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hat does, can, and should government do?

This is a fundamental question that harkens
back to first principles regarding our republican form
of government. Too often, however, this question is
not asked. Instead, government is called upon to
solve all types of real or perceived social and eco-
nomic problems. Well-meaning causes generate
“mission creep,” whereby almost everything is con-
sidered within the government’s responsibility.

Government is often seen as a powerful and almost
limitless resource able to call on the collective will
and creativity of a rich society to take care of any
issue. Indeed, government is powerful, but its re-
sources are not limitless; government has no re-
sources of its own, but can only expropriate re-
sources from the governed. Government is a useful,
powerful tool, and a necessary one. Government that
is too broadly cast, however, can quickly become
more of a burden than a help, partly because no one
organization can do very many things well. Govern-
ment must therefore be limited and its functions
carefully considered.

The Importance of Defining Missions

State government and individual state agencies have
specific reasons for existing. Whatever that purpose
or mission might be, it is important for those who
work within government to always keep it in mind
and to point their efforts toward its achievement.

Recommendations

1) The Legislature should devise a formal
process whereby substantive standing
committees approve agency mission
statements.

2) State policymakers should consider codi-
fying a state mission statement that does
not change with each new governor.

3) Agency mission statements should be:

concise,

simple,

operational,

tightly focused,

consistent with the state’s overall
mission, and

m achievable.

4) Agencies whose missions cannot be
defined to meet these criteria should be
restructured or abolished.

Mission statements help provide a “central, collec-
tive focus” for those who work within agencies.!
Because there is no profit discipline in government,
recognition of central missions is probably even
more important than in the private sector, which
makes extensive use of mission statements.

CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE
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To be sure, mission statements can be exercises in
the trivial, full of useless jargon.? However, a well-
designed mission statement that gets to the heart of
an agency’s purpose can serve as a point of reference
for every task every agency employee performs and
make success more likely. Maurice McTigue, former
Member of Parliament and cabinet secretary from
New Zealand and an expert in examining govern-
ment performance, has said that “those organizations
with a tight focus on their mission are more likely to
be successful in achieving their mission.” It is diffi-
cult to have a tight mission focus if the mission is not
known because it is not written down. Conceptually,
this has been recognized for a long time in Texas’
state government. Agency mission statements have
been part of strategic planning processes at least
since the early 1990s.

Mission statements also inform interested citizens of
what they can expect of their government more ex-
plicitly than just the name of an agency. To this end,
missions should be well-known and long-standing.
One of the problems with the current strategic plan-
ning system is that agencies substantially define their
own missions and the mission can conceivably
change with every new strategic plan.

Ideal Characteristics of Mission
Statements

The best advice regarding mission statements is that
they should be concise and simple. The late Peter
Drucker, renowned management expert, said a mis-
sion statement should be less than a paragraph.* Oth-
erwise, the mission is very likely too broad.

Simplicity demands clarity. There should be no jar-
gon. After reading a mission statement, the reader
should know very precisely what the job or purpose
of an agency is. The mission statement should not be
aimed only at people “in the know” such as agency
bureaucrats, legislative staff, or elected officials re-
sponsible for the state’s budgeting. It should be
aimed at a general reader with general knowledge.

Drucker also said that a mission statement should be
operational—i.e. lead to direct action. His example
was a hospital whose mission statement charged it
with improving the health of the community. So
many different things could have been done to meet
this mission that the mission produced stasis. It was

realized that the hospital’s real mission was to ad-
dress immediate health concerns in its emergency
room.

Very often, a mission statement is not operational
because it is not tightly focused. An agency that at-
tempts to do too many things will waste valuable
resources and accomplish little or nothing—or
worse. Focus alone, though, is not enough. Focusing
on the wrong mission might be worse than no focus
at all. An ineffective agency is preferred to an effec-
tive one that is, nevertheless, doing the wrong thing.

One of the biggest problems in government is that it
attempts to do too much. Economists have long rec-
ognized problems with diseconomies of scale, for
example, a circumstance where size and scope sim-
ply become unmanageable, where an enterprise has
grown beyond its optimal size. Even with the best of
intentions on the part of all managers in such an en-
terprise, adequate knowledge for proper coordination
of efforts and timing cannot exist. This phenomenon
is most readily seen in those cases where agencies
have followed policies that elected officials only be-
latedly learn about.

The same phenomenon can happen within an agency
as well as across agencies. In many respects, for ex-
ample, the Texas Department of Parks & Wildlife
suffers from contradictory missions. It is in charge of
conservation at the same time it is in charge of ex-
ploiting natural surroundings for recreational use.
While the two missions are compatible, there are
many who see them as diametrically opposed and
pull the agency in opposing directions.

Every state agency’s mission must be consistent
with the state’s mission. Ideally, there should be a
mission associated with every program that must
then comport with the agency’s mission. Consistency
is not easy to achieve in a political environment, but
it is still worth striving for. By insisting on consis-
tency of missions from one level of state government
to another, the state’s overall mission is more likely
to be achieved.

This means an agency’s mission must be achievable.
Having a focused mission at the state and agency
levels helps. Very often it seems policymakers prom-
ise too much. Government is not the solution to
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every problem. While this might not be particularly
satisfying or glamorous, it is often realistic. Policy-
makers must be honest with their constituents and
themselves about what government can achieve.’

A common trap individuals of goodwill fall into is
simply thinking they know more than they really do.
We live in a world of confident “experts” whose spe-
cialized training can often lead to error due to failure
to take other knowledge into account. Economists
Ludwig von Mises and Thomas Sowell, among oth-
ers, have demonstrated how difficult it is to coordi-
nate activities for the benefit of everyone without the
knowledge that freely-functioning prices convey.®
Pilgrim Governor William Bradford, in the small
society of Plymouth Colony, discovered how power-
less he was and the remarkable power of private ac-
tion, when markets were traded for government and
the Pilgrims at last were able to feed themselves in
abundance.’

The Mission of the State of Texas

Texas state government’s mission is not well defined.
Of the last three governors, each has proposed a dif-
ferent state mission statement as part of the state’s
strategic planning process. Every agency’s multi-
year strategic plan is required to begin with a restate-
ment of the state’s mission.

In 1992, Governor Ann Richards’ view of the state’s
mission was:

m To provide educational opportunities for all
its people;

m To protect and enhance the health, well-
being and productivity of all Texans;

m To preserve the state’s environment and
ensure wise, productive use of the state’s
natural resources;

m To build a solid foundation for social and
economic prosperity; and

m To ensure the safety of our communities.®

Under Governor George Bush it was:

The mission of Texas state government is to
support and promote individual and commu-
nity efforts to achieve and sustain social and
economic prosperity for its citizens.’

Governor Rick Perry’s current mission statement for
state government under which agencies currently
conduct their strategic planning is:

Texas state government must be limited, effi-
cient, and completely accountable. It should
foster opportunity and economic prosperity,
focus on critical priorities, and support the
creation of strong family environments for
our children. The stewards of the public
trust must be men and women who adminis-
ter state government in a fair, just, and re-
sponsible manner. To honor the public trust,
state officials must seek new and innovative
ways to meet state government priorities in a
fiscally responsible manner. Aim high...we
are not here to achieve inconsequential
things!*°

Each of these mission statements is quite broad. All
three statements are open to interpretation, leaving
much to the reader’s imagination to determine what
each means. A term such as “well-being” is so open
to interpretation as to be meaningless, yet it is
boundless at the same time. A term like “economic
prosperity” has a clear meaning but “social prosper-
ity” is indefinable. A mission statement should help
decision makers focus on critical priorities by defining
them. A mission statement so broad that government
would seem to have free reign to act in any area as
long as it is broadly for the people’s good fails to focus
on what government can actually accomplish, making
it difficult for government to succeed.

In the Texas Public Policy Foundation paper, Princi-
ples for Determining Budget Priorities, a case was
made that since individual liberty is of primary im-
portance in Texas’ history, there is an implied mis-
sion for Texas’ state government. Accordingly, a
primary mission statement for the state was pro-
posed.™

The primary mission of Texas state govern-
ment is to ensure individual liberty. The
state must therefore protect individuals’
ability to own their own labor and property
and employ them to their own personal
benefit; support the operation and efficiency
of free enterprise activity; provide a frame-
work for efficient local government; and
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provide for efficient and just civil and crimi-
nal justice systems.*?

This primary mission can be supplemented with a
secondary mission that can be justified by govern-
ment’s ability to call on individuals to participate in
collective actions that further the primary mission of
preserving individual liberty.

The secondary mission of Texas state gov-
ernment is to provide for the development of
basic infrastructure resources for the sake of
efficiency in commerce and to provide for
education systems as required by the state
constitution.

State government does far more than what is implied
by either of these statements, more than is necessary
or desired in a society that values liberty. However,
it seems useful to at least classify the remaining
functions of government in some way, if for no other
reason than to acknowledge these functions will not
go away overnight. One is left casting about, strug-
gling to find a unifying theme for all the state does
beyond these primary and secondary missions. The
following, however, seems to summarize these func-
tions well, although it reflects an admittedly harsh
judgment of a plethora of government programs.

The tertiary mission of Texas state govern-
ment is to provide an economic safety net to
certain individuals or groups whose plight
or activity is high profile enough to get the
attention of a significant proportion of
Texas’ policymakers.

This three-tiered mission statement violates the first
criterion of a well-constructed mission statement—
that it be concise. However, something as important
as a mission statement for a state government must
also be clear. Early in the state’s history, the primary
and secondary mission statements fairly consistently
characterized the state’s activities with the exception
that the state did not even provide for infrastructure
such as roads. State government’s mission has be-
come much less focused since then.

Steven Goldsmith, former Mayor of Indianapolis,
was very successful in helping to revive that city’s
economic prospects and make its government more

effective. He took a more focused approach and
based his reforms on four concepts that are very con-
sistent with the primary and secondary mission state-
ments above. In shortened form, they were:

1) [Government] should provide only those
services that people cannot
obtain for themselves through the
marketplace.

2) Government should create an atmos-
phere in which businesses can thrive,
but it cannot replace the marketplace.

3) [M]aximizing the range of choices peo-
ple have in the free market by maximiz-
ing the amount of money they keep for
themselves is the best way to guarantee
health, happiness and security.

4) Government should be measured the
same way every other enterprise is
measured—by results.*®

The fact that we must use a three-tiered mission
statement to fully account for the actual activities of
Texas’ state government shows how unfocused its
current mission has become. While some might ar-
gue that limiting the state’s mission to only the pri-
mary and secondary statements is unrealistic, not
doing so makes it less likely that fundamental func-
tions of government will be accomplished.

One might be tempted to unify the government pro-
grams operating under the third tier mission by label-
ing them the “social safety net” function of state
government, but it is broader than this. For example,
support of “the arts” is hardly providing a social
safety net to the unfortunate. In fact, many of those
who are patrons of government-subsidized art are
quite well-to-do. What “the arts” have in common
with “the homeless,” however, are vocal advo-
cates—seemingly the key to getting government
involved in providing certain functions.

Similarly, subsidies to large companies that locate
plants in Texas cannot be described as a social safety
net function. These subsidies are certainly beneficial
to some in the state, and especially to stockholders
all over the world. The social safety net itself, such
as food assistance and other welfare programs, along
with programs intended to promote various indus-
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tries, only fit well into the tertiary mission of govern-
ment. None of these functions are consistent with
either the primary or secondary missions proposed
above.

Agency Missions

Agency missions must be consistent with the mission
of the state. Preferably, an agency’s mission would
be consistent with the primary and secondary mis-
sions mentioned above. Virtually anything govern-
ment does would come under the problematic terti-
ary mission. Current agencies should be evaluated
for their missions and, if an agency’s mission is gen-
erally consistent only with the state’s tertiary mis-
sion, that agency should come under heavy scrutiny
for elimination or adjustment.

The Legislature and the governor should play a bigger
role in determining the missions of state agencies. The
Legislature creates agencies, funds them, monitors
them, and dictates a number of their functions. Yet, the
instructions to agencies for developing their strategic
plans make it clear that agencies are expected to define
their own missions.** Obviously, agencies do this in
the context of enabling statutes along with historical
precedent as a guide. But, having agencies substan-
tially determine their missions seems remarkably like
hiring an employee and leaving it to him to determine
his own job description; rarely a wise practice. The
Legislature needs to exercise closer oversight in defin-
ing agency missions.

Missions can legitimately change over
time, but these changes should be
carefully considered and at least de-

liberated by elected representatives.

Missions can legitimately change over time, but
these changes should be carefully considered and at
least deliberated by elected representatives. Current
practice is to effectively have the staffs of the Legis-
lative Budget Board and the Office of the Governor
oversee restatements of agency missions. Legislators
play essentially no role, but they should take greater

ownership and responsibility for guarding against
mission creep and to keep agencies properly focused.
A formal process for getting mission changes ap-
proved by legislative oversight committees should be
devised—one that requires public hearings before
mission changes can be approved. Legislators would
be more likely to ask critical questions about
whether a proposed new program or function fits
into an agency’s mission. This would help to counter
the temptation of empire building and mission creep
common in any bureaucracy.

What follows is a review of a half-dozen Texas state
agency mission statements. All of these agencies
were initially under sunset review and up for reau-
thorization by the 80™ Legislature, to meet in 2007.
The Texas Education Agency is no longer under sun-
set due to action by the 79" Legislature during its
Third Called Session. Nevertheless, the sheer size of
the Texas Education Agency, and the fact that public
education is explicitly mentioned in the constitution,
makes it an interesting subject for a review of state
agency missions.

Texas Education Agency (TEA)

The TEA’s mission statement has seen significant
evolution in the last eight years and today is one of
the better state agency mission statements:

The mission of the TEA is to provide leader-
ship, guidance, and resources to help
schools meet the educational needs of all
students.™

This statement is short, concise, and to the point. It
recognizes the TEA’s role is limited to that of sup-
port. Its role is to transmit the wishes of the Legisla-
ture and to pass state and federal taxpayer resources
through to the public schools across the state. It rec-
ognizes that schools, not the TEA, are in the best
position to meet the educational needs of students.

The TEA’s mission statement appears to assume that
schools are exclusively responsible for meeting edu-
cational needs. Certainly the TEA is in a position to
assist parents—i.e. taxpayers—when they need help
in dealing with school districts. At best, schools (and
taxpayers) can make the resources available for stu-
dents to be presented with knowledge and then pro-
vide incentives for educators to present material and
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encourage students to learn. Much is up to parents
and students as well.

The TEA’s current mission statement is not in statute
although the agency mission adopted in its 1999 strate-
gic plan was partially derived from a mission state-
ment for Texas’ public education system as a whole,
enacted in 1995." The TEA’s 1999 mission was:

The mission of the Texas Education Agency
is to build the capacity of the Texas public
education system to provide all students a
quality education that enables them to
achieve their potential and fully participate
now and in the future in the social, eco-
nomic, and educational opportunities of our
state and nation.*®

This mission statement was taken virtually word-for-
word from statute, which has a mission statement
intended for the public education system in general.
The TEA simply added the phrase “build the capac-
ity of” to make the system’s mission its own."” Thus,
the TEA’s mission statement became too broad.
What would have been better is if the TEA had been
tasked in its mission with checking to see if the pub-
lic education system was achieving its mission and
then reporting this to the Legislature.

A particularly unsatisfying mission statement for the
TEA was that in the 1992 and 1995 strategic plans,
to wit:

The mission of the Central Education
Agency is to develop and support a learning
environment for students of all ages with the
goal of attaining excellence and equity in
achievement for everyone served by the
Texas public education system.*®

This mission statement envisions a very muscular
TEA. It puts the TEA in the position of “developing”
a statewide “learning environment.” Just what a

“learning environment” constitutes is a bit of a mys-
tery. If it is schools, then school should be part of the
mission statement. No clearer is what “equity in
achievement” might mean, though “excellence” im-
plies a very lofty goal that is probably incompatible
with achievement equity given that students’ abili-
ties vary. This statement is overly broad, promises
more than can ever be delivered, and quite frankly, is
not clear. It is a good example of how lack of focus
leads to no focus at all. This statement leaves a lot of
room for almost anything the TEA might attempt to
fall within the confines of its mission statement.

Obviously, there will always be some agency to dis-
tribute funds to local schools. Any such agency will
fit within the secondary mission of state government.
However, wholesale social or educational transforma-
tion is outside the ken of state government. In addition,
the current system of public education is not required
in the state constitution. The Legislature could make
suitable provision for a wholly different type of system
and the TEA’s mission would have to adapt accord-
ingly. For example, a system like that of New Zea-
land’s in which parents exercise freedom of choice
would be compatible with the state’s constitution.

The TEA’s current mission statement might best be
restated somewhat to read:

The mission of the TEA is to administer the
funding system for public education, provide
leadership and guidance to assist schools
and parents in their efforts to educate stu-
dents, and administer the school account-
ability system to ensure taxpayer resources
are used efficiently.

Though longer than its current mission statement,
this proposed statement does serve to provide even
greater focus. It also makes it clear that the TEA is
not the benefactor of Texas schools. It is only an
administrator and monitor of funding that passes
through it, ultimately from taxpayers.

TSection 4.001(a), “Texas Education Code states: The mission of the public education system of this state is to ensure that all Texas chil-
dren have access to a quality education that enables them to achieve their potential and fully participate now and in the future in the so-
cial, economic, and educational opportunities of our state and nation. That mission is grounded on the conviction that a general diffusion
of knowledge is essential for the welfare of this state and for the preservation of the liberties and rights of citizens. It is further grounded
on the conviction that a successful public education system is directly related to a strong, dedicated, and supportive family and that paren-
tal involvement in the school is essential for the maximum educational achievement of a child.”
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Texas Department of Criminal Justice (TDC])

Section 493.001 of the Texas Government Code
specifies the mission of the TDCJ, maybe the only
instance of where this is done by the Legislature:

The mission of the department is to provide
public safety, promote positive change in
offender behavior, reintegrate offenders into
society, and assist victims of crime.

If an uninformed reader were only given the name of
the agency and this mission statement, he could al-
most be excused for still not knowing the TDCJ is in
charge of the state’s jails. The TDCJ mission state-
ment is too general, saying it is to provide “public
safety.” Texas has an entirely separate Department
of Public Safety. The TDCJ mission statement there-
fore appears to duplicate another agency’s mission.
While it is true that jailing felons protects the public,
the term “public safety” has a different connotation
and would seem to encourage the TDCJ to broaden
its true mission into solving crimes.

Victim assistance may also broaden the TDCJ mis-
sion excessively. It is difficult to conceive that an
agency focused on incarcerating law violators could
ever assist crime victims effectively, although it is
important for the TDCJ to cooperate with efforts to
assist crime victims. The Attorney General’s office
has a crime victims’ assistance section. Given the
Attorney General’s charge to represent the people,
its legal staff that can work to have sentencing
changed for the sake of victim assistance, and the
fact that the Attorney General is elected and likely to
bow to pressure to assist victims, it seems most ap-
propriate to have an elected official fully oversee
such a function.

The TDCJ would probably be better served by its
mission statement from its 1992-98 strategic plan,
which was also based on the Government Code. It
stated the TDCJ was responsible for:

m  The confinement, supervision and reha-
bilitation of felons.

m  The development of a system of state
and local punishment, supervision and
rehabilitation programs and facilities.

m  The reintegration of felons into society
after release from confinement.*®

This is far more focused and meaningful, getting to
the heart of what the TDCJ is all about. Neverthe-
less, it is true that the job of the TDCJ is broader
than just being in charge of incarcerating law break-
ers. Increasingly, there is interest in exploring new
ways to punish these individuals as well as more
effective ways to make them contributing members
of society.”® To that end, the TDCJ mission state-
ment might better be stated as:

The mission of the department is to adminis-
ter and carry out punishments of criminal
offenders as specified by Texas’ system of
criminal justice, to administer a secure in-
carceration system that promotes the reinte-
gration of felons into society after release
from confinement, and to cooperate in
assisting victims of crime.

This mission statement provides for the full gamut of
punishments including parole and probation (though
probation is currently locally administered but with
pass-through funding from the TDCJ, another issue
in itself).?* It also takes primary responsibility for
victim assistance away from the TDCJ, a responsi-
bility that is not likely to get the attention it needs
from an agency mostly concerned with administer-
ing criminal punishment, though that punishment
might include work programs that require restitution
payments to victims that the TDCJ would have to
administer.

Texas Alcoholic Beverage Commission (TABC)

Although the TABC’s current mission derives from
statute and past mission statements, its mission is not
explicitly defined in statute:

The mission of the Texas Alcoholic Beverage
Commission is to supervise and regulate all
phases of the alcoholic beverage industry to
ensure the protection of the welfare, health,
peace, temperance, and safety of the people
of Texas, while facilitating fairness, bal-
anced competition, and responsible behavior
through voluntary compliance.?

This mission statement appears to basically agree
with the jobs the Legislature has given the TABC in
statute. Section 1.03 of the Texas Alcoholic Bever-
age Code vyields the responsibility to “ensure the pro-
tection of the welfare, health, peace, temperance, and
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safety” of Texans.”® The rest of the mission state-
ment succinctly sums up statutes that govern the de-
partment.

Economic theory and reasoning bring into question
the wisdom of a mission of any agency to essentially
manage an entire industry. “Fairness” and “balanced
competition” are often code words for actions taken
to favor the regulated industry, often in a way that
limits competition and harms consumers. The phrase
“responsible behavior through voluntary compli-
ance” was added in recent years; its meaning is un-
clear.

The TABC is supposed to control and regulate both
the demand and supply of the alcoholic beverage
industry. Its job is to enforce the law with regard to
whom alcoholic beverages are sold and by whom
they are consumed. At the same time, it is in charge
of regulating who sells alcoholic beverages. Poten-
tially, both sides of the market can be regulated in a
way that favors one and harms the other.

The TABC’s mission is most compatible with the
state’s tertiary mission. An argument can be made
that the primary mission is satisfied due to people’s
lives being protected. This might be true, but strict
laws punishing the consequences of abusing alcohol
and then, for example, driving while intoxicated, pre-
sumably serve the same purpose without recourse to a
completely different law-enforcement agency and
without an industry-specific, tax-supported agency
being necessary. The TABC did not exist prior to the
United States’ prohibition era and was only created
after the repeal of prohibition. This history begs the
question of whether the TABC is really necessary.

Texas Commission on the Arts (TCA)

Judging from past mission statements, the TCA ap-
pears to have been an agency in search of a mission.
As stated in its strategic plan for 1992-98, its mis-
sion statement was:

The mission of the Texas Commission on the
Arts is to ensure that the arts continue as a
major contributor to the aesthetic, cultural,
creative, and economic well-being of all citi-
zens of Texas.

For the TCA’s existence to be justified under this
statement, there would have to be some evidence
that the arts were in danger of not continuing to be
important in Texas. Then, in the 1995-99 strategic
plan the mission became:

The mission of the Texas Commission on the

Arts is:

m to preserve and develop the arts and
cultural industries of Texas

= to expand the artistic, educational, and
cultural opportunities for all Texans

m to conserve Texas’ rich and diverse ar-
tistic and cultural heritage

= to encourage the utilization of the arts
towards the discovery of creative solu-
tions to address the challenges facing
Texas, as we approach the 21% Century,
thus ensuring that the arts continue and
grow as a major contributor to the cul-
tural and economic well-being of each
and every Texan.

The first bullet gives the first hint of the TCA’s true
mission—support of the arts and cultural industries.
The TCA’s mission changed again in its 1997-2001
strategic plan to:

Our mission is to conserve Texas’ rich and
diverse heritage through the advancement of
the arts and cultural industries. The TCA is
the public sector advocate which makes pos-
sible artistic, educational, and cultural op-
portunities for all Texans, thus ensuring that
the arts continue and grow as a major con-
tributor to the cultural and economic well-
being of our citizenry.

Except for overly-ambitious language about eco-
nomic well-being, this is probably the clearest mis-
sion statement the TCA has had. It is certainly an
advocate for a particular industry—the arts industry.
And today, starting with the 2001-05 strategic plan:

The mission of the Texas Commission on the
Arts is to develop a receptive climate for the
arts through the conservation and advance-
ment of our rich and diverse arts and cul-
tural industries.
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Here, the real mission of the TCA can still be dis-
cerned—to advance and subsidize the (non-profit)
arts and cultural industries in the state. Each of the
mission statements in the TCA’s history have obfus-
cated this fact with lofty phrases, impossible aspira-
tions, and meaningless platitudes (*“creative solu-
tions...as we approach the 21 Century...”).

The TCA primarily passes out grants, some of which
go to public schools. Much of the funding for the
public school grants comes from the federal govern-
ment. One agency that could be in charge of making
the grants to schools is the TEA which already han-
dles a good deal of federal funding, including grants,
to schools.

The TCA fulfills only the tertiary mission of the
state. Only a relatively few Texans benefit from its
grants—those who are part of the arts community.
The TCA’s function is not a critical function of state
government, thereby removing the focus on critical
priorities Governor Perry’s mission statement seeks.
Much art is of a nature that only a limited number of
people can benefit from it, making it unlikely that a
cogent argument could be made that the TCA pro-
vides a general benefit to all Texans. This is an espe-
cially hard case to make when there are very healthy
private art industries.

What would a TCA mission statement consistent
with the proposed primary and secondary missions
look like? Perhaps the TCA could serve as a clearing
house of information for artists and those supporting
their efforts with private contributions. This hardly
seems a necessary function of government, though,
and it runs the risk of having an agency push for mis-
sion creep. It is not entirely clear that an agency pro-
moting “arts” can ensure individual liberty and pro-
vide for the development of basic infrastructure.

Texas Historical Commission (THC)

The THC has had the same mission statement at least
since its 1995-99 strategic plan, which is:

To protect and preserve the state’s historic
and prehistoric resources for the use, educa-
tion, economic benefit, and enjoyment of
present and future generations.?*

This mission statement, now more than 10 years old,
is one that should be emulated for its focus, its brev-
ity, and clear meaning. The THC might arguably
fulfill the secondary mission of the state. It can be
said it helps to build the tourism infrastructure. How-
ever, while there are symbols of Texas’ heritage
from which arguably all Texans benefit, few are un-
der control of the THC. Those not under THC con-
trol include the Alamo, San Jacinto monument, and
the Battleship Texas. If there were no other entity in
Texas working to fulfill the THC’s mission, perhaps
there would be a need for the agency.

As it is, the THC appears to be repetitive of other
efforts to “protect and preserve the state’s historic
and prehistoric resources.” These include the efforts
of local governments, universities, and even private
efforts, as well as efforts by other state agencies such
as Parks & Wildlife. The courthouse restoration pro-
gram that THC oversees should be local. It should be
up to counties to preserve their historical court-
houses. In addition, the Texas Main Street program
is another subsidy to rural Texas that is more appro-
priately assigned to the Office of Rural Community
Affairs. This program, however, mainly serves the
tertiary mission of the state and should be elimi-
nated.

It is a toss-up as to whether or not the THC should
continue in existence. Its mission would seem to lend
it to a very different use than that to which it is cur-
rently being put. Many historical properties are con-
trolled by agencies whose primary missions have
little or nothing to do with historical preservation.
Parks & Wildlife, for example, controls the historical
sites in Goliad. The THC, it seems, has a mission
better oriented to promoting visits to that important
historical site than does Parks & Wildlife which of-
ten sees even camping services as a drain on its re-
sources.”® Historical preservation and promotion are
certainly not part of Parks & Wildlife’s mission.

Office of Rural Community Affairs (ORCA)

Created in 2001, the ORCA has never changed its
mission statement from:

To assist rural Texans who seek to enhance
their quality of life by facilitating, with in-
tegrity, the use of the resources of our state
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so that sustained economic growth will en-
rich the rural Texas experience for the benefit
of all.?®

This mission statement is very open-ended. It is also
very unclear. It pledges the use of state resources, that
is, the resources of all taxpayers, rural or otherwise—
to sustain economic growth—ypresumably in rural
areas—for the sake of rural Texans who want to en-
hance their quality of life. In short this is an urban to
rural income and wealth redistribution program. It
seems to presume rural Texans have a special claim
on everyone else’s resources in order to enhance their
own quality of life.

Conclusion

Only a small sample of agency mission statements in
Texas has been presented here. Nevertheless, the
shortcomings of the mission statements for the agen-
cies presented are probably not uncommon. Agency
mission statements need to be concise, operational,
focused, consistent with the state’s mission, and
achievable. Much depends on the state’s mission be-
ing the same.

Agency mission statements need to
be concise, operational, focused,
consistent with the state’s mission,
and achievable. Much depends on

the state’s mission being the same.

Defining the state’s mission is currently the responsi-
bility of the governor. It is one way the governor is
able to set the priorities of state government despite a
generally weak position vis-a-vis the Legislature. If
the state’s mission were to be codified, the governor
would be made weaker. On the other hand, state gov-
ernment would be more consistent from one governor
to the next. No matter what the state’s mission is, pri-
orities can be set within it. Unfortunately, some past
mission statements lent themselves to obscurity.

First and foremost, the Legislature,
and state government, is to serve
Texans as taxpayers—producers and
property owners who shoulder the
real responsibility for enhancing our

standard of living.

The Legislature should play a bigger part in the adop-
tion of agency mission statements. Agency missions
should be approved by the substantive committees in
charge of oversight for particular agencies. The gen-
eral appropriations act is not where agency missions
should be finally approved or established. There is
already enough content handled by the appropriations
process which, by default, ratifies most agencies’
mission statements by accepting their strategic plans.
First and foremost, the Legislature, and state govern-
ment, is to serve Texans as taxpayers—producers and
property owners who shoulder the real responsibility
for enhancing our standard of living. With well-
defined state and agency missions, that mission will
be better satisfied.

Talmadge Heflin is a Visiting Research Fellow in the
Center for Fiscal Policy Studies at the Texas Public
Policy Foundation. Byron Schlomach, Ph.D., is the
Chief Economist and Director of the Center for Fiscal
Policy Studies. Contact Byron Schlomach at: bschlo-
mach@texaspolicy.com.
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