporate
elements of administrative process (including fairness and honesty} in their proposed
conceptual models of trust in government, although neither of these authors provide an
empirical test to their models, A recent public management study in by Herian et al,
(2012), however, does provide an empirical test of the process factor. Specifically, they
find that process fairness, in the form of more transparency and ditizen participation,
has large effects on dtizens’ overall evaluations of local government, with especially
strong process effects for citizens with less knowledge of local government,

The present study, however, builds most directly on a study by Van Ryzin (2011)
that empirically examined the influence of government outcomes and process on
citizens’ trust of civil servants using data from the thirty-three nation International
Sodial Survey Program. Using both, individual-level survey data and country-level
aggregate data, the study found that government process has a large effect on citizens’
trust of civil servants. Van Ryzin's (2011) study, however, was focused on national
government policy outcomes, such as health care, pensions, national security, unem-
ployment, and the environment, Thus, it remains unknown i’ perceptions of govern-
ment process would have a similarly large effect in the context of local government
services. Moreover, Van Ryzin’s (2011) study considered only trust of officials as a
dependent variable, which may be espedially sensitive to process perceptions. As a
result, it remains unknown if the process effect applies to other subjective evaluations

citizens make, such as judging government’s overall job performance,

OBJECTIVES

This study aims to extend the work of Van Ryzin (2011) by considering a broader range
of evaluative judgements and by focusing on local government. Specifically, this study
looks not only at trust of government but alse dtizens’ evaluations of the quality of
their community and their ratings of the overall job performance of local government.
Considering this wider range of evaluative judgements is important because, as just
mentioned, trust of government may be espedially sensitive to process perceptions. It is
quite plausible that citizens could rely more on quality- or outcomes-based criteria to
rate their community as a place to live as well as to judge the overall job performance
of government. The focus on local government is important too, given the essential
role local governments play in the delivery of public services, especially in the United
States. In addition, Van Ryzin's (2011) evidence came from an international survey that
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asked only about national-level policy outcomes. To gauge the generalizability of his
findings, it is essential to examine the relative influence of outcomes versus process at
other levels of government,

Thus, this study seeks answers to the following questions: Does the perceived quality
of public services influence subjective evaluations of local government? Does perceived
administrative process also influence such evaluations? Which factor has the largest
effect on subjective evaluations of local government — public service quality or admin-
istrative process? And importantly, how do the answers to these questions differ when
the evaluative judgement (the dependent variable) refers to the community as a place to

live, trust of local government, and local government’s overall job performance?

METHOD

The data to address these questions come from two original surveys of US adults, one a
mail survey and the other a web survey, using the same questionnaire. The two surveys
were part of an effort to compare survey methodologies, but the substantive content of
their common questionnaire was modelled after the National Citizen Survey (ICMA
2012) and included multiple questions about the quality of local public services,
multiple aspects of the administrative process of local government, and several ques-
tions asking for general evaluations of local government and community quality of life,
The mail survey was conducted in early 2012 by the National Research Center, Inc.
(NRC) and Rutgers University, A random sample of 5,000 residential addresses from
across the United States was obtained from the Marketing Systerms Group, a nationally
respected sampling firm, and a pre-notification postcard was sent to the selected
households on 9 January 2012, About 1 week later, a survey packet was sent containing
a cover letter, a questionnaire, and a postage-paid return envelope. This was followed
by a reminder letter and second copy of the questionnaire mailed on 23 January 2012,
To provide for the random selection of respendents within households, the instructions
spedified that the adult household member who most recently had a birthday should
complete the questionnaire. A total of 687 completed surveys were received by the
close of data collection, out of the 4,738 households that were estimated to have
actually received the survey (excluding 262 undeliverable addresses), representing a
response rate of 15 per cent, This response rate is lower than what NRC typically
achieves in similar dtizen surveys for local government clients. However, the present
survey was national in scope and had the sponsorship of a university and not the
respondent’s own local government, which tends to motivate a higher rate of
parficipation,

The web survey was conducted during the same period using the CivicPanel project,
a university-affiliated online panel of volunteers who sign up over the Intemnet to
participate in web-based surveys and studies about government and public affairs (see
CivicPanel.org). An initial email invitation was sent to 10,198 panellists with valid
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email addresses on 20 January 2012 (not including bounced addresses), and a second
email reminder was sent 1 week later, A total of 784 panelists responded by the close
of data collection, representing a response rate of 8 per cent. Although low by
traditional survey standards, this response rate is not unusual for large online panels
(Baker et al, 2010), Moreover, the panel includes a diverse pool of people who signed
up over several years and likely includes many email accounts that people do not check
regularly. Counting the 1,768 people known to have at least opened the email
invitation {according to the email management system), the 784 respondents represent
a cooperation rate of 44 per cent.

Because of low response rates in both the mail and web surveys, it is important to
examine the representativeness of the samples and to employ non-response (or post-
stratification) weights. Table 1 compares the demographic profiles of the mail and web
survey respondents to data from the 2010 American Community Survey (ACS), the
United $tates Census Bureau’s best source of information on the current demeographic
characteristics of the US population. The ACS profile was used also for post-stratifica-
tion weighting, which adjusts for potential non-response bias by creating survey weights
that bring selected demographic variables in the sample into closer alignment with the

Table 1: Weighted and unweighted profile of survey respondents compared to the US population

Mail survey Web survey

American community survey  Unweighted  Weighted  Unweighlied  Woeighted

Northeast 18.3 26.6 16.9 34.0 18.6
Midwest 217 225 28.8 185 21.6
South 370 303 319 28.4 36.9
West 230 206 22.5 19.2 229
White, non-Hispanic 67.0 81.0 69.2 80.2 68.0
QOther 330 19.0 30.8 19.8 32.0
Female 515 62.4 51.7 66.2 50.9
Male 485 376 48.3 338 49.1
18-34 years old 383 16.7 28.8 21.8 36.9
35-64 years old 445 62.3 52.7 67.1 46.9
65 and older 17.2 211 185 1.1 16.3
Less than $25,000 247 205 23.2 19.1 25.6
$25,000-$74,999 434 509 47.3 52.6 437
§75,000 or more 39 286 29.5 28.3 30.7
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known distribution in the population. Weights were constructed for both the mail and
web surveys using a raking procedure in Stata 12 based on region, gender, age, race,
and income. As Table 1 shows, the mail survey respondents were disproportionately
white, female, and in the middle or older age brackets. The web survey respondents
were disproportionately from the northeast, white, female, and in the middle age
bracket, Thus, both surveys under-represent those who are non-white or Hispanic,
male, and younger. The weighted results for both the mail and web survey bring the
demographic profiles into closer alignment with the ACS. Thus, all results reported

here (unless otherwise noted) are weighted results.

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

The analysis of the survey data proceeds in two steps, First, scales to measure service
quality and administrative process, the two main independent variables, are specified
and assessed, For consistency and economy of presentation, these scale statistics are
analysed and presented with merged mail and web survey data. Second, regression
models are run separately on the mail and web surveys to estimate the joint influence of
service quality and administrative process on the three types of subjective evaluations:
rating the commnmmity as a place to live, trusting local government, and judging local
government’s overall job performance, as well a scale that combines these three

questjons.

Measuring service quality and administrative process

In order to measure service quality, the survey instrument contained a series of typical
citizen survey items about the quality of twenty-five local government services, thirteen
of which were selected to form a performance scale, as shown i Table 2. The
remaining twelve items in the series were excluded because 10 per cent or more of
the respondents indicated ‘don’t know” or ‘not applicable” instead of rating the service,
most likely because the service was not available in their area or was not relevant to
them (examples include snow removal, bus or transit services, services to low income
people, and services to seniors}y. Thus, the thirteen services in Table 2 represent the
most universal or widely familiar services to which nearly all respondents could give a
performance rating. Although the mean ratings vary from a low of 2,21 {street repair)
to a high of 3.24 (fire services), these thirteen items are nevertheless highly inter-
related, as judged by the item-test and item-rest correlations, The overall Cronbach’s
alpha reliability value is quite good (& — 0.899), and it cannot be improved by
removing any of the items, Moreover, conceptually, these thirteen items do seem 1o

capture a broad range of public services that are ]jkely to be used by many citizens 1o
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Table 2: Service quality scale items and statistics {merged mail and web survey data)

Please rate the quality of each of the following
services provided by the local government

, Unsiandardized flemn-igst  ferii-resi alpha

where yoir ive.

{1 = poor, 2 = fair, 3 = good, 4 = excellent) Wean 5D correlation  correlation  (w/o fem)
Police services 2.88 0.83 0.696 0.623 0.890
Fire services 3.24 0.7 0.622 0.537 0.895
Traffic enforcement 2.64 0.84 0.688 0616 0.891
Strest repair 2.21 092 0.690 0613 0.891
Street cleaning 252 0.91 0.732 0.667 0.888
Stree lighting 2.60 0.90 0.698 0623 0.890
Garbage collection 3.07 0.78 0.672 0.595 0.892
Recycling 2.82 0.94 0.647 0.566 0.893
Drinking water 2.82 091 0.604 0518 0.895
Neighbourhood and community parks 287 0.86 0.716 0.646 0.889
Economic development 2.26 0.90 0.697 0.626 0.890
Public library services 2.97 0.84 0.643 0.562 0.893
Public schools 2.64 0.90 0.658 0.580 0.892
Test scale (standardized) -0.01 0.68 0.899
Observantions (n) 1,465

judge the performance of their local government. The final scale is standardized (using
z-scores) to give more equal weight to each item.

In order to measure administrative process, the survey instrument included a series
of twelve items designed to capture fairness, respect, honesty, and similar procedural
aspects of local government. As shown in Table 3, these items include welcoming
resident involvement, being responsive, acting in the best interest of the community,
informing residents, allowing access, being open and transparent, providing chances for
residents to express their views, being honest, not being corrupt, treating residents
with respect, treating all residents fairly, and following the rules. These items were
developed based on a consideration of prior empirical studies and conceptualizations of
government process, as discussed earlier (Hibbing and Theiss-Morse 2002; Kim 2005;
Lind and Tyler 1988; Thomas 1998; Tyler 2006, 2010}, although arguably the list
could be modified depending on one’s definition of government’s administrative
process. Statistically, these twelve items are highly interrelated as judged by the
item-test and item-rest correlations. The overall Cronbach’s alpha measure of reliability
is very high (& =.966) and it cannot be improved by dropping any of the items, Thus,
this scale of government process appears to have very good measurement properties, in

addition to reﬂecting the substantive content of governiment process as reflected in the

15



Downloaded by [Higher School of Economics] at 07:32 04 October 2015

HaumoHaJbHBIN HCCIEI0BATEILCKUN YHUBEPCUTET «BhIcIIasi K012 IKOHOMHUKID)

Oaumnuana aJs CTyJIeHTOB U BbIMYCKHUKOB— 2017 1.

Van Ryzin: Service quality and administrative process 433

Table 3: Administrative process scale items and statistics (merged mail and web survey data)

Now, please rate the job your local government is

o . Unstandardized  ifem-fest  flem-rest alpha
doing in each of the following areas.

{1 = poor, 2 = fair, 3 = good, 4 = excellent) Mearr  SD  correfalion  correfation  (w/o flemn)
Welcoming resident involvement 2.34 0.90 0.802 0.758 0.964
Being responsive to residents 2.28 0.86 0.863 0.830 0.962
Generally acting in the best interest of the 2.35 0.88 0.872 0.836 0.962
community
Informing residents about issues facing the 2.31 091 0.843 0.803 0.963
community
Allowing access to elected officials 242 0.90 0.8 0.791 0.963
Being open and transparent to the public 222 091 0.882 0.854 0.961
Giving residents a chance to express their 230 0.91 0.851 0.817 0.962
views before making decisions
Being honest 2.26 0.91 0.898 0.874 0.961
Not being corrupt 2.32 0.92 0.833 0.794 0.963
Treating residents with respect 2.24 1.08 0.877 0.840 0.962
Treating all residents fairly 2.00 1.12 0.839 0.799 0.964
Following the rules 2.04 1.12 0.841 0.800 0.963
Test scale (standardized) -0.08 0.89 0.966
Observations (n} 1,465

literature. Again, the scale is standardized (using z-scores) to more equally weight the
twelve items,

Regression analysis

The next step in the analysis is to exanine how these scales of service quality and
administrative process jointly predict different types of subjective evaluations that
citizens make about their community and local government. As shown in Table 4,
the dependent variables available from the survey and used in the regressions include
rating the community as a place to live, trust of local government, and rating the local
government’s overall job performance. In addition, a scale was constructed that
combines these three questions (using z-scores, Cronbach’s alpha = 82). From
Table 4, it can be seen that respondents in both the mail and web survey are distinctly
more positive about their community than they are about the overall job performance
of their local governments. Trust of local government falls between the middle two
values of the response scale (only some of the time and most of the time), indicating only a

modest level of trust, The question that regression analysis helps to answer, of course,
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Table 4: Subjective evaluations (dependent variables)

Mail survey Web siirvey

Lin. Lin.
Min Max n Mean SE n Mean SE

How would you rate your 1=poor 4= excellent 673  3.01 005 776 292 0.04
community as a place to

live?
How much of the time do you 1 =almost 4 = just about 636 242 005 758 240 0.04
think you can trust local never always

government where you live
to do what is right?

Overall, how would you rate 1 =poor 4 = excellent 630 230 005 751 2.34 0.04
the job your local
government is doing?

Combined scale (summative -1.95 1.77 675 000 005 781  -002 0.04
scale of above three items,
in z-scores)

Notss: The full response scales are as follows: 1 = peor, 2 = fair, 3 = geed, 4 = excellent; and 1 = almoest never, 2 = only some
of the time, 3 = most of the time, 4 = just about always. The combined scale used standardized items {z-scores) and has a
refiability of 82 (Cronbach’s alpha).

is what explains the variation in ratings of the community, trust, and overall job
performance. Although three of the dependent variables are four-peint ordinal mea-
sures, ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions with weighted data are presented, along
with standardized coefficients, 1o facilitate interpretation and comparison across models,
All of the models were estimated also with ordered probit regressions (not shown
here), and the significance tests (using weighted data) and the standardized coefficients
(using unweighted data) were substantively very similar to the weighted OLS results
reported here. All of the results were generated using Stata 12. (Standardized ordered
logit coefficients cannot be readily computed in Stata 12 with weighted data; enly OLS
results allow for both weighting and standardized coefficients, which is the reason for
presenting them instead.)

Table 5 presents the regression results using the mail survey data, and again these
results are weighted and standardized. For each dependent variable, two models are
shown: first a basic model with just the service quality and administrative process scales
as independent variables and next a model with a set of control variables added to the
specification. The control variables include age, female, non-white, income, college
educated, years of residence in the community, community size (an ordinal scale), and
conservative and liberal dummy variables (with political moderates as the excluded

category}, These control variables help account for background factors and other
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common causes that may bias the estimated relationship between quality ratings,
process perceptions, and subjective evaluations, In particular, citizens’ evaluations of
government have been shown to differ by age, gender, race, and socioeconomic status
(Lvons et al. 1992; Van Ryzin et al. 2004). Education and years of residence in the
community help control for differences across respondents in their knowledge of and
experience with local government, And political ideology is a factor that is widely
considered to be important when accounting for dtizens’ attitudes towards government
{Jost et al. 2009)

Beginning with the community rating, the results in Table 5 show that service
quality is the primary explanatory factor, with a standardized effect that is over three
times larger than the administrative process effect. The results are substantially the
same when accounting for the control variables, with the service quality effect appear-
ing stronger still as a predictor of community ratings, both in absolute size and relative
to the process effect, Thus, it appears that the quality of local government services —
that is, the performance of police, fire, streets, parks, schools, and so on — play an
influential role in determining citizens’ subjective evaluation of their community as a
place to live.

With respect to trusting local government, the regression results in Table 5 point to
a different pattern: administrative process appears to be the more important determi-
nant here, with a standardized effect nearly twice as large as the service quality effect.
Adjusting for the control variables, the absolute and relative standardized effects remain
nearly the same, Thus, administrative process appears to matter a great deal to citizens’
trust of local government, although service quality counts as well,

The results for the rating of local government’s job performance suggest more of a
balanced influence of both service quality and administrative process. Adjusting for the
control variables, it seems service quality has a somewhat larger effect on job
performance ratings, although the process effective is also substantial and highly
significant. statistically, Taken together, these results suggest that citizens judge the
overall job performance of government using a more balanced mix of both service
quality and administrative process,

The final set of results in Table 5 is for the combined scale, which aggregates the
three questions and provides a more general test of the influence of service quality and
administrative process, Although both main factors, service quality and process, are
strong and highly significant predictors of the combined scale, the effect of service
quality is clearly larger in magnitude,

Turning to Table &, the results of the regression analysis of the web survey data,
which again come from a separate sample (as explained above), are shown, The
variables and the models are the same and, overall, the results appear fairly similar
to those from the mail survey. Still, there are some differences. Community ratings
again appear to be driven primarily by service quality, which has an effect about three

times the size of the process effect, In contrast, citizens’ trust of government is much
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more strongly associated with administrative process perceptions. Both, service quality
and process, matter more equally to overall job performance ratings, although admin-
istrative process clearly has the larger effect, The regression results for the combined
scale in Table 6 also shows a larger effect for administrative process, although the
service quality effect remains large as well and is highly significant statistically, These
results contrast somewhat with those from the mail survey, which found a somewhat

larger effect for service quality overall.

DISCUSSION

Using two nationwide surveys of LS adults, these results present a fairly consistent
picture of the influences of perceived service quality and administrative process on
citizens’ ratings of their community as a place to live, trust of local government, and
judgements about the government’s overall job performance. To begin with, both
service quality and administrative process remain significantly assodated with all three
of these subjective evaluations. That said, service quality appears to matter much more
to citizens” ratings of their community as a place to live, And in contrast, administrative
process matters much more to citizens’ trust of local government. Ratings of the
overall job performance of local government seem to reflect a more balanced con-
sideration of both service quality and process, with both having large effects. These
findings both confirm and contrast somewhat with the findings of Van Ryzin (2011},
who found that process had the largest effect by far in most models. However, his study
employed international survey data, focused largely on national policy outcomes, with
trust of civil servants as the only dependent variable. Consistent with Van Ryzin's
(2011} findings, the results presented here also found that process perceptions matter a
great deal to the trust of government. But the results reported here also suggest that
service quality or outcomes may play a larger role in such evaluations as the overall
quality of life in a community or nation or the job performance of government, In other
words, trust of government may be especially sensitive to process perceptions,

There are several methodological limitations that must be acknowledged before
proceeding with further interpretations and implications of the results, The response
rate to both the mail and web survey was low, opening up the distinct possibility of
non-response bias and limiting the generalizability of the findings as a valid description
of the US adult population. A comparison of the sample to the population indeed
revealed differences (see again Table 1), with more women and whites and fewer
younger and lower income people in the sample than in the US population. Although
weighting was used to make the sample more demographically representative, other
unohserved variables could remain a source of non-response bias (especially in the web
survey, which was not based on probability sampling). Still, the results were fairly
consistent across the two independent samples using different sampling and survey
methodologies, which provides at least some measure of robustmess to the findings.
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Another clear limitation concerns the ambiguity of the causal direction of the estimated
relationships, given that the estimates come from two cross-sectional surveys in which
both the independent and dependent variables were measured by self-reporting. Thus,
it is best to interpret the evidence as correlations consistent with a plausible causal
relationship, rather than as firm evidence of cause and effect. A final issue is both
methodological and substantive: the scales for service quality and administrative process
are highly correlated with each other (r = 0.65, p << 0.01), meaning that people tend to
perceive outcomes and process together as both being good, or both being poor, Still,
there remains ample unique variation in both scales to estimate their separate effects
with regression (with tolerances for both scales across models of 0.50 or greater).
Substantively, of course, this correlation between the two scales makes perfect sense;
good local governments both produce high-quality services and practice fair adminis-
trative processes.

Returning to the broader interpretation of the results, it is worth speculating a bit on
why process appears to be the key determinant of trust. One explanation, supported in
a study by Herian and colleagues (2012}, is that fairness perceptions serve as a heuristic,
or cognitive shortcut, that people rely on when they are uncertain about their
perceptions or judgements of authorities. Spedifically, Herdan et al. (2012} found that
‘the fairness of processes used by government provides uncertain individuals with
information regarding the authority’s behavior, which, in turn, shapes the ways in
which the respondent evaluates government’ (p. 82%). Thus, because people may be
more uncertain about the trustworthiness of local government, they rely more on
perceptions of process to make such judgements, In turn, citizens likely have greater
certainty in their judgements about the community as a place to live, thus relying less
on process perceptions as a heuristic. Another possible explanation, however, is that
people’s trust judgements are simply hard-wired, as it were, to be sensitive to
perceptions of fairness (Krueger et al. 2007), Trust games and other evidence from
experimental economics indeed suggest that people in many societies regularly reward
those who play fairly and readily punish those who do not (Fowler et al. 2011). Thus,
trust in local government may well reflect the same deep structures that drive trust in
other individuals and groups,

One important implication of the findings presented here is that it is perhaps time to
more strenuously challenge the performance—trust link so often taken for granted in the
public management literature. Simply put, the accumulating empirical evidence across
studies clearly suggests that trust does not seem to respond as much to perceptions of
government performance or outcomes, This does not mean that performance does not
matter to citizens; rather, it just does not matter as much as process to their trust of
government, To the extent the field wants to focus on trust, therefore, it should direct
its attention to aspects of government process and procedure, such as faimess, equity,
participation, and respectful treatment, To the extent the field insists that the focus

remain on performance and its consequences, it should make the link with other kinds
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of subjective evaluations, apart from trust, such as evaluations of the quality of life and
of government’s job performance.,

The results of this study suggest some links perhaps to Hirschman’s (1970) theory of
the response of people to institutional performance as well as Tiebout’s (1256) theory
of residential sorting (see also DeHoog et al. 1990). Specifically, the results of this
study suggest that service quality or outcomes may be the more influential factor in
residential selection (Tiebout 1956) and, similarly, perhaps also to decisions to leave or
exist in a community (Hirschman 1270), That is, people may decide where to live, and
whether to remain or move, based more on service quality or outcomes, as these seem
to influence strongly their evaluations of the community as a place to live, Process, in
contrast, may have more of a connection to Hirschman’s concept of voice, in the form
of individual or collective political responses to distrust of local government. To put it
simply, outcomes may matter more in people’s economic behaviour (residential switch-
ing} while process may matter more in their political behaviours (voting, organizing,
protesting). All of this, of course, is entirely speculative at this point, but it does
suggest some new and interesting variables (willingness to move, political participation)
as well as hypotheses to consider in future studies like this one.

This study’s findings provide some implications for public management practice as
well. The strong and at times exclusive emphasis in the public management discourse
on performance as the key to satisfying an increasingly sceptical atizenry should be
tempered, according to these results, with equal attention to aspects of government
process, such as inviting resident involvement, providing clear communication, ensuring
openness and transparency, and of course treating citizens fairly and respectfully. These
aspects of process matter not only to public trust, which is an important goal in itself,
but also to how dtizens judge the job performance of government overall. Although
many public managers these days obsessively measure and track outcomes, it seems far
fewer do the same with indicators of government process, Perhaps a more balanced

approach is in order.
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Pazpnen C. Tembl Aj1s1 HAUCAHUSA MUHHU-ICCe (HA AHTJIMHCKOM SI3bIKeE)

For your essay, please choose one of the topics below (please read the whole list before
selecting a topic). Recommended scope of your essay in English is about 1-2 pages A4, not
more than 3 pages A4.

C1. Describe the main roles of the government according to Adam Smith’s theory. To what
extent do you agree or disagree with his point of view?

C2. Discuss Gordon Tullock’s theory of rent-seeking and bureaucratic negative selection. How is
it applicable to modern debates on civil service reform?

C3. Characterize the model of maximizing bureaucrat, proposed by William Niskanen. What are
the main negative effects, and how it is possible to alleviate it in modern public administration?
C4. lllustrate the concept of soft budget constraints of Janos Kornai. How is it applicable to
modern budget sector in Russia?

C5.How is De Tocqueville’s view of civic engagement relevant for improving modern
democratic institutions in Russia?

Paznen D. TeMbl 11t HamUCaHUSI MUHH-3CCe (HA AaHTVIMHCKOM SI3bIKE)

For your essay, please choose one of the topics below (please read the whole list before
selecting a topic). Recommended scope of your essay in English is about 1-2 pages A4, not
more than 3 pages A4.

DI1. Compare the practice of public service delivery in Russia with the other countries. How to
increase the efficiency and effectiveness of public service delivery?

D2. Define the key features of the project management approach, introducing now in
government. What are the main advantages and disadvantages of it?

D3. Specify the main and possible activities of current civil service reform and development.
Which do you find more perspective and why?

D4. Describe the procurement system in Russian public sector. What are the principal bases and
restrictions of this system, and how to improve it?

D5. Discuss the concept of effective contract and performance related pay for civil servants. Is it
worth from the economic point of view, and how should it be designed in Russia?
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