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PRINCIPLES FOR ACCOUNTABILITY MEASURESPRINCIPLES FOR ACCOUNTABILITY MEASURES

The driving force behind any performance-based funding model is the desire to establish a
formal link between institutional performance and funding received.  These are ultimately
translated into a system of performance indicators on which the allocation is based.

The concept of what is a “best practice” in measuring the performance of higher education
institutions continues to evolve.  However, there are a number of guiding principles that are
generally accepted as “good practice” in the development of institutional performance
measurement mechanisms.  Exhibit 1 outlines 11 guiding principles that are presented in no
particular order of importance.  The process for developing and establishing a system of
performance indicators is unique to every enterprise; however, we believe that all 11 of these
principles need to be considered during this process to ensure a successful and effective outcome.

These 11 guiding principles have a number of corollaries that should be considered as well:

 The expectations for institutional performance should be clearly understood
and stated at the outset.  Organizations can only “improve” if there is an
understanding of the priorities for organizational performance.   Clearly, the
priorities should grow out of organizational mission and goals, however it is
important that these be understood and agreed to by key participants at the
beginning of the process.

 The starting place for institutional performance measurement and
benchmarks for success varies among institutions.  Because each institution
operates within its own context, the beginning point for institutional
performance measurement will also vary depending on the specific
performance indicator.  Using “graduation rate” as an example, one institution
may be at 45 percent for a six-year graduation rate while another may be at 85
percent.  Because these types of variances can be due to a variety of
potentially valid reasons, no value judgment should automatically be attached.
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EXHIBIT 1
Guiding Principles For Developing And Establishing

 Institutional Performance Indicators

Guiding Principle Definition
Credibility The performance indicators should have internal and external credibility

among all institutional stakeholders.

Linkage to Mission,
Strategic Plan, and Policy
Goals

The performance indicators should incorporate and reinforce institutional
missions and strategic plans, as well as broad policy goals.

Stakeholder Involvement
and Consensus

The performance indicators should be developed through negotiation and
consensus among key stakeholders.

Simplicity The performance indicators should be simple to convey and broadly
understood.

Reliant on Valid,
Consistent, and Existing
Information

The performance indicators should be based on data that are valid and
consistent and that can be verified by third parties when necessary.  The
indicators should also be based on established data sources where possible
in order to maximize credibility and minimize additional workload.

Recognizes Range of Error
in Measurement

The performance indicators should be established with wide recognition
that there are certain unavoidable ranges of error in any performance
measurement activity.

Adaptable to Special
Situations

The system of performance indicators should accommodate special
institutional circumstances where possible.

Minimizes Number of
Indicators

The performance indicators chosen should be kept to the smallest number
possible in order to minimize conflicting interactions among the indicators
and to maximize the importance of each indicator.

Reflects Industry
“Standards” and “Best
Practices”

The performance indicators chosen should reflect “industry” norms and
standards where possible in order to allow for benchmarking and peer
comparisons.

Incorporates Input,
Process, Output, and
Outcomes Measures

The performance indicator system developed should have a balance of
measures related to institutional inputs, processes, outputs, and outcomes.

Incorporates Quantitative
and Qualitative Measures

The performance indicator system developed should incorporate both
quantitative and qualitative measures in order to present the most complete
picture of institutional performance possible.
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 Performance measures should not be developed only with available data
systems in mind. Implementing a system of institutional performance
measurement requires data to be available.   In fact, most institutions develop
performance measures with this in mind.  This practice has both positive and
negative consequences.  The ability to work with existing data systems
reduces the start-up time and cost to implement a performance indicator
system.  It also improves the comfort level of those involved, and thus the
credibility of the process.  On the other hand, limiting an institution’s
performance measures according to data availability may not result in the most
appropriate or meaningful set of measures in the long run.  Thus,
notwithstanding the benefits of using existing data systems, the development
of performance measures should recognize the current availability of data
where appropriate, but should be primarily driven by the questions “what are
we trying to measure?”, and “why?”

 “Continuous improvement” is not infinite.   A related issue that must be dealt
with in establishing performance measurement mechanisms is the fact that the
rate of “improvement” in any given area is non-linear.  Institutions may be
able to make great strides toward improving certain operational or
programmatic areas initially, but then come to a standstill.  Or, an institution
may move forward in another area and then falter for a period of time.  In
short, it is important to realize that the process of enhancing institutional
performance is imprecise at best and that to expect institutions to
“continuously improve” is unrealistic.

Perhaps the greatest challenge in designing a performance indicator system is to achieve
some level of balance among all of these competing, and sometimes contradictory, principles.
Again, no one of these principles is more important than the others.  Rather, it is important that all
be considered during the design and implementation of the system.

Act 188 set out a set of principles that are among those listed above:

 Recognize the unique missions and roles of the campuses;

 Recognize the higher education needs of the State; and

 Be as simple and transparent as possible.


