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ABSTRACT 

Performance measurement and accountability theories and concepts provide a framework 

for public higher education institutions to make data informed decisions, assure strategic 

use of resources, improve outcomes, and demonstrate contributions to the greater good.   

The study explored the application of strategic performance management at public four-

year universities, its impact on leaders’ decision making and institutional effectiveness 

outcomes, and its alignment with state policy priorities.  The study explored the 

application of specific practices including: a) use of performance measurement data to 

develop and assess strategic priorities, b) institutional leaders using measurement data to 

inform day-to-day decisions, c) using performance measurement data to inform annual 

budget allocations, d) benchmarking against comparable institutions, e) periodically 

disseminating information publicly, 6) cascading measurement down through the 

organization, and, f) whether performance measurement is used by managers and 

department chairs to inform day-to-day decisions.     The study also explored whether 

performance measurement at public higher education institutions contributed to improved 

decision-making by leadership or institutional effectiveness outcomes, and whether 

institutions’ performance measures were aligned with states’ public policy priorities for 

higher education.   The findings reveal specific measurement areas on which institutions 

that experienced better decision making and improved institutional effectiveness 

outcomes were collecting data and analyzing.  It provides higher education leaders a 

framework to develop indicators and dashboards that inform decision making and 

resource allocation, demonstrate value to the public and foster organizational learning.  
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CHAPTER 1:  INTRODUCTION 

 What gets measured gets managed. In the twelfth Transatlantic Dialogue 

convened by the American Council on Education (ACE), approximately 30 college and 

university leaders from the United States, Canada, and Europe concluded, “Pressure for 

performance and demonstrated outcomes gives notice to universities that they cannot 

expect a return to the status quo” (Kinser & Hill, 2011, p. 2). To achieve better results, 

public higher education institutions must focus their limited resources on improving 

effectiveness and outcomes. Performance measurement can serve to inform resource 

allocations, establish performance goals and targets for organizations and employees to 

work toward, demonstrate value to the public, and most importantly, contribute to 

organizational learning and improvement (Behn, 2003). A strategic performance 

management framework improves decision making and ensures alignment of initiatives 

and actions with the overall strategic goals and objectives of an organization. 

Transparency and accountability mean that higher education institutions must provide 

information on performance and outcomes so that stakeholders, particularly policy 

makers, can set priorities and make decisions (Leveille, 2006). However, public 

universities should view accountability mandates and the institutions’ commitment to 

organizational as aligned, rather than competing, values. A comprehensive strategic 

performance management system can serve that dual purpose.  

Background 

A 2006 report by the commission appointed by then-Secretary of Education 

Margaret Spellings argued that accountability was a vital element for ensuring success of 

the commission’s other proposed reforms and asserted that data about performance are 
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absolutely essential to improving institutional performance (U.S. Department of 

Education, 2006). The Spellings commission set the stage for a public-policy 

conversation that would eliminate higher education’s long-held immunity to calls for 

transparency. The commission’s report called for universities and colleges to be more 

forthcoming about cost, student learning, and success. It recommended the development 

of performance benchmarks to improve institutional cost management, productivity, and 

efficiency. The reports of the Spellings commission and a subsequent national 

commission, coupled with the sustained economic downturn, are widely attributed to the 

reigniting of a bipartisan public-policy conversation on higher education institutions at 

both the federal and state levels. The relationship between performance management 

practices in public higher education and performance improvement must be understood 

so that comprehensive and effective systems can be designed to be meaningful and 

practical, supporting both the public-policy priorities and unique institutional missions.  

Statement of the Problem 

Over the 20 years leading up to 2012, public support for higher education in the 

United States declined dramatically, with state legislatures cutting budgets and federal 

support for institutional aid vulnerable, while costs increased significantly. At the same 

time, institutional accountability requirements and calls for transparency broadened. 

Universities and colleges faced increasing demand to maintain affordability and 

demonstrate value to the public and prospective students (Basken, 2012).  

For many years, higher education was not the primary target of legislators’ calls 

for accountability. Climbing costs, growing student debt, and diminishing productivity 

would draw the public’s and policy makers’ critical attention to higher education. From 
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2000 to 2010, net average tuition at public institutions rose by 33.1% (Chakrabati, 

Mabutas, & Zafar, 2012). Public trust declined in response to a lack of transparency and 

rising tuition costs (Selingo, 2013) and the financial commitment of state legislatures 

could no longer be taken for granted (Sarrico, Rosa, Teixeira, & Cardoso, 2010). From a 

public-good vantage point, studies showed that college graduates experienced greater 

social mobility and increased opportunities to earn significantly more over their lifetimes. 

A 2012 study by the Institute for the Study of Societal Issues at the University of 

California found Californians with college degrees make $1.3 million more (in 2012 

dollars) and will spend less time in poverty than those with only high school diplomas 

over their lifetimes (Stiles, Hout, & Brady, 2013). Yet, graduation rates were on a 

downward trajectory compared with developed and developing countries (American 

Association of State Colleges and Universities, 2012). Just over 50% of students who 

entered college in America were leaving with a bachelor’s degree (Selingo, 2013).  

A report by the National Commission on Accountability in Higher Education 

concluded, “real improvement in higher education will come when accountability in 

higher education is a democratic process through which shared goals are explicitly 

established, progress is measured, and work to improve performance is motivated and 

guided” (State Higher Education Executive Officers, 2005, p. 7). But, while most 

university leaders paid close attention to the number of applications, acceptances, and 

enrollments, few regularly received information about retention, time to degree, and 

completions (American Council on Education, 2013). The Voluntary System of 

Accountability, developed by the American Association of Schools, Colleges and 

Universities (AASCU) and the Association of Public and Land-grant Universities 
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(APLU) was introduced in 2006 to provide data to stakeholders about cost, student 

outcomes, and progress. In 2012, President Barrack Obama proposed another scorecard 

for higher education institutions that included cost, average student debt, success rates, 

and employability after graduation. He renewed his call for greater accountability in a 

plan he released following his February 2013 State of the Union address, indicating he 

would call on Congress to consider performance data when making decisions about 

institutions that would receive federal aid (White House, 2013). In August 2013, 

President Obama released a plan that would help prospective students compare the value 

offered by institutions and encourage institutions to improve performance. He also 

challenged state governments to fund higher education based on performance. 

How does public higher education demonstrate its value and rebuild public trust, 

assure the highest and best use of resources, and identify actions for improvement in key 

outcomes? There is no doubt that it requires a collaborative effort between policymakers 

and higher education leaders to agree upon an agenda that achieves the state’s public-

policy priorities while recognizing the unique mission of the institutions (American 

Association of State Colleges and Universities, 2013). A comprehensive system can 

address multiple stakeholders and policy priorities while providing higher education 

leaders information to make better decisions.  

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this descriptive, explorative study was to examine public higher 

education institutions’ application of strategic performance management systems and 

determine if the systems are aligned with state-level policy priorities and if the policies 

contribute to better decision making and improved institutional-effectiveness outcomes. 
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While performance management systems in industry and government have been 

increasingly examined, there have not been widespread studies on the application of 

specific institutional performance-management and measurement practices in higher 

education, their contribution to improved decision making or outcomes, or their 

alignment with public-policy priorities and mandates. The regulatory and public-opinion 

pressures on institutions of higher education to improve institutional effectiveness 

outcomes while keeping costs down are likely to continue. 

Theoretical Framework 

Performance management theory is built upon the premise that measurement is 

used to inform decision making and improve performance. Organizational learning 

depends on good performance measurement; without monitoring progress toward goals 

and the effects of actions, there is no way to learn (Senge, 1999). Managers develop and 

implement performance measurement systems to document performance and support 

decision making (Moynihan & Wholey, as cited by LeRoux & Wright, 2010). 

Performance data link strategic priorities with the day-to-day operations of the institution 

(Sarrico et al., 2010). Organizations that have employed comprehensive strategic 

performance-measurement systems provide managers with the necessary data to make 

better decisions (LeRoux & Wright, 2010) and experience better performance (Behn, 

2003; Evans, 2004). An effective performance management system will communicate 

goals and objectives, establish performance metrics, and track performance against goals 

and objectives (Leveille, 2006). Performance measurement also promotes continuous 

improvement and accountability and serves to communicate to members of the 

organization the importance of good performance and its contribution to the 
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organization’s priorities (Sarrico et al., 2010). Performance measurement theory assumes 

organizations use multiple measures to assess performance (Behn, 2003; Evans, 2004; 

LeRoux & Wright, 2010) and to address different purposes and audiences (Behn, 2003).  

Institutional accountability demonstrates effective use of resources and 

performance improvement to key stakeholders and the public, supports policy decision 

making (Wholey, 1999), improves government services, improves communications 

between citizens and government (Wholey, 1997), and establishes a performance-based 

culture in the public sector (Behn, 2003). Leadership commitment to accountability 

results in increased use of performance data in decision making (Moynihan & Lavertu, 

2012). At the policy level, lack of data and accountability hinder policy makers and the 

public from making informed decisions (U.S. Department of Education, 2006).  

Performance management theory has been broadly validated through numerous 

studies and can be applied across private, not-for-profit, and public-sector organizations 

for data-driven decision making, continuous improvement, and assessing actions taken to 

achieve strategy. The elements of the theory also include the types of measures deployed, 

different purposes, different audiences, and ongoing evolution of the system that is 

responsive to the changing needs of the organization. The primary causal theory behind 

accountability and performance measurement is that measuring and assessing will result 

in performance improvement in public-sector institutions. There must be agreement on 

goals by policymakers and agency leaders, perceived leadership support, and use of 

performance data in decision making for real learning and improvement to occur. The 

theories and concepts underlying institutional-level performance measurement and 
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accountability produce a framework for a strategic performance management conceptual 

design (Figure 1).  

 

Figure 1: Strategic Performance-Management System Research Questions 

Research Questions 

The study will examine three research questions: 

1. What is the scope of strategic performance management systems at public four-

year higher education institutions?  

2. Has the use of performance measurement in public higher education contributed 

to improved decision making or institutional effectiveness outcomes? 

3. Are public higher education institutions’ performance measures aligned with 

states’ public-policy priorities for public higher education? 



STRATEGIC PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT IN HIGHER EDUCATION 
 

 

8 

Methodology 

This descriptive, exploratory study used data collected from an online survey 

conducted in late summer 2013. The study explored the scope of strategic performance 

management systems, particularly measurement and use of data in decision making, at 

public four-year universities. It examined specific practices and the contribution of these 

practices to improved decision making or institutional effectiveness outcomes and to 

determine whether the institution’s performance indicators were aligned with states’ 

public-policy priorities for higher education. 

Significance of the Study 

 By 2013, thirteen states had implemented some form of performance-based 

funding system for public institutions of higher education. All but 12 states already had 

implemented, were in the process of implementing, or were engaged in formal 

discussions about performance-based funding (National Conference of State Legislatures, 

2013). States were moving from historical funding models based on inputs, like 

enrollment, to funding based on performance outcomes (American Association for State 

Colleges and Universities, 2013). Outcomes measures could include the number of 

completions and degrees, time to degree, and measures aimed at closing the achievement 

gap. President Obama’s 2012 proposal and his August 2013 follow-up proposed plan 

implemented a national model that incorporated measures of value and affordability into 

existing models or establish a new system that would consider performance and results of 

institutions receiving federal aid. By engaging in the discussion, institutions’ stakeholders 

hope to avoid a system imposed without their input or consultation. This study presents a 

framework by which institutions can develop strategic performance management systems 
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that meet varied stakeholder information needs while focusing on organizational learning 

and continuous improvement to support broader public-policy priorities and unique 

institutional missions.  

Limitations of the Study 

Factors beyond the objectives of the study may have influenced performance 

outcomes. Previous studies have empirically demonstrated there are practices other than 

performance measurement and accountability frameworks which affect retention and 

graduation rates (e.g., addressing bottleneck courses, intrusive advising, supplemental 

instruction, and/or early preparation). The survey response rate and representativeness 

impacts the generalizability of the findings. Further, the outcome variables are self-

reported and only capture the perceptions of the viewpoint of the individual respondents. 

Finally, the unique missions and foci of institutions, or different state mandates, may 

impact how a strategic performance management system is designed and operationalized. 

Delimitations of the Study 

This study focused on publicly controlled four-year universities. It recognized that 

institutions were at different stages in the adoption of strategic performance management 

and the use of data and analytics to inform decision making.  

Definition of Terms 

The following key terms are used in this study: 

Achievement gap refers to the difference in educational attainment between 

students from groups of students, typically measured as underrepresented 



STRATEGIC PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT IN HIGHER EDUCATION 
 

 

10 

minority (URM) groups and non-underrepresented minority (Non-URM) groups 

or differences in socioeconomic status.  

Dashboard or scorecard refers to a management tool that includes performance 

measures or indicators to inform decision making and assess progress 

longitudinally or against performance targets. Data are sometimes presented using 

gauges or color indicators to quickly identify areas requiring special attention.  

IPEDS refers to the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System at the 

National Center for Education Statistics. The Higher Education Act requires 

institutions receiving federal student aid to report data on enrollment, degree 

completions, graduation rates, faculty and staff, finances, institutional prices, and 

student financial aid. Data are available to the public. 

Performance-based funding refers to state funding formulas that are based on 

outcome measures such as degree completions, time to degree, or closing the 

achievement gap. 

Performance measure or indicator refers to quantitative (numbers, dollars, 

percentages, or units) data. 

Strategic performance management is a systematic approach to inform strategic 

decision making, measure outcomes against established goals, allocate resources, 

and demonstrate improvement over time.  

Voluntary System of Accountability (VSA) refers to a web-based tool that 

provides standardized information about students, costs, and learning outcomes. 

The American Association of Schools, Colleges, and Universities (AASCU) and 
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the Association of Public and Land-grant Universities (APLU) developed the 

VSA to respond to public calls for transparency and accountability. 

Summary 

 Performance measurement and accountability theories and concepts provide a 

framework for public higher education institutions to make data informed decisions, 

assure strategic use of resources, improve outcomes, and demonstrate contributions to the 

greater good.  This study examined its application at public four-year universities, its 

impact on institutional decision making and effectiveness outcomes, and its alignment 

with state policy priorities. 
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Introduction 

Data inform organizational learning and improvement. Strategic performance 

management and performance measurement are tools for improving the way higher 

education does business, not just reporting to the legislature, publishing on the web, or 

presenting to accreditors. There is broad literature and empirical research on strategic 

performance management in industry and government, as well as a widening field of 

literature addressing performance management and measurement in public higher 

education. The literature review first describes strategic performance management, its 

scope and application, particularly in government and the public sector. It then reviews 

the rationale, development, and application in public higher education, the status of the 

current accountability initiatives and performance-based budgeting in the states, and what 

was on the horizon at the time of this study.  

Strategic Performance Management 

A strategic performance management system is a “set of measures that combine to 

assess performance of an organization as a whole” (Kennerley & Neely, 2002). Marr and 

Schiuma (2003) provided a more comprehensive definition, recognizing that it 

“encompasses methodologies, frameworks and indicators that are used to help 

organizations in the formulation and assessment of the strategy, to motivate people and to 

communicate or report performance to external stake holders” (p. xxx). Strategic 

performance management ensures alignment of decisions, initiatives, and actions with the 

overall strategic priorities of the organization. Organizational learning and improvement 
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depends on good performance measurement (Senge, 1999). Corporations with 

comprehensive performance management systems that focus beyond the traditional 

financial measures consistently reported better financial performance (Giles, 2012). In the 

public sector, where profit and shareholder value is not the goal, performance 

management can serve to demonstrate good stewardship of public resources and the 

organizations’ contributions to the public good.  

The quality improvement and performance management movements are rooted in 

the early developments of kaizen, the work of W. Edwards Deming, and others. Kaizen is 

Japanese, translated to mean “continuous improvement” (Manos, 2007). “Kaizens” were 

first defined as incremental improvements as a result of continuous measurement and 

study to identify improvements in processes or design. Kaizen followed Deming’s plan-

do-check-act cycle (Alukal, 2007) and resulted in cost savings, reduction in process or 

cycle time, fewer resources needed, or better product yield (Manos, 2007). The models 

developed by Deming and others remained visible in modern quality processes that focus 

on incremental improvements and frameworks aimed at broader organizational 

improvements. Measuring to manage and improve broader organizational performance 

follows the same thought process as the plan-do-check-act cycle.  

Data collection and measuring are not the end goal to strategic performance 

management. The National Academy of Public Administration (1994) emphasized, 

“measurement is not an end in itself but must be used by managers to make 

improvements” (p. 592). Performance measurement is used to set direction and assess 

organizational performance (Niven, 2003, p. 186). It informs management decisions with 

data, leading to improved organizational performance (Moynihan, 2008, p. 201). 
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Performance measurement theory, then, is built upon the premise that measurement is 

used to inform decision making and improve performance. Executive support of 

measurement is necessary to change mindsets and ensure measures are utilized in 

decision making (Kennerley & Neely, 2002). Accountability is different than achieving 

minimum standards; the organizing principle must be pride, not fear (State Higher 

Education Executive Officers (2005). Leveille (2006) noted an accountability system 

provides a framework for aligning institutional priorities, information on progress for key 

stakeholders, and a basis for making decisions. Organizations must take care to use 

measurement for supporting improvement. 

The Balanced Scorecard 

The balanced scorecard, introduced in 1992 by Kaplan and Norton, has served as 

the foundation for many Fortune companies and government organizations’ performance 

management systems. The scorecard consists of four perspectives: financial, internal 

processes, customer, and innovation and learning. The balanced scorecard aims to focus 

managers on the critical few measures (Kaplan & Norton, 1992). The introduction of the 

balanced scorecard was seen as a significant shift in how organizations measured 

performance. Typically, measures were focused on financial performance. Kaplan and 

Norton equated this to looking in a rear-view mirror. The scorecard introduced the four 

perspectives and demonstrated the cause-and-effect relationships of investing in 

innovation and growth to improve internal processes as a mechanism to create customer 

value, therefore driving better financial performance. With the balanced scorecard, 

managers would have forward-looking measures of their strategies that guide better 

overall performance.  
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Kaplan and Norton also provided a translation for the balanced scorecard to the 

public sector. Several other frameworks and approaches for public and nonprofit sectors 

were developed based on Kaplan and Norton. Like private-sector organizations, public 

and nonprofit organizations must address conflicting and competing priorities, mandates, 

declining revenues, and increased costs (Ronchetti, 2006). Whereas industry focused 

ultimately on driving financial performance, the public and nonprofit sectors could place 

an overarching emphasis on achieving their mission (Niven, 2003, p. 32). The public-

sector organizations’ financial perspective is typically focused on controlling costs. In the 

case of nonprofits, it also includes investment by philanthropic donors or grant funders. 

The balanced scorecard provides an effective approach to executing organizational 

strategy that was previously lacking (Ronchetti, 2006). Twenty-one years later, the 

balanced scorecard remains widely used in industry, not-for-profit, government, and 

higher education sectors.  

Application of Strategic Performance Management 

High-level measures focus managers on what is working or not, and, through 

deeper analyses and disaggregation, can answer why it is or is not working (Behn, 2003). 

Performance measures, or indicators, are defined as “a metric used to quantify the 

efficiency or effectiveness of an action” (Neely, Gregory & Platts, 2005, p. 81). The 

“measures are normally quantitative, such as numbers, dollars, percentages, or units” 

(Niven, 2003, p. 295). Senior executives and managers are informed through 

“dashboards” or “scorecards” that alert them to areas requiring further drill-down for 

deeper analytics to isolate and diagnose issues or improve performance. Measures assist 

in locating problem areas, updating strategic objectives, and making decisions that 
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support the objectives (Wisner & Fawcett, as cited in Neely et al., 2005). Conversely, 

performance measurement can be used to identify areas of excellence, so that the 

measures may be replicated throughout the organization. Performance is typically 

assessed longitudinally to demonstrate improvement against industry benchmarks and/or 

targets and goals.  

Kennerley and Neely (2002) found performance measurement is less successful in 

organizations that deploy too many measures and in organizations favoring the traditional 

financial performance measures. However, Kravchuk and Schack (as cited in Behn, 

2003) cautioned public managers to avoid excessive aggregation of information so that 

they may learn something from the data. Behn (2003) argued that public managers must 

develop a cadre of performance measurements that provide evidence of organizational 

effectiveness and lead to performance improvement. Performance management theory 

assumes organizations use multiple measures to assess performance (Behn, 2003; Evans, 

2004; LeRoux & Wright, 2010) and to address different purposes and audiences (Behn, 

2003).  

Kennerley and Neely (2002) established a framework that included four stages of 

evolution for performance measurement: use, reflect, modify, and deploy. They noted 

that before a measurement system can evolve, it must be used. Reflecting on the 

measures and the data, and whether they produce the desired behaviors or results, 

determines whether the measures remain appropriate. The reflections drive modifications 

to measurements that are then deployed. Kennerley and Neely’s continuous cycle 

framework ensures measures stay relevant to the organization’s changing requirements. 

The theory assumes that measures change as circumstances do (Maskell, as cited in Neely 
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et al., 2005). Marr’s 2012 study affirmed Kennerley and Neely, finding that most public-

sector organizations reviewed their strategy and updated their performance measurements 

annually.  

Evans (2004) validated previous research on performance measurement theory. 

He focused on two questions: (a) what type of performance measurements did different 

types of organizations use, and (b) how did the scope and sophistication of performance 

measurement systems relate to organizations’ levels of performance? Evans examined 

two performance measurement frameworks, the balanced scorecard and the Malcolm 

Baldrige Criteria for Performance Excellence.  

The Malcolm Baldrige framework groups measures into customer, financial and 

market, human resource, supplier and partner performance, and organizational 

effectiveness. Evans observed significant differences in performance results between 

companies that had won (Malcolm Baldrige) quality awards and a control group of 

similar firms that had not. Evans found more mature performance management systems 

and analysis correlated with better performance. His results suggested measures provide 

necessary insight to improve decision making and performance and, like Behn (2003), he 

validated the premise that organizations must carefully select and align multiple measures 

of performance to gain a broad understanding of the organization and cause-and-effect 

between various strategies. Evans did not employ a random sample, which, he admitted, 

limits the generalizability of his conclusions. The primary purpose of the study was to 

examine the scope of analysis practices; at the time, few organizations had a systematic 

approach to effectively select and analyze organizational performance measures. The 

study used the application of the Baldrige quality award as the variable for determining 
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whether an organization had a systematic approach. Evans demonstrated the strong 

correlation between certain types of measures and impacts on performance, by industry. 

The study employed a regression analysis to examine the impact of performance 

measurement systems on performance results overall. This validated the argument that 

the more mature the performance measurement system the better the performance. 

Principles and Components of Strategic Performance Management Systems 

Marr’s 2012 study identified best practices and ten principles of good 

performance management for government and public-sector organizations, listed in 

Figure 2. Organizational performance improvement was significant when all ten 

principles were present. 

Figure 2.: Ten principles of performance management. Adapted from Marr, 2012 

LeRoux and Wright (2010) examined the impact that specific types of 

performance measures have on effective strategic decision making, particularly in 

nonprofit organizations. They did this by examining six components: outputs, efficiency, 

outcomes and effectiveness, customer satisfaction, external audit, and benchmarks. Four 

 
1. Creating clarity and agreement on strategy 
2. Collect meaningful and relevant performance data 
3. Use data to extract insights 
4. Create a culture of learning 
5. Gain organizational buy-in 
6. Align organizational activities with the strategy defined in the performance 

management system 
7. Regularly update the objectives and performance indicators 
8. Report and communicate performance information 
9. Use appropriate IT infrastructure  
10. Dedicate personnel and resources 
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of the six types of performance measures produced statistically significant increases in 

the effectiveness of strategic decision making. Measurements of units and costs and 

efficiency measures produced the largest change, measures of outcomes and effectiveness 

produced the second largest change, followed by workload and output. LeRoux and 

Wright concluded that nonprofit managers’ use of performance data improved their 

decision making.  

Informing and Achieving Public-Policy Priorities 

According to Behn (2003), performance measurement provides evidence of 

effectiveness to stakeholders and informs decision making by managers. He asserted 

those purposes must be defined so measures can be chosen carefully and explicitly and 

cautioned about the dangers in having legislators or other elected officials impose 

metrics. Wholey (1999) had earlier identified as a prerequisite that there be a reasonable 

level of agreement on goals and strategies in order to develop measures. Behn 

recommended that public managers first gain agreement on policy objectives. He 

identified eight purposes that public managers have for measuring performance: evaluate, 

control, budget, motivate, promote, celebrate, learn, and improve. His study reiterated the 

only real or ultimate purpose for public managers to measure performance is to improve. 

Behn concluded performance measurement can provide a framework for informing 

resource allocations, establishing performance goals and targets for employees to work 

toward, demonstrating value to the public and, most importantly, improving 

organizational learning. Behn’s study had high external validity because it used broad 

observations and national studies of municipalities and all fifty states, suggesting his 

findings could be generalized to public agencies engaged in performance measurement. 
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The Government Performance and Results Act  

The Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) of 1993 established 

performance-based management at the federal agency level. Congress established that 

“the required planning and performance measurements, and the possibility of managerial 

flexibility in return for accountability for results, are intended to improve management, 

improve program performance, improve accountability, support decision making and 

improve public confidence in government” (Wholey, 1999, p. 293). Calls for institutional 

accountability and performance measurement in GPRA expanded to the nonprofit -sector 

agencies that were the recipient of federal funding (LeRoux & Wright, 2010). Reviews of 

GPRA have been mixed. Surveys of federal agency managers failed to demonstrate the 

effectiveness of GPRA (Moynihan & Lavertu, 2012). The GPRA Modernization Act 

passed in 2010, however, focused on the causal theory that government accountability 

initiatives could positively change agency manager behavior (Moynihan & Lavertu, 

2012). Wholey (1997) had recognized performance measurement theory’s application in 

GPRA assumed political and management support and, that decision-makers would use 

performance information. Further, his findings supported literature in both government 

and industry applications of performance measurement. There must first be a “reasonable 

degree of consensus” on the desired outcomes. Use of performance measurement was 

associated with improved decision making in 6 of the 11 federal agencies in Wholey’s 

study.  

Data-driven Decision Making in the Public Sector 

Van der Knapp (2006) concluded that evaluation improves the quality of public 

policies, asserting that the use of performance indicators based on policy objectives is 
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“essential to a learning and accountable government” (p. 291). While accountability is 

often cited as the primary purpose for performance measurement in government, it is 

recognized that the real rationale is improved decision making and improved 

performance (Moynihan, 2008, p. 7). Moynihan and Lavertu’s (2012) analysis found  

perceived commitment by agency leadership to institutional accountability is positively 

associated with use of performance data in decision making. Moving beyond compliance 

to the underlying purpose of the accountability initiatives—to improve performance—

requires agreement between policy makers and managers to focus on a comprehensive, 

long-term solution for using data to better manage and improve.  

Strategic Performance Management for Higher Education 

For several years, higher education institutions avoided being the target of the 

public and policymakers’ calls for accountability. The shift toward demonstrating 

performance occurred in the mid-1980s (Burke, 2000). A report by the National 

Commission on Accountability in Higher Education concluded, “real improvement in 

higher education will come when accountability in higher education is a democratic 

process through which shared goals are explicitly established, progress is measured, and 

work to improve performance is motivated and guided” (State Higher Education 

Executive Officers, 2005, p. 7). A 2006 report by the commission appointed by Secretary 

of Education Margaret Spellings asserted data about performance are absolutely essential 

to improving institutional performance (U.S. Department of Education, 2006). There was 

previous substantial evidence that performance measurement could be used by policy 

makers to inform higher education decision making, if it is a well-integrated system that 

includes other planning and funding policies (Ruppert, 1995). The Spellings Commission 
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noted a lack of data and accountability hindered policy makers and the public from 

making informed decisions (U.S. Department of Education, 2006).  

Historically, quality assessment at higher education institutions was based 

primarily on peer review and accreditation (Hazelkorn, 2013). The outcomes of those 

processes, while exhaustive, were reports written in terms that were difficult for those 

outside of the academy to understand or to use when comparing institutions. Hazelkorn 

noted the practice “contributed to a breakdown in trust between institutions and students, 

policy makers, and others” (p. 1). At the local level, while most university leaders paid 

close attention to the number of applications, acceptances, and enrollments, “few 

routinely received comparable levels of information about student retention, time to 

degree and completion” (American Council on Education, 2013, p. 20).  

Some higher education institutions had adopted quality-improvement practices in 

the late 1980s as a result of the successes realized in industry (Grant, Mergen, & Widrick, 

2002). But Grant et al. noted the lack of quality performance measures in higher 

education, suggesting, “Universities often develop products without the use of a quality 

model that guides the development process” (p. 214). They concluded that, without 

measurement, there could be no continuous improvement. Burke’s (2002) study 

suggested performance reporting was “increasingly invisible” below the president and 

executive levels. Deans and department chairs were relatively unfamiliar with 

performance reporting. Forty-five percent of the institutional researchers surveyed by 

Burke reported academic deans had little or no familiarity with performance reporting in 

the state, and 70% said department chairs lacked familiarity.  
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Policy Priorities: Higher Education as a Public Good 

 A report from the National Leadership Dialogues, Higher Education for the 

Public Good, defined “public good” as the commitment to civic and social responsibility, 

and to serving and protecting social welfare (London, 2003).  Kezar, Chambers, and 

Burkhardt (2005) described higher education’s mandate as both transactional and 

transformational. The 2000 Kellogg Commission had defined the commitments of higher 

education as 

• Providing educational opportunity that is genuinely equal, providing access 

without regard to race, ethnicity, age, occupation or socioeconomic status; 

• Ensuring excellence in curricula; 

• Preparing students to lead and participate in a democratic society; 

• Promoting scholarship aimed at solving pressing public needs; and,  

• Developing systems that allow for tracking and reporting progress toward 

achieving the commitment to public good.  

Indeed, public higher education is “expected to contribute to economic 

development in part through their production of human capital” (McLendon, Hearn, & 

Deaton, 2006, p. 5). Studies consistently find that college graduates experience greater 

social mobility and that degree attainment provides individuals with opportunities to earn 

significantly more over their lifetime. A 2012 study by the Institute for the Study of 

Societal Issues at the University of California found that Californians with college 

degrees make $1.3 million more (in 2012 dollars) and will spend less time in poverty than 

those with only high school diplomas over their lifetimes (Stiles et al., 2012). Beyond 
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social mobility, public universities produce new technologies, contribute to social and 

cultural development, and prepare citizens to participate in society (Calhoun, 2006).  

In 2012, U.S. President Barrack Obama set an ambitious goal to have 60% of 

young adults with degrees by the year 2020, an attainment gap between 12 and 22 million 

additional degrees. Yet, graduation rates were on a downward trajectory compared with 

developed and developing countries (American Association of State Colleges and 

Universities, 2012). Further, significant gaps existed between White and Asian students, 

versus Black and Hispanic students (U.S. Department of Education, 2006) and even 

wider gaps among socioeconomic status groupings. Between 2003 and 2013, 82% of 

students from families at the highest income levels received bachelor’s degrees, while 

only 8% of those at the lowest income level received bachelor’s degrees (Selingo, 2013). 

At the same time, state legislatures were dramatically decreasing appropriations to public 

universities to address gaps left by the sustained economic downturn and increases in 

mandated or entitlement costs. Higher education represented the largest portion of most 

states’ discretionary budgets (Selingo, 2013). From 2000 to 2010, net average tuition at 

public institutions rose by 33.1% (Chakrabarti, Mabuta, & Zafar, 2012), mostly to fill the 

gaps created by state funding cuts. State appropriations to higher education decreased by 

24% over the 10-year period beginning in 2000; 10.5% from 2009 to 2010 (Kirshtein & 

Hurlbert, 2012). Higher education leaders saw the continued defunding of higher 

education as evidence that policy makers no longer valued higher education as a public 

good (Kezar et al., 2005).  

Strategic performance management in higher education fulfills the obligation to 

provide stakeholders with information to make decisions (Leveille, 2006). It provides 
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higher education leaders with a framework to develop goals and objectives with both 

public-policy priorities and unique institutional missions in mind, to measure progress, to 

improve performance (State Higher Education Executive Officers, 2005), and to 

demonstrate higher education’s contributions to the public good.  

Application and data-driven decision making in public higher education 

Public higher education institutions must respond to multiple stakeholders and 

different policy objectives (Sarrico et al. 2010). The Spellings Commission called for 

universities and colleges to be more transparent about cost, student learning, and success 

(U.S. Department of Education, 2006). The Commission recommended the development 

of performance benchmarks to improve institutional cost management, productivity, and 

efficiency. Layzell (1999) found that three-fourths of the 38 states using performance 

measurement in 1999 used indicators based on the availability of data rather than any 

defined framework. Burke’s (2000) study found that policymakers and institutions from 

states with performance funding agreed on three characteristics: careful choice of 

performance indicators, recognition of the difficulty of measuring results in higher 

education, and preservation of institutional diversity. Measures should not be adopted 

without an explicit policy framework. Further, performance measures should not be 

developed top-down but rather should include policy-makers, faculty (Layzell, 1999), 

and other stakeholders in the process. When not focused on a manageable set of state-

level objectives (State Higher Education Executive Officers, 2005) or when policy 

makers develop objectives without any input from the internal stakeholders, 

accountability initiatives risk becoming reporting mechanisms rather than leading to any 

substantive change (Gaither, 1995). Burke (2000) underscored that point, summarizing 
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previous studies that suggested collaboration among statehouses, legislators, university 

governing boards, and administrators is required to develop stable systems. Unstable 

systems showed significantly more input by external stakeholders, whereas stable 

systems had more input by the institutions’ governing bodies and internal stakeholders.  

Performance measurement could have an adverse effect if measures are not 

properly aligned with both public-policy priorities and the individual institution’s unique 

mission, which can lead to driving wrong behaviors. Institutions can “game” graduation 

rates by raising admission standards or avoiding part-time students (American Council on 

Education, 2004), which can limit access to at-risk populations and increase the 

achievement gap. Miao (2012) noted early performance-based measures emphasized 

degree completions, failing to take into account those institutions serving large at-risk 

populations. Harvard President Drew Galpin Faust argued what gets measured becomes 

the societal priority. In a 2013 New York Times editorial, Faust cautioned using a 

graduate’s salary to measure higher education ultimately devalues professions and careers 

that may not earn large paychecks but nevertheless contribute to the greater public good. 

To be effective, policymakers and higher education leaders must agree upon outcomes 

and measures that achieve the state’s policy priorities while supporting the institutions’ 

unique missions (American Association of State Colleges and Universities, 2013). 

Adopting “too few indicators ignore too many of the multiple objectives of colleges and 

universities; too many indicators trivialize major priorities by tying trifling sums to 

important indicators” (Burke, 2000, p. 437).  

The Voluntary System of Accountability (VSA) developed by the American 

Association of Schools, Colleges and Universities (AASCU) and the Association of 
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Public and Land-grant Universities (APLU) was introduced in 2006. The VSA is a web-

based survey that provides standardized information about students, costs, and learning 

outcomes (Liu, 2011). As of May 2013, 289 institutions had adopted the VSA. In 2012, 

President Obama proposed another scorecard for higher education institutions that 

includes cost, average student debt, success rates, and employability after graduation. He 

renewed his call for greater accountability in a plan he released following his February 

2013 State of the Union address, indicating he would call on Congress to consider 

performance data when making decisions about institutions that would receive federal aid 

(White House, 2013). He followed up in August 2013 by releasing “A Better Bargain for 

the Middle Class: Making College More Affordable.” The President’s framework would 

provide prospective students with the ability to compare the value offered by institutions 

and encourage institutions to improve their performance. It included measures that would 

assess access to underrepresented populations affordability and outcomes, including 

graduation rates, graduate earnings, and graduates progressing to advanced degrees.  

It is important to reiterate that the effective application of strategic performance 

management systems and measurement goes beyond accountability and transparency 

initiatives. Indeed, as it is intended to achieve the public-policy priorities and institutional 

goals, measurement must inform organizational learning and improvement. The key 

objective is to link strategic priorities with day-to-day decision making (Sarrico et. al., 

2010). Bichsel (2012) noted, “A systematic use of analytics increases the likelihood that 

faculty, staff, and particularly administrators will base their decisions on data rather than 

intuition and conventional wisdom” (p. 12). She concluded that “integrating data from 
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multiple sources makes it more consistent and increases accessibility, visibility and 

usefulness” (p. 12). The most common measures identified in the literature were 

• First-time freshmen first-year continuation rate 

• Admissions (applications, admits, yield, test scores) 

• Preparation and remediation 

• Four- and six-year graduation rates 

• Average time to degree 

• Student to faculty ratio 

• Cost per credit hour 

• External or sponsored research 

• Employment placement and average salary 

• Faculty workload and productivity 

• Institutional aid and tuition discounting 

• Advancement (philanthropic gifts) 

Measures of enrollment and student progress are typically disaggregated by 

race/ethnicity, gender, and socioeconomic status.  

Terkla, Sharkness, Cohen, Roscoe, and Wiseman (2012) collected and reviewed 

66 dashboards from public and private universities in 2005. Over 80%of the dashboards 

contained financial indicators. Whereas 77% of the dashboards included student 

outcomes measures, such as graduation and continuation rates, only 23% of the 

dashboards included degree completions and even fewer included measures of graduate 

employment (7.6%), alumni pursuing graduate degrees (6.1%) or graduation rates for 

minorities (3.0%), all hallmarks of President Obama’s 2013 proposed framework. Several 
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institutions also conduct employer satisfaction surveys and alumni satisfaction surveys 

(Layzell, 1999). Bichsel (2012) found that while a majority of institutions are collecting 

data, “they have not used data to make predictions or take actions in certain areas that are 

widespread strategic priorities” (p. 10).  

Performance-Based Funding in Public Higher Education 

Layzell (1999) and Callan, Ewell, Finney, and Jones (2007) argued that financial 

incentives must be linked to achievement in order for institutions to become more 

effective. Alexander (2000) predicted that limited public resources and increasing 

emphasis on performance outcomes may compel states to adopt performance funding 

systems based on institutional and student performance standards. Alexander concluded 

that university leaders unable to demonstrate achievements in utilitarian terms (economic 

value) would “have limited success in meeting the new demands placed on higher 

education” (p. 427). The period between 2000 and 2013 saw Alexander’s prediction 

becoming a reality in several state houses. By 2013, 13 states had adopted some form of 

performance-based funding system for public institutions of higher education. All but 11 

states had implemented, were beginning to implement, or were formally discussing 

implementing performance-based funding (National Conference of State Legislatures, 

2013). President Obama challenged states to fund public colleges based on performance 

in his August 2013 plan discussed earlier. Further, the President announced he would 

propose legislation that would provide incentives to those institutions that enrolled and 

graduated low- and moderate-income students.  

The state with the longest running performance based funding, Pennsylvania, had 

experienced a 10% improvement in graduation rates and a 15% improvement in retention 
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of Hispanic students (National Conference of State Legislatures, 2013). Pennsylvania’s 

system relied on eight performance measures including degree completion, retention, and 

faculty productivity (Miao, 2012). Shin (2009) concluded that state accountability 

initiatives had some effect on graduation rates and suggested states can improve 

graduation rates with policy interventions. But, the results further suggested that, without 

flexibility to recognize the institutions’ unique missions, the policy objectives are 

weakened. Recognizing that point, Pennsylvania updated its system in 2012 to include 

five statewide indicators and five measures that are unique to the institution (Miao, 

2012). The statewide indicators are degree completions, graduation rates, reducing the 

achievement gap, faculty diversity, and philanthropic support. In 2010, Tennessee passed 

the Complete College Tennessee Act (CCTA). The act includes outcomes-based funding 

on measures including degree completions, research funding, and graduation rates 

(Tennessee Higher Education Commission, 2010). The outcomes are weighted differently 

at each institution to reflect the unique mission of the institution and its priorities. The act 

bases the entire allocation of state appropriations on outcomes, but no targets are set. The 

outcomes model was developed in consultation with the governing boards.  

The Texas Higher Education Outcomes-based Funding Act, known as H.B. 9, was 

adopted in 2011. The bill’s passage meant state appropriations would be informed by 

outcome measures that demonstrate that higher education outcomes align with the state 

policy priorities for higher education (Valenzuela & Lopez, 2011). In response to H.B. 9, 

the University of Texas system developed a “productivity dashboard.” The system had 

published its first comprehensive accountability report in 2004. The stated goals of the 

accountability system were to facilitate planning, make strategic resource applications, 
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offer incentives for performance, promote greater efficiencies and higher productivity, 

establish expectations, and be outcome-oriented (University of Texas, 2005). It would 

serve to inform policy makers and the general public. Adopted in 2011, the “productivity 

dashboard” was the maturation of the 2004 system, adjusted to align with the priorities of 

the system’s regents and chancellor and the state’s higher education policy priorities. The 

web-based dashboard includes graduation rates, faculty workload, research, and the cost 

of earning a degree (Mangan, 2011). It also included institutional specific indicators for 

specific needs and populations. Virginia adopted legislation in 2011 that provided for the 

governor to target incentive funding for increased enrollment; degree completion; 

improved retention and graduation rates; increased degree production in the science, 

technology, engineering and mathematics (STEM) areas; increased research; and other 

metrics based on technology-enhanced learning, economic opportunity, community 

college transfers, and resource utilization. 

Based on a review of six states’ performance-based budgeting systems 

(Pennsylvania, Indiana, Tennessee, Washington, Louisiana and Ohio), Miao (2012) 

identified eight best practices, most of which supported the literature and earlier findings: 

1. Involve stakeholders in the design. 

2. Create strong incentives; enough of an institution’s funding should be based 

on performance to compel action. 

3. Recognize unique institutional missions using either separate funding formula 

or differently weighted metrics. 

4. Integrate all metrics into the state formula. 

5. Identify measures that emphasize progress rather than completion. 
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6. Incorporate stop-loss to prevent dramatic fluctuations in funding.  

7. Phase in new measures over time. 

8. Frequent evaluation and adjustment. 

Summary 

Sarrico and Dyson (2000) perhaps provided the most compelling purpose for 

strategic performance management in higher education: (a) to communicate the direction 

the university wants to go and expectations for organizational performance, (b) to 

motivate people to pursue the university’s targets, (c) to promote continuous 

improvement and accountability, and (d) to promote the development of ongoing 

assessment. Performance measurement theory assumes measurement is used to both 

inform decision making and improve performance. Strategic performance management 

provides a framework for informing resource allocations, establishing performance goals, 

demonstrating value to the public, and fostering organizational learning. Performance is 

assessed longitudinally to demonstrate improvements against benchmarks and established 

targets. More mature performance-management systems correlate with better 

performance. Organizations must use multiple measures to gain a comprehensive 

understanding and must frequently evaluate and adjust the system to ensure maximum 

effectiveness. Performance measurement must be cascaded down through the 

organization to align departmental- and individual-level performance with the overall 

strategic priorities and public-policy objectives. 

Performance measurement in higher education must be based on an agreed-upon 

policy framework and objectives. Input from key internal stakeholders is necessary to 

produce stable systems. Effective performance management systems align day-to-day and 
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strategic decisions and actions to support both the overall mission and priorities of the 

institution as well as higher education public-policy objectives. The review of literature 

identifies a framework for implementing strategic performance management in public 

higher education. This study explored the current practices at four-year public 

universities and colleges, how those practices may impact institutional decision making 

and outcomes, and whether they are aligned with public-policy objectives for higher 

education. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 

Research Design 

This descriptive, exploratory study used data collected in an online survey 

implemented in late summer 2013, data available to the public through the Integrated 

Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) at the National Center for Education 

Statistics, and a review of source materials. The study explored the scope of strategic 

performance-management systems, particularly performance measurement and use of 

data in decision making in public, four-year universities. It explored associations between 

the specific practices and improved decision making and effectiveness outcomes and 

whether institutions’ performance measures are aligned with states’ public-policy 

priorities for higher education.  

Research Questions  

1. What is the scope of strategic performance management systems at public four-

year higher education institutions?  

2. Has the use of performance measurement in public higher education contributed 

to improved decision making or institutional-effectiveness outcomes? 

3. Are public higher education institutions’ performance measures aligned with 

states’ public-policy priorities for public higher education? 

Identification of Target Population and Sample 

The study targeted four-year, publicly controlled universities and colleges in the 

United States. The survey was sent to the chief academic officer and institutional research 

directors at the target institutions. These individuals would be the most knowledgeable 
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about the institutions’ application and scope of performance measurement systems. The 

list of institutions was retrieved from the IPEDS database, targeting the variable “public, 

4-year or above” for sector of institution, which returned 620 institutions. Contact 

information was retrieved through an agreement with the Higher Education Directory 

from Higher Education Publications, Inc. Responses from 255 institutions were received, 

providing an overall confidence interval of .05 and 95% level. Given the position and 

limited time of the target respondents, the 25-item survey was designed to be brief and 

not include open-ended questions. Longer surveys have been known to lead to lower 

response rates (Rea & Parker, 2005).  

Variables 

Categorical Variables 

 The categorical variables allowed for determining a representative sample and are 

used in the analysis as nominal measures.  

• Enrollment size was measured using categories that match the Carnegie 

classifications for institution size. All degree-granting institutions in the 

United States represented in the National Center for Education Statistics are 

eligible for inclusion in the Carnegie Classification system (Carnegie 

Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 2012).  

• Number of years since implementation of performance management system. 

• Whether or not the institution is in a state with performance-based funding in 

place (as of February 2013). 
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Predictor Variables 

Strategic performance management systems encompass frameworks and 

performance measurements that assist organizations in formulating and assessing 

strategies and reporting performance to stakeholders (Marr & Schiuma, 2003). While not 

an exhaustive list, the items reflect best practices identified in the literature and previous 

studies and provide essential or useful information for the purposes of the study: 

• The university employs performance measurements that are regularly 

(monthly or each academic term) reviewed by university leadership (President 

or Chancellor, Provost, Vice Presidents, Deans, Cabinet) 

• Institutional performance measurement data are used to inform development 

of strategic goals and objectives 

• Performance measurement is used by senior administrators to inform day-to-

day decisions 

• Performance measurement is used by managers and department chairs to 

inform day-to-day decisions 

• Performance measurement data are considered to make budget allocation 

decisions  

• Institutional performance measurement is used to assess progress toward 

strategic goals/objectives 

• Performance measurement data are benchmarked against comparable 

institutions 

• Performance measures are cascaded down through the organization (divisions, 

college, departments)  
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• Performance information is periodically disseminated publicly 

Outcome Variables 

• Improved decision making: Respondents were asked to rank on a Likert scale 

to what degree they believe the use of performance measurement data has led 

to improved decision making at their institution. 

• Institutional-effectiveness outcomes. Respondents were asked to rank on a 

Likert scale their perceptions of whether use of performance measurement 

data and analytics has led to improvement of institutional-effectiveness 

outcomes (student success, completions, graduation rates, other outcomes as 

defined by mandates or institutional mission). 

• Alignment with state level higher education policy priorities: Respondents 

were asked to rank on a Likert scale their perception of whether their 

institutional-performance measures are aligned with state level higher 

education policy priorities. 

Survey Tool 

A web-based survey was developed and implemented to understand the scope of 

each public university’s strategic performance management systems and to explore any 

relationships between practices and improvement in institutional effectiveness outcomes. 

The survey included 15 items on a 5-point interval scale and one item for respondents to 

indicate what subject areas their performance measures address, for a total of 25 items 

(Appendix A). The survey was reviewed and tested by a panel of experts in higher 

education administration, quality improvement, and institutional research.  
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Ethical Considerations 

Institutions and respondents were not identified by name throughout the study. 

Any results or data are reported in aggregate so no one institution stood out as 

identifiable among the rest. Not identifying institutions or respondents allowed 

participants to answer candidly about their institution policies and practices. The third-

party survey tool provider’s privacy policy outlined the company’s protocol for 

protecting data and contact email addresses. Information on the privacy policies of the 

third-party tool is available at http://www.surveygizmo.com/privacy/. Respondents were 

assured of their individual and their institution’s confidentiality in the initial invitation 

and in follow-up communications. There were no known risks and there should have 

been no discomfort to participants. Participation was voluntary and completion of the 

survey indicated consent. Other than the demographic questions, which required 

responses, questions could be skipped and left unanswered. Study data were stored, 

disposed of, or deleted in accordance with the policies of the Creighton University 

Institutional Review Board. Institutional Review Board approval was obtained prior to 

initiation of the study. Participants benefitted as their responses become part of the 

broader literature on higher education performance measurement and accountability and 

the ongoing conversation on public-policy priorities for higher education.  

Procedure 

The web-based survey was administered using SurveyGizmo, a third-party web-

based survey tool,  and sent electronically to the chief academic officer and institutional 

research director of the target institutions. These individuals were considered to be the 

most knowledgeable about the institutions’ application and scope of performance 
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measurement systems. This practice assured reasonably valid responses. Participants 

were recruited using the directory information provided by the previously mentioned 

Higher Education Directory. An electronic invitation and link to the survey were sent. 

Follow-up reminders were sent three times during the 30-day survey period. 

Methodological Limitations and Assumptions 

The number of respondents and self-selection for participation in the study may 

impact the generalizability of any conclusions. There is always the element of self-

selection to responding to web-based surveys (Rea & Parker, 2005). As with all surveys, 

the researcher assumed the respondents provided candid and factual answers. The 

researcher recognized institutional missions are different. Therefore, measures of 

institutional effectiveness may differ.  

Analyses 

 The statistical tests used in the study included descriptive data, frequencies, and 

cross-tabulations. This study explored the scope of institutional strategic performance 

management practices, alignment with states’ higher education policy priorities, and 

whether there was any association between specific strategic performance management 

practices and perceived improvement in decision making or institutional effectiveness 

outcomes. Given previous studies in other industry sectors, it was assumed that a 

university’s strategic performance management practices contribute to improved decision 

making and institutional effectiveness outcomes. As previously stated, many institutions 

are in the early adoption phases of strategic performance management systems. It is 



STRATEGIC PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT IN HIGHER EDUCATION 
 

 

40 

important to reiterate that the purpose of this study was to explore the scope of these 

systems and potential relationships with outcomes. 

Summary 

 The study utilized publicly-available data and a web-based survey to explore the 

scope of strategic performance management systems at public 4-year universities and the 

contribution of these practices to improve decision making and institutional effectiveness 

outcomes. It explored whether universities measures are aligned with state public-policy 

priorities. The data collected were analyzed using descriptive statistics.  
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CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS 

Introduction 

This study was an exploratory and descriptive study of performance management 

practices at public four-year higher education institutions.  Reliability testing returned a 

Cronbach's alpha of .917.  In most cases, frequencies are adequate for the purposes of 

study and are reported for all survey questions.  The researcher recognized the caution 

required when using mean as a central tendency for ordinal data, because ordinality 

typically informs ranking data.  General logic can explain most of the differences and 

answer most of the study’s research questions.  Likert items, however, are commonly 

evaluated with ANOVA and other parametric statistics in the fields of education, 

psychology, assessment, medicine, and others (Couglin, 2005).  Rea and Parker (2005) 

posited, “such manipulation has become accepted, because the power of the information 

obtained is considered to far outweigh the costs associated with relaxing these 

technicalities” (p. 108).  Rea and Parker recommended the mean as an acceptable 

measure of central tendency.   To demonstrate whether time since implementation of the 

performance-management system had any impact on practices and outcomes, the Results 

section includes means plots and, when it would not violate Levine rules or assumptions, 

or risk exaggerating conclusions, the researcher performed an ANOVA and a Tukey Post 

Hoc test.  Finally, in some analyses, Likert-scaled items were recoded to nominal 

measures with two categories (Strongly Agreed or Agreed, and Disagreed or Strongly 

Disagreed) to explore association and examine the strength of any relationship between 

indication of improved decision making or outcomes and the particular areas measured. 

Chi-Square and Phi (Φ) were calculated for those analyses. 
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Characteristics and Representativeness 

 The survey was sent to 612 public four-year institutions during the summer of 

2013.  The institutions were identified using the National Center for Education Statistics 

Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) to query on public four-year 

institutions.   Two hundred fifty-three institutional responses were received, presenting an 

overall response rate of 41.3% and a confidence interval of .0472 at 95% confidence 

level.   The respondents were either the chief academic officer or institutional research 

director.  These individuals typically have significant knowledge of the institutions’ 

application and scope of measurement and analytic practices, thus providing some 

legitimacy and reliability to the responses.   The researcher recognizes the potential for 

self-selection bias inherent in the nature of the survey topic.     

Enrollment size was determined by the IPEDS database Carnegie enrollment size 

variable.  The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching classifies 

institutions as very small, small, medium, or large.  The various categories defined by the 

foundation are commonly known and referred to as Carnegie Classifications (See Table 

1).  Very small institutions are those with less than 1,000 full-time-equivalent students.  

Small institutions are those with enrollment of 1,000 to 2,999; medium are those with 

3,000 to 9,999; and large includes institutions with over 10,000 students. The responding 

institutions were largely representative of the categories identified.  Very small and small 

institutions were slightly underrepresented.  Table 2 summarizes the number of 

institutions in states with performance-based funding models.  The variable was 

identified using the National Conference of State Legislatures February 2013 listing of 

states with performance-based funding for higher education.  Institutions in states without 
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performance-based funding models in place were slightly overrepresented.   The far right 

column in Table 1 demonstrates the response rate for the institutions within that category.  

Table 1 

Carnegie Enrollment Size 

 Completed Survey  Total Population  
Response 

Rate 

 N %  N %   

Very small, four-year 4 1.6%  36 5.9%  11.1% 

Small, four-year 40 15.8%  119 19.4%  33.6% 

Medium, four-year 110 43.5%  245 40.0%  44.9% 

Large, four-year 99 39.1%  212 34.6%  46.7% 

Total 253 100.0%   612 100.0%   41.3% 
 

Table 2 

States with Performance Outcome Budgeting in Place  

  Completed Survey   Total Population   
Response 

Rate 
 N %   N %     

No 179 70.8%  403 65.8%  44.4% 

Yes 74 29.2%  209 34.2%  35.4% 

Total 253 100.0%   612 100.0%   41.3% 

 

Respondents were asked to indicate when they started to implement a strategic 

performance-management system, defined as the use of data to inform development of 
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institutional objectives, assess performance, and take actions to improve. Of responding 

institutions, 7.6% reported they had not yet started implementation of a strategic 

performance-management system at the time of the survey, 30.9% reported they started 

implementation over seven years prior, 13.7% reported they started within five to seven 

years prior, 25.3% within three to five years prior, and 22.5% within the previous two 

years.  These data are represented in Figure 3.   

 

Figure 3. Time Since Implementation of Strategic Performance-Management System 

Scope of Strategic Performance-Management Systems 

 The first research question explored the scope of strategic performance-

management systems at public four-year institutions.  Nine questions were asked 

addressing different practices identified in the literature and as elements of the proposed 

Strategic Performance-Management System in Figure 4.  Respondents were asked to rank 
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on a 5-point Likert-type scale whether they strongly agreed, agreed, disagreed, or 

strongly disagreed with the statement about the practice at their institution.  The mid-

point was a neutral rating.   Respondents were also asked to indicate, via a check box, the 

areas of measurement listed that their institutions collected and analyzed data.  The areas 

of measurement were drawn from the literature and earlier studies on higher education 

institutions’ performance-management frameworks or measurement dashboards. 

     

Figure 4.  Strategic Performance-Management System 

Practices 

 Figure 5 presents those practices that were included in the survey and that are 

elements of the proposed Strategic Performance-Management System, as well as the 

percentage of respondents who strongly agree or agree that the practice occurred at their 

institutions.  Table 3 presents frequency data, mean, and standard deviation for each 

question.  Three-quarters (74.9%) of the institutions that responded employed 
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performance measures that are regularly reviewed by university leaders.  “Regularly 

reviewed” was defined for respondents as occurring monthly or at least each academic 

term.  University leadership was defined as President or Chancellor, Provost, Vice 

Presidents, Deans and/or Cabinet.  Most (84.6%) institutions’ leadership teams used 

institutional performance measurement to inform development of the institution’s 

strategic priorities and objectives, and 84.3% used performance measurement to assess 

progress toward those goals and objectives.  Fewer (76.2%) regularly used performance 

measurement to benchmark against comparable institutions.  This supports the claim by 

Terkla, Sharkness, Cohen, Roscoe and Wiseman (2012) that measurement dashboards are 

essential components of institutional strategic plans.    

The literature review revealed several states or university systems had previously 

implemented performance-reporting requirements for public higher education institutions 

to promote transparency and accountability.  Further, 289 public four-year institutions 

had adopted the Voluntary System of Accountability as of May 2013. Of respondents in 

this study, 73.4% strongly agreed or agreed their institution periodically disseminates 

information publicly via web-based or other published reports, which supports previous 

findings that public universities are increasingly moving toward web-based reports and 

dashboards to provide data to stakeholders and the general public.  

 As noted above, most respondents indicated agreement with practices related to 

the development of and assessment of progress toward strategic goals and objectives, and 

regular review and public dissemination of performance data.  The results were mixed for 

practices related to day-to-day decision making and budget decisions.  A majority (56%) 

of respondents strongly agreed or agreed that senior administrators use institutional 
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performance-measurement to inform day-to-day decisions.  A quarter of the respondents 

strongly disagreed or disagreed that the practice occurs, with the remaining staying 

neutral.  Fewer (39.7%) respondents strongly agreed or agreed that managers or 

department chairs use performance measurement to inform day-to-day decisions, with 

31.1% strongly disagreeing or disagreeing.   

A majority (59.4%) of respondents strongly agreed or agreed that performance 

measurement is used when making annual budget allocation decisions.  Nearly a quarter 

(23.3%) strongly disagreed or disagreed that performance measurement was used in 

determining annual budget allocations.    Just less than half (48.8%) of institutions 

cascade performance measures down through the organization to the divisions, college, 

or department level.  More than a quarter (28.2%) disagreed or strongly disagreed that 

measures are cascaded down through organization.  This supported Burke’s 2002 study 

that suggested performance reporting was “increasingly invisible” below the president 

and executive levels.  Deans and department chairs were relatively unfamiliar with 

performance reporting.  In Burke’s study, 70% of institutional researchers indicated that 

department chairs lacked familiarity with the institution’s performance reporting.  But 

Bichsel (2012) found that two-thirds of institutions that responded to her survey viewed 

measurement and analytics for departments, units, or programs as a major priority.  Her 

findings, coupled with the findings of this study, may suggest a growing interest by 

individuals below the senior leadership level in using data and analytics in decision 

making and to improve effectiveness outcomes.  Participants in Bichsel’s focus groups 

noted that “a systematic use of analytics increases the likelihood that faculty, staff and 

particularly administrators will base their decisions on data rather than on intuition or 
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conventional wisdom” (p. 12).  The findings of this study suggest that is increasingly the 

case. 

 

Figure 5.  Strategic Performance Management Practices – % agreement/strong agreement 
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Table 3 

Strategic Performance Management Practices  

  
Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 
Agree M (SD) 

  % % % % %   

Q1 2.0 12.3 10.8 42.6 32.3 3.91 (1.049) 

Q2 0.8 7.9 6.7 53.0 31.6 4.07 (.877) 

Q3 4.0 21.2 18.8 38.8 17.2 3.44 (1.122) 

Q4 5.3 25.9 29.1 32.4 7.3 3.11 (1.038) 

Q5 6.0 17.3 17.3 42.5 16.9 4.37 (1.140) 

Q6 1.2 6.9 7.6 49.6 34.7 4.10 (.895) 

Q7 2.8 9.5 11.5 45.8 30.4 3.92 (1.022) 

Q8 4.4 23.8 23.0 38.3 10.5 3.27 (1.073) 

Q9 2.4 14.3 9.9 39.7 33.7 3.88 (1.101) 
 

 Figures 6 through 14 examine how strategic performance management practices 

mature over time since starting implementation.  All of the means plots demonstrate 

significant differences (p = .000) between institutions that had not yet implemented a 

comprehensive strategic performance management system and those that had.  Table 4 is 

the results of the ANOVA performed that looked at differences between institutions that 

had started implementation 0-2 years, 3–5 years, 5–7 years, and 7+ years prior.  Post hoc 

tests were performed on any practices with a p value less than .05.   Only differences 

between groups that had a p value of less than .05 are listed in the post hoc tables. 
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Table 4 

Analysis of Variance  

    ANOVA 

  df F p 

Q1 3 1.287 .279 

Q2 3 3.769 .011* 

Q3 3 6.485 .000* 

Q4 3 5.082 .002* 

Q5 3 .596 .618 

Q6 3 1.702 .168 

Q8 3 5.302 .001* 
* Indicates significance 

While not significant, Figure 6 suggests that the practice of university leadership 

regularly reviewing performance data increased at three years post implementation.  

Figure 7 shows similar results for performance measurement used to inform institutional 

strategic priorities and objectives.  The most significant difference, other than with those 

who had not implemented a system at all, was between 7+ years and 0-2 years (p = .001).  

Data from the post hoc test is displayed in Table 5.   

Table 5 

Post Hoc Test—Informing Institutional Strategic Priorities and Objectives 

  Mean Diff. SE p 

7+ years vs. 0-2 years .435 .132 .001 
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Figure 6.  Means Plot – University Leadership Regularly Reviews Performance Measures 

 

 

Figure 7.  Means Plot – Informs Institutional Strategic Priorities and Objectives 

Figure 8 shows that performance measurement informing day-to-day decisions by 
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years versus 0–2 years (p = .001), 5–7 versus 0–2 years (p = .000), and 7+ versus 0–2 

years (p = .003).  Table 6 shows the results of the post hoc test.  Figure 9 shows 

performance measurement informing day-to-day decisions by managers and department 

chairs.  Table 7 shows the most significant differences were between institutions that had 

implemented 5–7 years prior versus those at 0–2 years (p = .035), and those at 7+ years 

versus 0–2 years (p = .003).       

 

Figure 8.  Means Plot – Informs Day-to-day Decisions by Senior Administrators 

Table 6 

Post Hoc Test—Day-to-day Decisions by Senior Administrators 

  Mean Diff. SE p 

3–5 years vs. 0-2 years .732 .193 .001 
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7+ years vs. 0-2 years .676 .185 .003 
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Figure 9.  Means Plot – Informs Day-to-day Decisions by Managers and Dept. Chairs 

Table 7 

Post Hoc Test—Day-to-day Decisions by Managers and Dept. Chairs 

  Mean Diff. SE p 

5-7 years vs. 0-2 years .625 .217 .035 

7+ years vs. 0-2 years .632 .173 .003 

 

Institutions considering performance measurement data when allocating budgets 

did not vary significantly over time for those institutions that had implemented a system 

(Figure 10).  Using institutional performance measurement to assess progress toward 

strategic goals and objectives (Figure 11) and benchmarking against comparable 

institutions (Figure 12) also did not vary significantly over time.  All three practices, 

however, occurred to some degree at a majority of institutions with strategic performance 

management systems in place.   
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Figure 10.  Means Plot – Considers When Allocating Budgets 

 

 

 

Figure 11.  Means Plot – Assess Progress Toward Goals and Objectives 
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Figure 12.  Means Plot – Benchmark Against Comparable Institutions  

 
 
 
 

 

Figure 13.  Means Plot – Cascaded Down Through The Organization 
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Figure 13 shows those institutions that had implemented performance 

management systems indicated stronger agreement over time that measures are cascaded 

down through the organization.  There was significant difference between those that had 

implemented 7 or more years prior and those at 0-2 years (p = .001), shown in table 8.  

This supports the literature on performance management that recommends measures be 

cascaded down through the organization over time.  

Table 8 

Post Hoc Test—Cascaded Through the Organization 

  Mean Diff. SE p 

7 years vs. 0–2 years .696 .178 .001 

 

 

Figure 14.  Means Plot – Periodically Disseminates Information Publicly 

Figure 14 shows that institutions that implemented more than three years ago 

indicated stronger agreement that performance information is periodically disseminated 
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publicly than those who implemented less than 2 years prior or had not implemented at 

all.  This and the previous discussion on other practices may suggest the amount of time 

it takes (approximately a three-year cycle) for the leadership team to use, reflect, modify, 

and deploy performance measurements—the four stages identified by Kennerley and 

Neely (2002).   

Areas of Measurement 

Figure 15 presents the percentage of institutions that indicated they collected and 

analyzed data in those areas of measurement.  Most responding institutions collected and 

analyzed data on their enrollment profile (99.6%) and enrollment planning (92.1%), 

which was defined for respondents as data on applications, admits, and enrollment yields.   

Most institutions collected and analyzed data on graduation rates and completions 

(97.6%) and continuation and persistence rates (95.3%). The American Council on 

Education (2013) had earlier reported that few university leaders paid close attention to 

retention, time to degree, and completions.  The findings of this study suggest the tide 

may be changing as it relates to those indicators.  Graduation rates, completions, and 

persistence rates are also common measures in the performance-based funding models of 

states that have implemented them.   

 Most institutions affirmatively indicated collecting and analyzing information on 

student learning (78.7%), institutional aid and tuition discounting (73.9%), affordability 

and student costs (73.9%), and sponsored research and grants (71.1%).  A majority 

(59.3%) of institutions collected and analyzed data on alumni employment placement.  

Only 47% of institutions collected and analyzed data on contributions to the public good 

and even fewer (31.6%) on alumni salaries.  Institutional costs and affordability, alumni 
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employment, and salary information are hallmarks of the scorecard proposed by President 

Barrack Obama in 2013 (White House, 2013).  

Terkla et al. (2012) reviewed 66 university dashboards in 2005 and found that 

only 34.8% included indicators on research, 72.7% included indicators on graduation 

rates, 71.2% on admissions data, and the same on retention rates.  Only 47% of 

institutions’ dashboards in their study included tuitions and fees indicators and 63.6% 

included financial aid figures.  Only 7.6% of the institutions they reviewed were using 

measures of graduate employment.   The significant differences between the information 

collected in their 2005 study and the areas of performance measurement reported in this 

study suggest a rapid adoption of multiple performance indicators, as university leaders 

focused more on containing cost, improving outcomes and responding to multiple 

mandates, and policymakers’ calls for transparency and accountability. 

 

Figure 15. Areas Performance Measurement - % of Institutions Collecting and Analyzing 

Data 
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Summary of Key Findings on Scope of Strategic Performance Management 

Practices 

Most institutions were using performance measurement to inform development of 

and to assess progress toward their institutional strategic priorities and objectives.   Three 

quarters of institutions were periodically disseminating performance information 

publicly.   A majority of institutions’ senior leadership teams were considering 

performance measurement when making day-to-day decisions, but fewer institutions 

reported the same when it came to managers and department chairs.  Just less than half of 

institutions reported they were cascading measurement down through the organization.   

Bichsel’s (2012) study found that participants “foresaw that, once established, 

analytics processes would become more efficient and data would expand and improve, 

leading to long-term improvements in accountability” (p. 12).  This study suggests that to 

be the case, with increasing use of particular strategic performance management practices 

over time since initial implementation.  The next section will focus on whether the use of 

performance measurement data and analytics has led to improved decision making and 

institutional effectiveness outcomes. 

Decision Making and Institutional Effectiveness Outcomes 

 The study also explored whether performance measurement in public higher 

education contributed to improved decision making or institutional effectiveness 

outcomes.  Institutional respondents indicated to what degree performance measurement 

data and analytics had led to improvement of decision making and institutional 

effectiveness outcomes.  Institutional effectiveness outcomes were defined for the 

respondents as student success, completions, graduation rates, and other outcomes as 
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defined by mandates or the institutional mission.  Table 9 shows the frequencies, means 

and standard deviation associated with the two questions. Of institutional respondents, 

73.2% strongly agreed or agreed that the use of performance measurement data and 

analytics had led to improved decision making.  Figure 16 is a means plot that shows that 

those institutions that implemented three or more years prior indicated stronger 

agreement that such use had led to improved decision making than those who 

implemented 0-2 years prior or not at all. Of institutional respondents, 67.4% strongly 

agreed or agreed that the use of performance measurement data and analytics had led to 

the improvement of institutional effectiveness outcomes.  These findings support Evans’ 

(2004) suggestion that measures provide necessary insight to improve decision making 

and performance.  Figure 17 shows that the level of agreement is incrementally stronger 

between each period of time since implementation, suggesting an association between 

more established systems and improved outcomes.  

Table 9 

Data and Analytics Improved Decision making and Institutional Effectiveness Outcomes 

 Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 
Agree M (SD) 

  % % % % %   

Decision making 3.2 7.6 16.0 47.2 26.0 3.85 (.997) 

Outcomes 2.0 8.1 22.6 45.6 21.8 3.77 (.948) 
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Figure 16.  Means Plot – Improved Decision making 

 

Figure 17.  Means Plot – Institutional-Effectiveness Outcomes 
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The study next looked at variances between what was measured at institutions that 

reported improved decision making and those who disagreed or strongly disagreed that 

the use of performance measurement data and analytics had improved decision making at 

their institution.  Evans (2004) and Behn (2003) found that organizations must carefully 

select and align multiple measures to gain a broad understanding of the organization and 

cause-and-effect between various strategies.   This analysis may provide institutions that 

have not experienced improved decision making with additional measurement areas to 

consider including in their strategic performance management system.  Figure 18 and 

Table 10 demonstrate the measurement areas associated with institutions that strongly 

agreed or agreed that the use of performance measurement data and analytics had 

improved decision making versus those who disagreed or strongly disagreed.  Phi is used 

to demonstrate association.  There were no significant variances between those 

institutions who strongly agreed or agreed and those who disagreed or strongly disagreed 

that performance measurement had improved their decision making and are collecting 

and analyzing data in the areas of enrollment profile (99.5% vs. 100%), enrollment 

planning (92.3% vs. 88.9%), persistence rates (96.7% vs. 92.6%), sponsored research and 

grants (73.2% vs. 63%), institutional aid and tuition discounting (75.4% vs. 74.10%), and 

alumni salaries (33.2% vs. 22.2%).  Institutions that strongly agreed or agreed that the use 

of performance measurement had improved decision making are more likely to be 

measuring student learning than those who disagree or strongly disagree (82.5% vs. 

66.7%. Phi (.134) indicates an association, albeit weak. 
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p < .05 

 

Figure 18.  Areas of Performance Measurement Associated with Improved Decision 

Making 

Institutions that strongly agreed or agreed that the use of performance 

measurement had improved decision making are more likely to be measuring graduation 
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rates than those who disagreed or strongly disagreed (99.5% vs. 92.6%, Φ = .194).  

Institutions that strongly agreed or agreed that the use of performance measurement had 

improved decision making are more likely to be measuring alumni employment than 

those who disagree or strongly disagree (64.5% vs. 37.0%, Φ = .188) and more likely to 

be measuring contributions to the public good (54.10% vs. 29.6%, Φ = .164).  The phi 

values demonstrate an association between institutions who indicated improved decision 

making and measurement of graduation rates, alumni employment, and contributions to 

the public good as defined by the institution. 
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Table 10 

Associations Between Improvement of Decision Making and Areas of Measurement 

Measurement Area 

Measured by 
Institutions that 
Agree Improved 
Decision making 

Measured by 
Institutions that 

Disagree Improved 
Decision making Φ 

 % %   

Alumni salaries 33.30 22.20 .080 

Contributions to public good 54.10 29.60 .164* 

Alumni employment placement 64.50 37.00 .188* 

Sponsored research/grants 73.20 63.00 .076 

Affordability/student costs 80.90 55.60 .203* 

Inst. aid & tuition discounting 75.40 74.10 .010 

Student learning 82.50 66.70 .134* 

Enrollment planning 92.30 88.90 .042 

Persistence rates 96.70 92.60 .072 

Graduation rates & completions 99.50 92.60 .194* 

Enrollment profile 99.50 100.00 .027 

* p < .05  
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Figure 19.  Areas of Performance Measurement Associated With Improved Outcomes 

The study also looked at variances between what was measured at institutions that 

reported improved outcomes and those who disagreed or strongly disagreed that the use 

of performance measurement data and analytics had improved outcomes at their 

institution.  This analysis may assist institutions that have not experienced improved 
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measurement areas to include in their strategic performance management system.  Figure 

19 and Table 11 demonstrate the measurement areas associated with institutions that 

strongly agreed or agreed that the use of performance measurement data and analytics 

had improved institutional effectiveness outcomes versus those who disagreed or strongly 

disagreed.  

Institutions that strongly agreed or agreed that the use of performance 

measurement data and analytics had improved institutional effectiveness outcomes were 

more likely to measure contributions to the public good (55.1% vs. 32%, Φ = .156).  

Institutions that strongly agreed or agreed that the use of performance measurement data 

and analytics had improved institutional effectiveness outcomes were much more likely 

to measure alumni employment placement (65.3% vs. 32.0%, Φ = .229), affordability and 

student costs (81.4% vs. 48.0%, Φ = .269), and student learning (87.4% vs. 56%, Φ = 

.284). 
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Table 11 

Associations Between Improvement of Outcomes and Areas of Measurement 

Measurement Area 

Measured by 
Institutions that 
Agree Improved 

Outcomes 

Measured by 
Institutions that 

Disagree Improved 
Outcomes Φ 

 
% %   

Alumni salaries 32.3 24.0 .061 

Contributions to public good 55.1 32.0 .156* 

Alumni employment placement 65.3 32.0 .229* 

Sponsored research/grants 74.3 68.0 .048 

Affordability/student costs 81.4 48.0 .269* 

Inst. aid & tuition discounting 77.8 68.0 .078 

Student learning 87.4 56.0 .284* 

Enrollment planning 94.0 92.0 .028 

Persistence rates 95.8 96.0 .003 

Graduation rates & completions 98.8 96.0 .076 

Enrollment profile 99.4 100.0 .028 

* p < .05  

Summary of Key Findings in Decision Making and Institutional-Effectiveness 

Outcomes 

 Three quarters of institutions strongly agreed or agreed that the use of 

performance measurement data and analytics had led to improved decision making at 

their institution.  Improved decision making is stronger in more established systems, 

defined as those institutions that had implemented performance management systems 
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more than three years prior. Institutions that report improved decision making are more 

likely to be measuring student learning, graduation rates, alumni employment, and 

contributions to the public good.  

 Two thirds of institutions strongly agreed or agreed that the use of performance 

measurement data and analytics had led to improvement of institutional effectiveness 

outcomes, defined as student success, completions, graduation rates, and other outcomes 

as defined by mandates or the institutional mission.  Improved outcomes are 

incrementally stronger as strategic performance management systems become more 

established over time.  Institutions that report improved institutional effectiveness 

outcomes as a result of performance measurement and analytics are more likely to 

measure contributions to the public good and much more likely to measure alumni 

employment placement, affordability and student costs, and student learning.   

Alignment with State Public-Policy Priorities 

 The final research focus explored whether public higher education institutions’ 

performance measures were aligned with states’ public-policy priorities for public higher 

education.   Most (85.4%) of institutions strongly agreed or agreed that their performance 

measures were aligned with their respective state’s public-policy priorities.  Frequencies, 

mean, and standard deviation are shown in Table 12. 
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Table 12 

Performance Measures Alignment with State Public-Policy Priorities 

 Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 
Agree M (SD) 

  % % % % %   

Response 0.4 3.3 11.0 47.2 38.2 4.20 (.789) 

 

Figure 20 demonstrates the measurement areas associated with institutions that 

strongly agreed or agreed that their performance measures were aligned with their 

respective state’s public-policy priorities for higher education, versus those who 

disagreed or strongly disagreed.  Institutions that indicated their measures are aligned 

with their state’s public-policy priorities were more likely to measure graduation rates 

and completions (99% vs. 88.9%), persistence rates (96.7% vs. 88.9%), sponsored 

research and grants (73.3% vs. 66.7%), and alumni salaries (32.4% vs. 22.4%) than those 

who disagreed or strongly disagreed they were aligned.  They were also much more 

likely to measure alumni employment placement (60.5% vs. 33.3%) and contributions to 

the public good (49.5% vs. 22.2%).  Given small cell counts from very few institutions 

disagreeing or strong disagreeing their measures were aligned with state priorities, Chi 

square and phi were not calculated, but the data do suggest positive associations in the 

above mentioned areas.    
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Figure 20.  Areas of Performance Measurement and Alignment with State Priorities 

Figure 21 shows the difference in what is measured by institutions in states with 

performance outcome budgeting in place measure and those in states without 

performance funding outcomes models in place.  Institutions in states with performance 

outcome budgeting are slightly more likely to measure alumni employment placement 

(62.2% vs. 58.1%) and contributions to the public good (48.6% vs. 46.4%).  They are 

more likely to measure alumni salaries (37.8% vs. 29.1%).  They are slightly less likely 
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to measure student learning (75.7% vs. 79.9%), and affordability and student costs 

(70.3% vs. 75.4%), and less likely to measure institutional aid and student discounting 

(63.5% vs. 78.2%), and sponsored research and grants (64.9% vs. 73.7%). 

 

 

Figure 21.  Measurement Areas at Institutions in States with Performance Outcome 
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Summary of Alignment With State Public-Policy Priorities 

Most institutions agreed or strongly agreed that their performance measures are 

aligned with their state’s higher education public-policy priorities.  Institutions that 

indicated alignment are much more likely to measure contributions to the public good 

and alumni employment placement than institutions that disagreed or strongly disagreed 

that their measures were aligned with state priorities for higher education.  They are 

slightly more likely to measure alumni salaries and slightly less likely to measure student 

learning.  
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION 

Summary of the Study 

How does public higher education demonstrate its value and rebuild public trust, 

assure strategic use of scarce resources, and identify actions to improve outcomes?  This 

national study explored the scope of institutions’ application of strategic performance 

management practices, including areas institutions measure and how the measures 

contribute to better decision making and improved institutional effectiveness outcomes.  

It also explored whether institutions’ performance measures are aligned with state policy 

objectives.  Strategic performance management includes methodologies, frameworks, and 

indicators that are used for to develop and assess strategy, to communicate performance 

and value to external stakeholders, and to motivate internal stakeholders (Marr & 

Schiuma, 2003).  Strategic performance management ensures alignment of decisions, 

initiatives, and actions with the overall strategic priorities of the organization and, in the 

public sector, with broader public-policy priorities.  The primary causal theory behind 

performance measurement and accountability is that it will result in performance 

improvement in public-sector institutions. 

The study was based on a survey sent in the summer of 2013 to 612 public four-

year institutions in the United States.  Publicly controlled, four-year institutions were 

identified in the National Center for Education Statistics Integrated Post-secondary Data 

System (IPEDS).  Two hundred fifty-three institutions responded, an overall response 

rate of 41.3%, a confidence interval of .0472 at 95%.  The responses were largely 

representative of small, medium, and large four-year institutions.  Institutions also 

reported how long it had been since initial implementation of performance measurement 
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framework, providing insight into to how practices, decision making, and outcomes 

improve as strategic performance management systems become more established over 

time. 

The study explored the application of specific practices including: (a) use of 

performance measurement data to develop and assess strategic priorities, (b) senior 

administrators’ use of measurement data to inform day-to-day decisions, (c) use of 

performance measurement data to inform annual budget allocations, (d) benchmarking 

against comparable institutions, (e) periodic public dissemination of information, (f) 

cascading measurement down through the organization, and (g) use of performance 

measurement by managers and department chairs to inform day-to-day decisions.  The 

study also explored whether performance measurement at public higher education 

institutions contributed to improved decision making or institutional effectiveness 

outcomes and whether institutions’ performance measures were aligned with states’ 

public-policy priorities for higher education.  

Review of the Problem 

 Climbing costs, growing student debt, and diminishing productivity in public 

higher education drew the public’s and policy makers’ critical attention to higher 

education.  Public support for higher education had declined dramatically, with state 

legislatures cutting budgets and federal support for institutional aid becoming vulnerable.  

Universities and colleges faced increasing demand to maintain affordability and 

demonstrate their value to the public and to their prospective students (Basken, 2012).  At 

the federal and state levels, legislators were proposing scorecards and accountability 

frameworks that would determine future funding levels.  From a public-good standpoint, 
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studies showed college graduates experienced greater social mobility over time, earning 

higher salaries and having less reliance on public social services.  Yet, graduation rates 

nationally were on a downward trajectory.  A comprehensive and effective measurement 

framework should be designed to be meaningful and practical, supporting both public-

policy priorities and unique institutional missions while providing information for higher 

education leaders to make better decisions and improve outcomes. 

Summary of Findings 

The findings of this national study and recommendations for practice provide a 

framework to develop indicators and dashboards that inform decision making and 

resource allocation, demonstrate value to the public, and foster organizational learning.  

The findings suggest the strategic performance management model proposed by this 

study is a viable and sustainable solution to improve decision making and institutional 

effectiveness outcomes at public four-year higher education institutions. 

Figure 22.  Strategic Performance Management System 
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The findings reveal the specific measurement areas in which data were collected 

and analyzed by the institutions that experienced better decision making and improved 

institutional effectiveness outcomes.  Finally, the findings show what is measured and 

reported by those institutions that have aligned measures with the states’ higher education 

policy priorities, as well as what is measured by those institutions in states with 

performance-based budget models in place. 

Major Findings Related to the Literature 

Strategic Priority Development and Assessment 

Most institutions were employing performance measures that were regularly 

reviewed.  Further, most institutions’ leadership teams used institutional performance 

measurement to inform the development and assessment of strategic priorities and 

objectives.  Most were also using performance measurement to benchmark against 

comparable institutions.  The findings support Terkla, Sharkness, Cohen, Roscoe and 

Wiseman (2012) claim that measurement dashboards are essential components of 

institutional strategic plans.  Leveille (2006) had earlier noted an effective performance 

management system will communicate goals and objectives, establish performance 

metrics, and track performance against goals and objectives.  There was overwhelming 

agreement suggesting public higher education institutions are engaged in performance 

management practices for those identified purposes. 

Performance and Accountability Reporting 

 The study revealed that most institutions periodically disseminate information 

publicly via web-based or other published reports.  Several states and university systems 
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had implemented performance-reporting requirements prior to this study.  Two hundred 

eighty-nine public four-year institutions had already adopted the Voluntary System of 

Accountability at the time of the study.  The findings of this study support the literature 

that suggested public universities are increasingly moving toward public reporting in 

response to calls for accountability or legislative mandates.  Through public reporting, 

institutions can demonstrate effective use of resources (Wholey, 1999) and demonstrate 

their contributions to the public good.  The Spellings Commission and subsequent 

governmental commissions and reports called for universities to be more transparent 

about costs, student learning, and success  (U.S. Department of Education, 2006).  Higher 

education’s response and rapid embrace of those calls are evidenced by the broad 

participation in initiatives like the Voluntary System of Accountability and other public 

dashboard and reporting initiatives. 

Day-to-Day Decision Making 

 The study found a majority of senior administrators are using institutional 

performance-measurement to inform day-to-day decisions, but a quarter of respondents 

still strongly disagreed or disagreed the practice occurs.  Burke and Minnasins (2002) 

suggested performance reporting was “increasingly invisible” below the president and 

executive levels.  Deans and department chairs were relatively unfamiliar with 

performance reporting.  This study suggested Burke’s assertions remain relatively 

unchanged, with only 39.7% agreeing or strongly agreeing that managers or department 

chairs were using performance measurement to inform day-to-day decisions.  Less than 

half of institutions cascaded performance measures down through the organizations to the 

divisions, college, or department level.  Sixty percent of institutions, though, were using 
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performance measurement data to inform annual budget allocation decisions, suggesting 

that institutions were increasingly recognizing the importance of using data-driven 

decisions to focus their scarce resources. 

Certain Practices Evident in More-Established Systems   

Institutions that had implemented a strategic performance management system 

more than three years ago were more likely to engage in particular practices than those 

that had implemented these within the last three years.  This included using data to 

inform day-to-day decisions by senior administrators, using data to inform day-to-day 

decisions by managers and department chairs, and cascading measures down through the 

organization.  This supported the literature on performance measurement recommending 

that measures be cascaded down through the organization as the practice becomes more 

established and culturally embraced.  Institutions were also more likely to disseminate 

information publicly at three years post implementation, suggesting the amount of time it 

takes to review and modify performance measures before deploying publicly.  While not 

varying significantly, using performance measurement to assess progress toward strategic 

goals and objectives, benchmarking against comparable institutions, and using data to 

inform budget allocation increasingly occurred at a majority of institutions as their 

systems became more developed over time. 

Areas of Measurement 

 The theoretical basis for this study, performance management theory, assumed 

organizations use multiple measures to assess performance (Behn, 2003; Evans, 2004; 

LeRoux & Wright, 2010) and to address different purposes and audiences (Behn, 2003).  
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The findings of this study suggest that university leaders have adopted multiple 

performance indicators as they focused on containing costs, improving outcomes, and 

responding to multiple mandates and calls for transparency.  Institutions reported 

collecting and analyzing data in more areas than had been previously reported in earlier 

studies  (See Figure 23).  Most institutions were collecting and analyzing data on their 

enrollment profile, defined as gender, race/ethnicity, class level, and academic program. 

Most were also collecting and analyzing data for enrollment planning, defined as applied, 

admitted, and enrolled yields.   

 

Figure 23.  Areas of Measurement 

The American Council on Education (2013) found that while university leaders 

frequently received data on admissions and enrollment, few paid close attention to 

retention, time to degree, and completions.  The findings of this study suggested the tide 

may have been changing.  Most institutions reported collecting and analyzing data on 

graduation rates and completions, as well as continuation and persistence rates, student 

learning, institutional aid and discounting, affordability and student costs, and sponsored 
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research and grants.  A majority were collecting and analyzing data on alumni 

employment placement.  However, far fewer were collecting and analyzing data on 

alumni salaries.  Institutional costs and affordability, alumni employment, and salary 

information were hallmarks of the scorecard proposed by President Obama in 2013. 

Improved Decision Making and Institutional Effectiveness Outcomes 

 The study explored to what degree performance measurement was contributing to 

improved decision making or institutional effectiveness outcomes.  Three-quarters of the 

respondents indicated agreement or strong agreement that performance measurement had 

led to improved decision making at their institution.  These findings supported earlier 

studies that suggested organizations that have employed comprehensive performance 

measurement systems provide necessary insight to improve decision making and 

performance (Evans, 2004; LeRoux & Wright, 2010) and the theoretical construct of 

performance management theory that served as the basis for this study.  Performance 

management theory is built upon the premise that measurement is used to inform decision 

making and improve performance.  Use of data to inform decision making is a requisite 

condition for real organizational learning and improvement to occur, the other being 

agreement on goals. 

The results of the study suggested the underlying premise to be present in 

America’s public four-year universities and colleges.  The institutions that had 

implemented three or more years prior indicated stronger agreement that the use of 

performance measurement data and analytics had led to improved decision making than 

those who had implemented in the few years prior, suggesting that decision making 
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improves as systems become more established and performance measures are understood, 

used, and modified. 

Institutions that reported improved decision making were more likely to measure 

alumni salaries, sponsored research and grants, institutional aid and discounting, 

enrollment planning, persistence rates and enrollment profile.  These institutions were 

significantly more likely to measure contributions to the public good, alumni employment 

placement, and graduation rates and completions (p < .05).  These high-level measures 

focus decision makers on what is working or not, and, through deeper analyses and 

disaggregation, can answer why it is or is not working (Behn, 2003).  Similar to the 

practice of discovery in which faculty engage for their scholarship, the study of student 

success and organizational effectiveness allows institutions to identify areas for deeper 

analytics and diagnoses.  Behn (2003) argued public managers must develop a cadre of 

performance that provide evidence of organizational effectiveness and lead to 

performance improvement.  The results of the study suggested institutions that are using 

performance measurement data and analytics and have experienced better decision 

making are measuring in areas that span their strategic priorities and core functions. 

Just over two thirds of institutions indicated agreement or strong agreement that 

the use of performance measurement data and analytics had led to improved institutional 

effectiveness outcomes.  Institutional effectiveness outcomes were defined as student 

success, completions, graduation rates, and other outcomes as defined by mandates or 

institutional mission.  Institutions that strongly agreed or agreed the use of performance 

measurement and analytics had improved institutional effectiveness outcomes were more 
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likely to be measuring across all areas, and much more likely to be measuring 

contributions to the public good, alumni employment placement, and student learning   

(p < .05).  The results suggested that institutions where use of performance measurement 

data and analytics had led to improved outcomes were measuring across multiple 

strategic priorities and core functions. 

Contributions to the Public Good 

 Just under half (47%) of institutions were collecting and analyzing data on 

contributions to the public good, as defined by the institution.  Admittedly, other metrics 

such as closing the achievement gap, graduation rates and completions, financial aid and 

research could all be elements of a construct to measure contributions to the public good.  

The 2000 Kellogg Commission had defined the commitments of higher education as 

providing educational opportunity that is genuinely equal; providing access without 

regard to race, ethnicity, age, occupation or socioeconomic status; ensuring excellence in 

curricula; preparing students to lead and participate in a democratic society; promoting 

scholarship aimed at solving pressing public needs; and developing systems that allow for 

tracking and reporting progress toward achieving the commitment to the public good.  

One could argue those commitments are synonymous with the definition of higher 

educations’ contribution to the public good.  But, institutional missions, students, 

regional demography, and other factors force the conversation at the institutional level 

about its unique contributions to the public good. 

 The results suggested institutions that define and measure contributions to the 

public good are much more likely to agree that use of performance measurement data and 

analytics has improved decision making and improved institutional effectiveness 
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outcomes.  With increasing attention on accountability, and the public debate often 

focused on job training and salary, the ability of an institution to define and demonstrate 

its economic, social, and cultural value to the public good is ever more important.  Using 

that data to inform decisions can serve to ensure actions are flowing from the institutional 

mission and lead to improvements; it also serves to inform both public and policymakers 

of the multifaceted societal contributions of public higher education. 

Alignment with State Public-Policy Priorities 

 Institutions were asked whether their performance measures were aligned with 

their respective state’s public-policy priorities for public higher education.  Most of the 

institutions (84.4%) strongly agreed or agreed their performance measures were aligned 

with the state’s public-policy priorities.  Institutions that indicated strong agreement or 

agreement were also more likely to be measuring graduation rates and completions, 

persistence rates, affordability and student costs, sponsored research and grants, alumni 

employment placement, contributions to the public good, and alumni salaries.  They were 

less likely to be measuring enrollment planning, institutional aid and student discounting, 

and student learning. 

The study also explored what institutions in states with performance outcome 

budgeting in place are measuring.  There were no significant differences, although there 

were some notable variances.  Institutions in states with outcome budgeting are slightly 

less likely to measure student learning and less likely to measure institutional aid and 

tuition discounting, affordability and student costs, and sponsored research and grants.  

They are more likely to measure alumni employment placement and alumni salaries.  The 

study was exploratory, and given the relatively small counts due to the few states that had 
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performance outcome budgeting in place, it would be premature to draw any conclusions.  

The state with the longest-running performance-based funding, Pennsylvania, had 

experienced a 10% improvement in graduation rates and a 15% improvement in retention 

of Hispanic students (National Conference of State Legislatures, 2013).  They state of 

Pennsylvania’s system relied on five performance measures determined through 

agreement on the policy framework by legislators and institutional leader, including 

degree completion, graduation rates, reducing the achievement gap, faculty diversity, and 

philanthropy. Five indicators are unique to the institution (Miao, 2012).  The framework 

in Pennsylvania, and the improvements realized, may suggest a best practice for states to 

consider, one that aligns with state public policy priorities for higher education and 

recognizes unique institutional missions. 

Recommendations for Practice 

1. Institutional leaders should take care to first define the strategic priorities and 

objectives that flow from unique institutional missions.  At the same time, higher 

education leaders and policymakers should reach agreement on and understanding 

of the public policy goals.  Measures can be sought that align with those means 

and meet multiple stakeholders’ needs. Measures should not be based solely on 

availability of data.  In the optimal scenario, data that institutions report should 

mirror the data that institutions track to inform decisions and improve 

performance.  

2. Institutional leaders might consider developing a high-level scorecard and 

measures to promote understanding and organizational buy-in before adopting 

changes to the budget allocation or day-to-day decision making processes.  
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Institutions are more likely to be using performance measurement data and 

analytics to inform budget allocation or day-to-day decision making once systems 

are more established.  In the same vein, institutions might also phase in cascading 

of measures to the division, college, and department level once performance 

management methods are more established and more ingrained in the 

organizational culture. 

3. Federal and state policy makers and academic leaders should work closely to 

clarify and operationalize the definition of “alumni salaries” as an indicator of 

institutional performance.  Despite the emphasis at the federal policy level, few 

institutions were measuring alumni salaries at the time of the study.  If not clearly 

defined, the data could drive the wrong behaviors, such as discouraging 

institutions from offering degrees in professions that are critical to the public 

good, despite lower salaries. 

4. Institutions must adopt a set of performance indicators that can assess strategic 

decisions and priorities, demonstrate evidence of organizational effectiveness and 

public value, and lead to performance improvement.  Institutions that reported 

better decision making and improved institutional effectiveness outcomes were 

more likely to be measuring across the breadth of measurement areas presented in 

this study. 

5. During the strategic planning process, institutions should define and gain 

agreement on what they see as their contributions to the public good, select 

measures that align with the definition(s), use them to assess direction and 

achievement, and report the added value to policymakers and the public. 
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Further Research 

 The purpose of the exploratory study was to examine the scope of strategic 

performance management practices and measurement at public four-year institutions and 

to determine whether these practices resulted in better decision making, improved 

institutional effectiveness outcomes, and better alignment with states’ public-policy 

priorities for public higher education.  Despite the limitations from self-selection and the 

self-reporting of outcomes, the results suggested the use of strategic performance 

management practices and measures improves public four-year institutions’ decision 

making and helps those institutions demonstrate performance results to stakeholders.  

Further research should be conducted to examine in more detail the practices and 

processes, and the cultural and organizational change required to implement a 

comprehensive and effective system.  The relationship and process used between 

legislators and public higher education institutions in those states that have implemented 

performance outcome funding models should be examined to identify best practices, and 

more empirical research should be conducted as outcomes based funding models become 

more established.  The IPEDS database and emerging data sources provide significant 

opportunities for more empirical examination of institutional outcomes to validate the 

findings of this study. 

Conclusions and Final Thoughts 

 The findings suggested strategic performance management is well established in 

America’s public higher education institutions, but there remains room for improvement 

and broader use of data in day-to-day decision making.  The practices, framework, and 

measures explored in this study lead to better decision making and improved institutional 
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effectiveness outcomes.  Strategic performance management in higher education fulfills 

the obligation to provide stakeholders with information to make decisions (Leveille, 

2006).  It provides higher education leaders with a framework to develop goals and 

objectives with both public-policy priorities and unique institutional missions in mind, to 

measure progress, to improve performance (State Higher Education Executive Officers, 

2005), and to demonstrate higher education’s historic and transformational contributions 

to the public good.  The findings strongly suggested institutions were responding to calls 

for transparency and accountability and, like industry, recognized the value in measuring 

and analyzing performance. 

Performance measurement and performance reporting are at times used 

interchangeably, perhaps with intent.  The literature demonstrated performance outcome 

funding initiatives have come and gone in states with mixed results.  There were few that 

demonstrated longevity and success, but the literature also suggested the growing trend 

moving away from historical funding models based on inputs to funding based on 

outcomes.  All but 13 states already had implemented, were in the process of 

implementing, or were engaged in formal discussion about performance-based funding 

(National Conference of State Legislatures, 2013).  If there is agreement on the policy 

framework, and the institutions’ goals and objectives flow from their missions, data that 

institutions are using to assess their progress and to make decisions should not be much 

different, if at all, from what they are reporting and what legislators are using to make 

policy. 

Policymakers must look beyond the short-term wins with the electorate that can 

be gained with a quickly legislated system without much input from higher education 
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leaders, and higher education leaders must recognize there will be no return to the status 

quo of continued public investment without accountability.  Legislators should be making 

policy that is informed with data, and universities must be transparent and accountable to 

enable them to do so.  Care must be taken not to adopt measures that drive the wrong 

behaviors.  For instance, adopting graduation rates as a metric without any consideration 

of socioeconomic diversity or desire to close the achievement gap could have negative 

effects on the overall public-policy objectives.  There is no doubt that any meaningful 

attempt at performance-based funding, or more importantly at improvement, will only be 

achieved through open dialogue and agreement between policymakers and higher 

education institutions on public policy and institutional goals and objectives and the 

measures that will assess them. What gets measured gets managed.  Said better, what gets 

measured is studied, understood, and used to inform actions for improvement.  The 

opportunities that strategic performance management provides to inform decision 

making, discovery, and improvement, and to demonstrate higher educations’ 

contributions to the public good, should be embraced and broadened. 
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APPENDIX A – SURVEY TOOL 

Enrollment 
a. <1000  (Very small four-year) 
b. 1000-2999 (Small four-year 
c. 3000-9999 (Medium four-year) 
d. >10,000 (Large four-year) 
 

The university employs performance 
measurements that are regularly (monthly or 
each academic term) reviewed by university 
leadership (President or Chancellor, Provost, 
Vice Presidents, Deans, Cabinet) 

5= Strongly agree 
4= Agree 
3= Neither agree or disagree 
2= Disagree 
1= Strongly disagree  
 

Institutional performance measurement data is 
used by university leadership to inform 
development of institutional strategic priorities 
and objectives 

5= Strongly agree 
4= Agree 
3= Neither agree or disagree 
2= Disagree 
1= Strongly disagree 
 

Institutional performance measurement 
(dashboards, scorecards, spreadsheets/reports) 
is used by senior administrators to inform day-
to-day decisions 

5= Strongly agree 
4= Agree 
3= Neither agree or disagree 
2= Disagree 
1= Strongly disagree 
 

Institutional performance measurement 
(dashboards, scorecards, spreadsheets/reports) 
is used by managers and department chairs to 
inform day-to-day decisions 

5= Strongly agree 
4= Agree 
3= Neither agree or disagree 
2= Disagree 
1= Strongly disagree 
 

The university considers performance 
measurement data when allocating annual 
budgets 

5= Strongly agree 
4= Agree 
3= Neither agree or disagree 
2= Disagree 
1= Strongly disagree 
 

Institutional performance measurement is used 
to assess progress toward strategic 
goals/objectives 

5= Strongly agree 
4= Agree 
3= Neither agree or disagree 
2= Disagree 
1= Strongly disagree 
 

The university regularly uses performance 
measurement to benchmark against comparable 
institutions 

5= Strongly agree 
4= Agree 
3= Neither agree or disagree 
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2= Disagree 
1= Strongly disagree 
 

Performance measures are cascaded down 
through the organization (divisions, college, 
departments) 

5= Strongly agree 
4= Agree 
3= Neither agree or disagree 
2= Disagree 
1= Strongly disagree 
 

The university periodically (semi-
annually/annually) disseminates performance 
information publicly via web-based or other 
published report 

5= Strongly agree 
4= Agree 
3= Neither agree or disagree 
2= Disagree 
1= Strongly disagree 
 

The university’s performance measures are 
aligned with state level higher education policy 
priorities 

5= Strongly agree 
4= Agree 
3= Neither agree or disagree 
2= Disagree 
1= Strongly disagree 
 

The use of performance measurement data and 
analytics has led to improved decision-making 
at my institution. 

5= Strongly agree 
4= Agree 
3= Neither agree or disagree 
2= Disagree 
1= Strongly disagree 

The use of performance measurement data and 
analytics has led to improvement of 
institutional effectiveness outcomes (student 
success, completions, graduation rates, other 
outcomes as defined by mandates or 
institutional mission). 
 

5= Strongly agree 
4= Agree 
3= Neither agree or disagree 
2= Disagree 
1= Strongly disagree 

When did you start the implementation of your 
strategic performance management system? 
(Defined as using data to inform development 
of institutional objectives, assess performance 
and take actions to improve).   

a. Haven’t yet 
b. 0-2 years 
c. 3-5 years 
d. 5-7 years 
e. 7+ years 
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The university collects and analyzes data in the 
following areas (check all that apply): 

a. Enrollment profile (gender, race/ethnicity, 
level, program) 

b. Enrollment planning – applied, admitted, 
enrolled yields 

c. Graduation rates and completions 
d. Persistence rates 
e. Student learning 
f. Placement data on graduates (alumni 

employment) 
g. Alumni salaries 
h. Sponsored research/external grants 

performance 
i. Institutional (financial) aid and tuition 

discounting 
j. Institutional affordability / student costs 
k. Contributions to the public good, as 

defined by the institution 
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APPENDIX B - INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE 

Dear  : 
 
Performance data and accountability have been the focus of several recent higher 
education public policy debates and directives.  As a public higher education leader 
whose role sits at the intersection of policy and practice, your insights are critical and 
valuable.  My dissertation will examine existing practices at public four-year universities 
in the use of performance measurement and data to inform decision making, improve 
results, and demonstrate value.  Your and your institution’s experience adds to the 
important dialogue on performance measurement in public higher education.   
 
Being in public higher education working closely with others in your role, I certainly 
understand the multiple priorities competing for your time.  I truly appreciate your time, 
wisdom and contributions to my research.  The brief survey will take 10-15 minutes.  
 
Your responses will be kept strictly confidential and you will not be identified or 
connected to the responses you provide.  Results will only be reported in aggregate. No 
individual institutions or respondents will be identified in the results.   
 
Please contact me at matthewceppi@creighton.edu if you have any questions or have 
problems accessing or completing the survey.  If you would like a copy of the results, 
please respond to this email or contact me at matthewceppi@creighton.edu.   
 
Thank you for your contributions to my dissertation.  
 
Best regards, 
 
Matthew J. Ceppi 
Candidate for EdD in Leadership Studies, Creighton University 
 
Note: This email has been created automatically.  No IP addresses or Geotracking 
information are being collected or tracked by this survey.  The link in this email is unique 
to you, which enables the software to send reminders to those who have not responded. 
This research has received IRB approval from my institution.  Responses will be stored, 
analyzed and disposed of in accordance with ethical research standards.  Your 
participation is voluntary and can be discontinued at any time.   
 

 


