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Abstract:
Kaufman’s Forest Ranger is considered a landmark study of how organizations can be structured to elicit compliance from field officials, yet there have been few attempts to validate Kaufman’s claims. I argue that the outcomes observed by Kaufman resulted from interplay between organizational structure and political context, a variable ignored by Kaufman. I support this argument using case studies of two agencies with similar structures to Kaufman’s U.S. Forest Service, but poorer outcomes: the same agency today, and India’s forest departments. I show that both differences in organizational structure and poorer outcomes are the result of political context. Specifically, coalitions assembled around agencies use the implementation process to shape outcomes in ways that could not be accomplished solely through changing laws or formal administrative structure. This points to the importance of building supportive field-level coalitions to complement administrative reforms.
Practitioner Points: 
1. Political contexts, including degree of public consensus over goals and levels of corruption, play an important role in shaping organizational outcomes.
2. Interplay between political contexts and organizational structure are more important than the internal structure of an organization alone.
3. Successful administrative reforms require building supportive political coalitions.
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Introduction:
How can organizational leaders insure that actions taken by subordinates meet organizational goals? In a classic study, Kaufman (1960) proposed an explanation for how the United States Department of Agriculture Forest Service (USFS) insured compliance from field staff. According to Kaufman, the USFS was an effective organization because it had an institutional structure and organizational culture that elicited high levels of compliance and effective policy implementation. Kaufman’s Forest Ranger continues to be widely read among both foresters and students of public management, 2 book reviews of his work have appeared in PAR in the last decade (Luton 2007, Burton 2012), and the book is frequently included in lists of classics in the field (Lynn Jr 2015). Although a number of studies have examined how the USFS changed after Kaufman’s 1950s field work (Twight and Lyden 1988, Tipple and Wellman 1991, Carroll, Freemuth, and Alm 1996, Clarke and McCool 1996, Koontz 2007), none of these studies have examined whether Kaufman adequately explained the phenomena he observed, nor whether his explanation can be applied to other contexts. Given the broad influence of this work, it is surprising that critical and comparative evaluations have not been conducted.
	In this article I argue that Kaufman’s explanation was incomplete because Kaufman ignored political context, and in particular, the goals of the USFS’s supporting political coalition. By political context, I refer to the broad set of interactions between an agency and its external political environment, including its relationship with its formal political superiors (i.e. courts, legislators, and the chief executive), but also with interest groups and local stakeholders. By political coalition I refer to a loosely coordinated group of political actors who shared goals with respect to the agency mission (Jenkins-Smith et al. 2014). Kaufman stated repeatedly in the preface and introduction to The Forest Ranger that political context was not relevant for his argument, writing “insofar as Service relations with the environment impinge on the internal functioning of the organization, they are examined here, but they are extraneous for the most part and therefore not treated at length (Kaufman 1960, p. 6).” 
This argument has clear relevance for the design of administrative reforms. If Kaufman was correct that structure and culture were crucial for understanding administrative outcomes, but political context was not, then apolitical structural reforms have great potential to improve the performance of public agencies. By contrast, the argument I advance here suggests that agency effectiveness is rooted in political processes that build support for agency missions. This argument has a long history in public administration, although I place more focus on the interrelationships between bureau-level politics and field implementation conditions (Durant 2015, Long 1949, Carpenter 2001, Carpenter and Krause 2012). Using historical analysis and comparative case studies I show that the mid-20th century success of the USFS was the result of a political coalition that favored effective policy implementation. This coalition helped to create the organizational structure and acted in the field to support its effectiveness at using public lands to extract resources. When actors with other goals gained political power in Washington and in the rural areas where most forests were located, they were able to alter and/or repurpose those structures to achieve goals other than efficient compliance. Thus, the effectiveness of agency behavior is an outcome of political processes in which goal-oriented external actors seek to alter agency activities both by changing laws and by altering the ability of field officials to carry out those laws (for similar arguments see Moe 1990, Moe 2005).
I use two lines of evidence to support my claims. First, I provide evidence from other sources that the structure of the USFS was itself the result of political context, and that political developments that introduced substantial conflict over organizational goals between 1960 and 1990 decreased compliance and implementation effectiveness. I to argue that the crucial differences between the USFS of 1960 and of 2015 are that powerful political actors do not support core components of the USFS mission and that political conflict over that mission means that agency officials no longer are certain with what they are supposed to comply. This lack of consensus is reflected in laws passed since 1960, however, I use path tracing (Collier 2011, Kay and Baker 2015) to show that it was political conflict itself that led to changes in laws, and thus undermined the effectiveness of organizational structure. 
The second line of evidence I draw on is comparison with my original ethnographic research on forest departments in 21st century India (Fleischman 2012). In spite of institutional structures and organizational cultures that are remarkably similar to those of Kaufman’s USFS, Indian forest departments struggle to obtain compliance from field staff, and programs are poorly implemented. As is the case with the changing context of the USFS, understanding the goals of political actors outside of the agency is crucial to understanding agency shortcomings. In this case, rather than political conflict, I show that poor compliance in India is driven by politicians’ use of forest departments to support short-term electoral goals, including fundraising and distributing goods to key clientele. While the specific causal mechanisms in play in India are clearly different from those in the USFS, they share two common features. First, political coalitions use the policy implementation process to achieve goals that are not clearly articulated in legislation. Second, low compliance and poor implementation are the result of political coalitions focusing on goals other than agency effectiveness. In both cases, politically powerful actors are well served by ineffective forestry agencies. Shifting this dynamic may require agencies to redefine their goals and build new coalitions. 
 Kaufman’s theory
Kaufman chose the USFS because it had a reputation for effectiveness. He argued that effectiveness stemmed from how the organization elicited compliance from its field offices, in spite of their being located in remote locations where supervision was difficult. According to him, “the men in the field are apparently doing what the top officers want done in the field…  Field compliance in the Forest Service is not total, naturally, but it is so high, despite powerful factors tending to reduce compliance, that it cries out for study” (Kaufman 1960, p. x-xi). It is important to note that Kaufman’s description of compliance focuses not merely on whether officials followed organizational rules, which they did, but on a broader sense of compliance with the wishes of agency leadership. Field officials not only followed the letter of the law, but used their substantial discretion to make decisions that were identical to those their superiors would have made had it been their decision. As such, what Kaufman refers to as compliance goes beyond what most scholars today would refer to with that term, and is very close to what later scholars would call effective top-down policy implementation (Sabatier 1986). Kaufman did not measure compliance in his study, but instead focused on examining the reasons compliance occurred, conducting extensive background research on the agency, including interviews with senior officials, and then conducted week-long ethnographic studies of 5 district rangers, scattered throughout the country.
Kaufman (1960, p. xiii) argued that, “The success of the Forest Service in welding the behavior of hundreds of geographically dispersed and relatively isolated Rangers into a unified organizational pattern apparently rests heavily on manipulation of the perceptions, thinking, and values of members of the Service.”  Kaufman divided his analysis into three categories: “procedural devices for preforming decisions,” “detecting and discouraging deviation,” and most importantly, “developing the will and capacity to perform.”  
Procedural devices for preforming decisions refer to formal rules governing bureaucratic behavior. These rules, including both laws and regulations written by the USFS or other agencies, were contained in a “Forest Service Manual,” which was the “bible” of the District Rangers (Kaufman 1960, p. 95).  Additions were made at regional levels, and each ranger district prepared plans which “set long-range… quantitative and qualitative goals, break these down into shorter-range objectives...” and defined “steps and stages by which the goals are to be achieved.” (ibid p. 99)  These formal rules were further complemented by “a steady flow of ad hoc instructions from higher headquarters… memoranda, letters, circulars,” (ibid p. 101) as well as by regular reviews by higher level officials, formal procedures for dispute resolution, and detailed budgets. 
Preformed decisions were reinforced by procedures for detecting and discouraging deviation, Kaufman’s second category.  The first procedure was formal reporting, including the keeping of official diaries, enabling higher officials to monitor behavior.  Falsification of reports was made difficult due to the multiplicity of overlapping reports, and because of an ethos that encouraged reporting mistakes. The second was regular inspection.  A variety of specialized and general inspections were carried out at 1-5 year intervals.  Most inspections were carried out by the immediate supervising official, although there were occasional visits by higher level officials.  Inspections were planned ahead of time, “surprise is not particularly important in an agency where slow biological processes set the pace (ibid 143.)”  Inspections were not merely about catching wrong-doing – instead they were opportunities to confer, problem-solve, and suggest improvements. In addition to formal reporting and inspection, frequent transfers helped insure that wrong-doing was detected – while an individual might hide his malfeasance from his superiors temporarily, he would be unlikely to hide it from his successor. Formal sanctions were available, but rarely necessary.
Kaufman believed that preformed decisions and detection procedures were essential aspects of the USFS’ effectiveness, but were insufficient to explain the observed behavior.  Kaufman emphasized the ways that managers “… try to control what goes on inside each individual organization member, to get them to do of their own volition what the managers want them to do…” (ibid p. 160).  The USFS followed a number of practices that had the effect of eliciting “voluntary conformity” (ibid p. 198) such that formal rules and enforcement mechanisms were a secondary aspect of compliance. This began with recruiting young men “who value the work itself and to whom the agency as an organization is attractive,” (ibid p. 164) while deterring those who might be a poor fit with the agency, and continued with training: 90% of the professional staff held forestry degrees and “many decisions and actions taken in the field are implanted in these men during their pre-service education (ibid 166).” Forestry training at the bachelors’ level was concentrated in a small number of schools, and focused on technical issues – “biology, ecology, silviculture, and forest economics (ibid p. 165).” On-the-job training was informal, as senior staff mentored juniors working under them.   
Several practices helped to build employee identification with the organization beyond recruitment and training. Distinctive uniforms and signage built an identity for the USFS that differentiated it from other public services. Transfers were encouraged as a way of broadening the outlook of foresters, and promotions usually required accepting a transfer. Thus, during a forester’s early years, “he never has time to sink roots in the communities in which he sojourns so briefly… Only one thing gives any continuity, any structure, to his otherwise fluid world: the Service… Thus, the Forest Service acquires a more or less fraternal aura for its newer members.” (ibid p. 178) The vast majority of promotions came from within the organization, insuring that higher level officers had experience in the organization and sympathy with the difficulties of their subordinates.  At the same time, promotions were based primarily on merit, as judged by superior officers, such that those who conformed more closely to organizational ideals would rise rapidly in the ranks.  Washington and regional offices regularly sought the opinion of field staff on important policy issues, and “recommendations and complaints do get back to the higher levels, sometimes generate action, and do not (unless carried to an extreme) result in injury to the sources for being outspoken.” (ibid p. 187)
According to Kaufman, the combined effect of these practices –pre-formed decisions, detection procedures, and procedures to elicit voluntary conformity – were important.  Relatively uniform background and training lowered barriers to communication that might arise in organizations employing multiple kinds of professionals, and frequent movement and promotion from within insured that employees had strong networks within the organization.  Frequent transfers prevented capture, insuring that foresters were more loyal to the organization than to local communities. Put together, these factors provided a complete explanation of the USFS’ success.
The missing political context 
If Kaufman’s theory was correct, we would expect changes in organizational structure to affect agency performance. On the other hand, changes in political context would not matter, as Kaufman repeatedly argued in the introduction. In order to test Kaufman’s hypothesis, I compare his findings with two “most likely” cases – agencies that we would expect, based on similarity to the conditions described by Kaufman, to have similar outcomes (George and Bennett 2005). A difficulty with this comparison is that Kaufman did not define or explicitly measure compliance or effectiveness, his dependent variables. As I pointed out above, his definitions of compliance and effectiveness are very much in line with what later scholars would call effective top-down policy implementation (Sabatier 1986). Effective top-down policy implementation requires not only that field officials comply with the letter of the law, but also that they use their discretion to make decisions consistent with the unwritten wishes of their superiors (i.e. “voluntary conformity,” discussed above). In the cases that follow I follow Kaufman in jointly analyzing compliance with written laws and the less formal aspects of compliance. 
The first case is the USFS over time. Kaufman’s study presented a snapshot of the USFS in the 1950s, however examining a longer history raises questions about the adequacy of Kaufman’s explanations. The second case is contemporary forest departments in India. Because of the structural similarities between these agencies and the USFS, we would, again, expect them to have similar outcomes, but they do not. In both cases, I present evidence that the goals of the agency’s supporting political coalition interact with structure to determine outcomes.
The political context of the 1950s USFS
The USFS of the 1950s was supported by a powerful political coalition that supported increased resource extraction from public lands to benefit industrial interests. Actors with other interests were excluded from the political process. Although Kaufman avoids mention of political interactions, he did find that district rangers faced little political opposition at the local level, and worked closely with local businesspeople who were involved in extractive industries and supported agency actions. Other studies from this period support his picture of rural communities dominated by powerful alliances between government and industry (Kaufman and Kaufman 1946, Selznick 1949, Gaventa 1980) and of a politically powerful USFS (Clarke and McCool 1996, Carpenter 2001) and the close  relationship between agency, extractive industries, and Congressional oversight committees earned it a reputation as an “iron triangle” (Wilkinson and Anderson 1985, Clary 1986, O'Toole 1988, Hirt 1994, Hoberg 2001). 
Challenges to the consensus
The history of the USFS after 1960 provides our first test case for Kaufman’s theory. Since Kaufman’s time, district ranger offices have moved from quiet cooperation to noisy contention – confronted with protests and lawsuits, including by dissident employees (Tipple and Wellman 1991, Keele et al. 2006, O'Leary 2009). By the mid-2000s the USFS was showing one of the lowest employee satisfaction levels of any government agency (Partnership for Public Service 2015), was losing approximately 25% of the lawsuits brought against it, indicating that it no longer consistently followed the law (Keele et al. 2006), and suffered from high levels of confusion over the agency mission (Dialogos 2007) and criticism for its organizational capacity (Auer et al. 2011). In contrast to Kaufman’s free flow of information upward through the hierarchy, a recent survey found that USFS employees had little confidence in their ability to influence agency leadership (Laatsch and Ma 2016). Taken together, these studies show an agency where field officials no longer consistently comply with either the letter of the law or the intentions of their organizational supervisors. I argue that three closely related changes led to a decline in agency effectiveness. First, once environmentalists gained political power in the 1960s (Hays 1987), there was no longer a consensus about how the USFS should act. How can field employees carry out the wishes of their superiors when superiors themselves disagree about the goals of the agency (Dialogos 2007, Auer et al. 2011)? 
Second, environmentalists created new legal structures that enabled them to hamper the field-level implementation of projects they opposed in ways consistent with theories of principal-agent dynamics in US politics (McCubbins, Noll, and Weingast 1987, Wood and Waterman 1991, Meier and O'Toole 2006a). While environmentalists probably would have preferred to create laws mandating the USFS to follow their priorities, they were more successful at passing procedural laws, particularly the National Environmental Policy Act and the National Forest Management Act, that created opportunities for public participation in decision-making (Rochon and Mazmanian 1993, Wilkinson and Anderson 1985, Sabatier, Loomis, and McCarthy 1995, Hoberg 2001, Nie 2008) and forced the USFS to hire more diverse professionals who in turn favored more diverse outcomes (Tipple and Wellman 1991, Koontz 2007). 
New structures – themselves the result of new political coalitions – ultimately enabled environmental interests to halt significant portions of the resource extraction agenda of the USFS and transform the kinds of scientific information used in USFS decision-making (Yaffee 1994, Durbin 1996, Kohm and Franklin 1997, Hoberg 2001). For environmentalists who opposed resource extraction, a less effective USFS was an agency that caused less harm, and thus numerous legal challenges to USFS projects that agency leaders viewed as hampering effectiveness (USDA - Forest Service 2002) were seen by environmentalists as victories even if they undermined agency morale (Nie 2008). 
The third change that degraded the USFS’ capacity was a result of the other two. Without the clear base of political support provided in the 1950s by extractive industries, the USFS became vulnerable to the belt tightening that began across the US government in the 1990s. While Clarke and McCool (1996) predicted that the USFS would maintain their past supportive political coalition, in fact, the USFS found in the 2000s that – as an agency that no longer supplied extractive industries but was distrusted by environmentalists – it no longer had reliable allies in Congress. As a result, the agency has seen flat or declining budgets for most of the last 2 decades, while fire suppression activities have taken up an increasing and unpredictable portion of the budget, leading to dramatic declines in the organization’s ability to undertake basic management tasks (USDA Forest Service 2014, Vilsack 2015). Furthermore, it appears that the USFS’ fractured mandate, a result of conflict over agency goals, has inhibited the agency’s ability to adapt to increasing fire frequency and severity (Reiners 2012, Fleming, McCartha, and Steelman 2015) and other emerging challenges (Laatsch and Ma 2016).
Testing Kaufman’s theory in an alternative context: India
 Further questions about the role of organizational structure in eliciting compliance arise from comparison with India’s forest departments.  The structure of the USFS that Kaufman praised originated in India, where it was developed by the British Indian forest departments, and was copied by the founders of the USFS in the early 20th century (McGeary 1960, Miller 2001, Barton 2001, Balogh 2002). Indian forest departments, which are organized at the state level (Chaturvedi 2016), retain a structure similar to that described by Kaufman in the US in the 1950s (Fleischman 2016), and Kaufman’s theory thus predicts that they will exhibit high levels of field compliance. Between 2009 and 2011 I conducted an ethnographic study of forest department decision-making in eight central Indian forest divisions, in a study design that consciously imitated Kaufman’s (1960) study (Fleischman 2012, 2014). This research included interviews with 146 forest department employees and 94 other stakeholders in forest issues. Most of these interviews occurred as I followed foresters conducting their everyday work, and thus, while some more formal interviews were only 30 minutes long, many interviews occurred through several days spent “soaking and poking” (Fenno 1990) in the field official’s work. I gathered over 5,000 pages of field notes and 10,000 pages of primary documents. An Indian forester I met who had read The Forest Ranger while visiting the US told me “I got chills down my spine reading it,” because what Kaufman described about the USFS in the 1950s was remarkably similar to his experiences working in remote Indian forests during the 1980s (interview with informant 127, August 17, 2010). In contrast to Kaufman’s predictions, these organizations are unable to obtain compliance from their field staff.
Structural Similarities between the USFS and Indian forest departments
Today’s Indian forest departments follow similar formal procedures to Kaufman’s USFS to preform decisions and insure compliance. The departments create detailed management plans, circulars, and ad-hoc instructions and field staff are made aware of new policies and procedures. Indian forest departments also follow similar procedures for detecting deviations: officers maintain detailed logs of their activities, and these are examined by supervisors during frequent field and office inspections. Transfers are also frequent, although they are more often used as a political sanctioning mechanism (see below) than as a means of broadening exposure (Fleischman 2016). One significant difference is that there are a larger number of formal ranks, and information flow from lower ranks appears more limited than that described by Kaufman, perhaps a result of a more hierarchical culture (Aycan et al. 2000). 
Indian forest departments also follow similar practices for eliciting voluntary conformity to Kaufman’s USFS. As in the USFS, forest officials are recruited at a young age and promoted up through the ranks, and perhaps even more than reported by Kaufman, join a service with a distinctive identity. In contrast to the USFS, less emphasis is put on recruiting those interested in forests, and more to training. Because government jobs offer security relative to the Indian private sector, many young people appear for numerous civil service examinations, hoping to obtain any government job (Jeffrey 2009). Among 146 interviewed forest officials, only six mentioned a specific pre-service interest in nature or forests as a motivation for joining the department.  Most simply thought that the job they got in the forest department was their best shot at a secure job.  In the words of one retired officer, “people like me, coming from urban environments… I think I saw a forest first only after joining the Forest Department.” (interview with informant 127, Nagpur, August 17, 2010). Once officers are recruited, they are sent to training academies operated by the forest departments where they are given courses that range from 6 months to 2 years. These programs explicitly focus on building a strong sense of esprit de corps and self-identification with the organization (Hannam 2000, Indira Gandhi National Forest Academy 2010). Most foresters graduate with a strong sense of belonging to an important and valuable service and even officers who admitted they initially joined the service simply to obtain a good job are proud of their profession and public service.
Once training is completed, Indian forest officials receive continued inputs designed to elicit voluntary conformity. As in the USFS, frequent transfers encourage the development of loyalty to the organization rather than the locale – transfers are more frequent in India. And more than in the USFS, forest officers live and work in circles symbolically and physically separated from the rest of society, wearing distinctive uniforms, and living in separate forest officer colonies. Furthermore, given that forests are located in remote and impoverished areas, many forest officers spend most of their careers socializing in a limited circle of other forest officials who may represent the only college educated people in small towns. All of these should serve, as in Kaufman’s case, to reinforce loyalty to the agency and conformity to its objectives.
Politics and implementation failure
 The compliance and implementation effectiveness of Indian foresters is low across a wide variety of programs (Fleischman 2016). These programs include wildlife protection, where field officials sometimes collaborate with poachers and fail to carry out monitoring programs (Narain et al. 2005, Shahabuddin 2010), village relocation out of protected areas, where money allocated for villagers is pocketed by officials (Rangarajan and Shahabuddin 2006, Shahabuddin 2010), joint forest management, where officials fail to involve villagers in decision-making (Springate-Baginski and Blaikie 2007, Lele and Menon 2014) or even follow the instructions of their superiors (Verma 2004), and land rights programs in which forest officials have been accused of lying to villagers about the content of the program (see Kashwan 2011, Reddy et al. 2010, Saxena et al. 2010, Kumar and Kerr 2012). The Supreme Court has taken significant powers away from forest departments because it finds the departments untrustworthy (Upadhyay, Chohan, and Vaidya 2009, Thayyil 2009). I observed field supervisors struggling to get their employees to complete simple tasks such as filling activity diaries. Even the Forest Departments’ own accounts of their work are replete with frustration over their failure, as this typical quote from a management plan describing the results of past management suggests:
This type of working was not at all followed.  Marking was done without properly adhering to the marking rules and many pre-selection trees were also felled.  The plantations taken up have not been really successful mainly due to wrong selection of species, grazing and recurrent fires.  Cutting back operations have not been carried out in many cases due to paucity of funds. (Singh and Mishra 2004 p. 67)
It is important to point out here that even with a well-functioning forest department, forest management in India might have disappointing outcomes because of other factors that affect Indian forests, including intensive demands on resources, a poor legal framework, and a broader pattern of poor governance across sectors. Yet independent of these broader contextual factors, foresters fail to carry out the orders of their superiors. The few existing studies converge with my own observations on the primary source of failure: influences from both local and regional politicians (Fleischman 2016). Since independence, politicians have re-shaped the bureaucracy to serve political ends (Potter 1996). Indian politicians use government agencies, including forest departments, to raise money for political campaigns and to deliver clientelistic goods to their supporters. Fundraising is accomplished through a highly politicized and corrupt system of transfers that seems common across agencies, and was a common topic of discussion among my informants (for thorough descriptions of this system see Zwart 1994, Potter 1996, Iyer and Mani 2011, Bussell 2012). For the forest department, the delivery of clientelistic goods is accomplished by allowing political allies to harvest forest products illegally from forests, and foresters report almost constant pressure from politicians against law-enforcement activities (This is also described by Robbins et al. 2007, Robbins et al. 2009). Forest officials who are unwilling to cooperate with this system are transferred to posts with less authority, reinforcing the corrupt transfer system. As a result politicians achieve their goals of promoting their political power, while field-level foresters are unable to protect forests from illegal harvests.
As in the US case, many structural differences between Indian forest departments and Kaufman’s USFS are the result of political context. Supervisors have difficulty using official sanctioning processes not only because of strong public employee unions and a very slow legal system, but also because politicians seeking control over the bureaucracy intervene informally to halt disciplinary procedures against their political allies within the bureaucracy. Frequent transfers that disrupt project implementation are desirable to politicians who benefit from transfer-related bribes. More broadly, the lack of effective information flows from subordinates to superiors, which some other commentators have identified as a crucial barrier to effective policy implementation (Matta and Kerr 2007), may be the result of a broader cultural disposition towards paternalism and high levels of power distance (Aycan et al. 2000), indicating that elements of political context other than the goals of political actors also matter. 
Discussion
 I have argued that the political contexts Kaufman ignored were crucial to the success of the USFS he studied. Policy implementation was effective, and field compliance was high not only because there was an effective organizational structure, as Kaufman argued, but also because the agency’s political principals worked effectively to support the field level implementation of agency programs. In the 1950s the USFS focused on resource extraction, and implementation was supported by a strong pro-extraction coalition that dominated forest politics both in Washington and in remote forest towns. Without this external political pre-condition, organizational structure could not insure effective implementation.
Evidence for this claim comes from examining two forestry agencies that are similar to Kaufman’s USFS, but achieve poorer outcomes. Although contemporary forest management in the US and India differ in terms of the actors that are involved in implementation, as well as their goals (see Table 1), in both cases two processes work together to break down field-level implementation when political support declines. First, those who do not support field level implementation, such as US environmentalists, or those who favor repurposing implementation activities towards clientelistic activities, such as Indian politicians, change structures that obstruct their ability to influence field implementation. In the US case, this meant introducing requirements for public participation in decision-making, while in India it meant increasing political authority over the transfer of bureaucrats. Second, even without structural change implementation of field activities becomes difficult when powerful political actors are in conflict over what should be done, as in the case of the contemporary USFS, or when there is political pressure to focus on tasks other than those countenanced in the law, as in India. 
(table 1 about here)
The argument I present here matters for three reasons. First, reexamining Kaufman’s findings provides an opportunity to deepen theoretical understanding of the relationship between external political forces and agency effectiveness by emphasizing the interplay between formal organizational structure and politics – and in particular, local politics. In contrast to past work which examines short-term relationship between external political actors and bureaucratic outcomes (McCubbins, Noll, and Weingast 1987, Wood and Waterman 1991, Meier and O'Toole 2006b, Yackee 2015) or the long-term political strategies agency leaders use to gain power (Long 1949, Carpenter 2001, Carpenter and Krause 2012), this paper emphasizes the ways that political coalitions can influence long-term agency effectiveness through the combination of formal structural change and informal field-level actions. Powerful agencies often attract opposition and/or actors who wish to redirect that power to their own purposes, and power may shield agencies from adapting to these changes, leading them to eventually undermine their own prestige (Durant 2015). The environmentalists in the US who pushed for new environmental laws at the federal level took a first step in changing national forest policy, yet initial changes resulting from the passage of the National Environmental Policy Act and the National Forest Management Act were modest (Wilkinson and Anderson 1985), and the more dramatic changes discussed here came as a result of the actions of hundreds of field-level activists and government officials over decades (Yaffee 1994, Durbin 1996). Similarly, the domination of India’s forest governance by corrupt politicians is less the result of any particular formal policy, and more the outcome of the informal experimentation by local politicians in finding ways to survive in a competitive political landscape. Future research should examine more carefully the relationship between national and local political coalitions in the process of policy change and implementation: we understand little about how political movements that cross these spatial scales are built and maintained, nor about how they build relationships with local agency personnel that contribute to the processes of change described here.
The second reason that the arguments in this article matter flows directly from the first. Reformers have sought to fix the problems in both US and Indian forest management through changing legal frameworks. In the US, these efforts have often focused on weakening environmental laws (e.g. USDA - Forest Service 2002), while in India they have pushed for laws granting more rights to rural communities (Kumar and Kerr 2012) or increased funding and independence for forestry agencies (Kumar 2014). Yet if the USFS of the mid-20th century was effective not because of its organizational structure, but because of the political consensus that supported the agency’s mission, then increasing agency effectiveness will require developing a redefined mission and a supporting political coalition that can overcome conflicting priorities. These lessons are relevant to other agencies that might propose internal structural reforms – drawing on the lessons of Kaufman and others about internal organizational behavior – to solve problems that originate in the broader political environment.
If solving administrative problems requires getting the politics right, how is this done? The building of political coalitions is a large subject that goes beyond the scope of this article, and should be an important direction for future research in this area. In the cases described here, foresters themselves played crucial roles in defining the forestry agenda throughout the late 19th and early 20th century (McGeary 1960, Miller 2001, Carpenter 2001, Stebbing 1922), but after the middle of the 20th century, the greatest initiatives were taken by US environmentalists (Hays 1987) and Indian politicians (Zwart 1994, Potter 1996). While early foresters focused on building effective agencies so that they could achieve their policy goals, more recent political entrepreneurs had other aims, which ultimately undermined agency effectiveness. A simple change in administrative structure that aimed to restore older patterns is not likely to be effective due to fierce opposition from those who have been empowered. We do not understand well why these shifts in rhetoric and initiative occurred, and this should be a direction for future research. One plausible theory is that the power of agencies promoted a backlash from the publics that were poorly served by those agencies (Durant 2015). Further research is also needed to document the strategies that have been used successfully to forge new, effective political coalitions, and that might provide a way forward for those who wish to get the politics right. 
The final reason this argument matters is that it illustrates broader problems for understanding context in the study of public administration. Some scholars have expressed concern that prominent results from quantitative studies are based on a small number of datasets, calling for attention to the importance of contextual variables (O’Toole and Meier 2015). Qualitative case studies might seem to offer an advantage in this respect, since they allow more room to explore context. Yet qualitative studies can also ignore contextual variables, particularly in the absence of a vigorous program of comparative analysis, a program that is largely lacking in public administration (Perry 2016, but see Coleman and Fleischman 2012, Coleman 2014). Kaufman ignored political context because it seemed uninteresting – for fifty years the USFS had faced a stable political context in which it was the dominant policy actor (Carpenter 2001). He thus looked to administrative structures as the source of the Forest Service’s distinctiveness. Only by comparing Kaufman’s agency to similarly structured agencies operating in different political contexts can we see the importance of political context in determining outcomes.
Conclusion
In this article, I have argued that Herbert Kaufman’s explanation of the success of the USFS in molding its employees to follow central directives was incomplete because Kaufman ignored the political context of the agency. Kaufman’s agency was successful because it was supported by a strong political coalition that helped build an effective structure and supported it in the field. As I have shown, similar agencies lacking this supportive political environment are likely to founder. Getting internal institutions “right” is insufficient for building effective organizational cultures. Building effective organizational cultures inside of public agencies also requires developing political supports outside of the agency that support the passage of legal reforms and effective field-level implementation of those reforms. Reformers wishing to improve public agency performance must consider the politics of the reform process if they wish to be successful. In order to support these efforts, public administration scholarship needs to devote greater attention to understanding how the interactions between public agencies and external political actors across scales from national governments to field offices influences the shaping of organizational reputations and the outcomes of public programs.
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[bookmark: _GoBack]Table 1: Comparison of political contexts and organizational structures of forest administration
	
	USFS, 1950s
	USFS, Present
	India, Present

	Outcome
	Organizational Compliance, effective implementation
	Internal conflict, medium implementation
	Low compliance, poor implementation

	Political supporters
	Alliance of local business interests & extractive industries
	Conflicting alliances of environmentalists & extractive industries
	Politicians 

	Goals of political supporters
	Efficient implementation of resource extraction
	Environmentalists want Resource conservation, industries want more extraction
	Obtain bribes, deliver clientelistic goods to supporters

	Methods of political control
	Narrow hiring, local and national political pressure
	Public participation, legal processes, local protest
	Transfers

	Role of transfers
	Frequent, maintains organizational loyalty
	Frequent, maintains organizational loyalty
	Very frequent, facilitates bribery and discipline

	Level of corruption
	Low
	Low
	High

	Level of consensus
	High
	Low
	Low

	Educational backgrounds
	Homogenous (all foresters)
	Very diverse (numerous professions)
	Diverse at start, but all receive extensive homogenous training

	Information flow
	Bidirectional between field and supervisors
	Bidirectional between field and supervisors
	Information mostly flows down from supervisors to field staff



