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Introducing Higher Education Qutcome Information

Into the State Planning and Budgeting Process

Over the last several years, [ have engaged in a number of discussions with
state-level and postsecondary institutional decisionmakers about the probTéms
associated with the state planning and budgetary process. The discussions
generally have started with a focus on our troubled inflationary economy, energy
and conservation prab1ems; the influx of state agencies competing for the state
tax dollar, and the consequences of a decline or Teveling off of college enroll-
ments. Sooner or later, however, the discussions have zeroed in on the probliems
and Timitations of the state planning and budgetary process and its impact on
change, innovation, and accountability in postsecondary education. For example,
college administrators and faculty have expressed a gFowing concern about the

" increased regulations and controls being placed on the institutions by the
budget process. They have expressed equéi concern about what they feel are
inappropriate and unreasonable demands from a wide range of state agencies for
budget-related information that is costly to obtain. They also have indicated
great frustrations about their inability to do an effective job of te]ligg their
institution's story in terms of the intended and actual outcomes (i.e., impacts,
effectiveness, and prodqcts) resulting from the institution's programs. State-
level officials and staff, on the other hand, have registered major concerns and

complaints about the inability of the budget process's inability to discourage the

perpetration by higher education and other social agencies of outmoded and non-

productive programs. Finally, they have continually pointed out the Tack of




good information about the returns of benefits citizens in the state will get

or are getting from the tax dollars invested in postsecondary education.

Uttimately, the discussions with both state-level and college officials have
ended with an expressed need for a more effective system for planning and
budgeting. From the institutional point of view, this expression of need has
been qualified by the need for a system that recognizes the unique mission,
objectives, and achievements of each individual institution and program, is
cognizant of the "state of the art" with respect to the identification, measure-
ment, and evaluation of educational outcomes, and considers the costs for obtaining
outcome information. From the state-level point of view, the call for a more
effective planning and budgeting system has been accompanied by demands for é
system that 1inks the resources used to the results produced, cuts out waste and
inefficiency, and encourages a higher quality of education without having to
always increase the costs (Folger 1975).

Central té the requests from both groups is an emphasis on incorporating infor-
mation about the intended and actual outcomes or performances of an institution
and its programs into the state-Tevel planning and budgeting process. How might
such a poerformance- or outcome-oriented planning and budget process be déveicped
and implemented? Who should be involved? What are the implications or consequences
of such a process for institutions and states? From my vantage point, one of the
major goals of this seminar is to begin getting a better grasp of the answers

to these questions. With this in mind, the purpose of the remainder of this
paper is to provide some béckground with respect to these questions. I will:

(1) provide a brief overview of some of the current practices with respect to
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collecting higher education outcome information for use at the state Tevel,
(2) suggest some of the different kinds of outcome information valued at the
state Tevel, and (3) highlight some of the problems and issues that are Tikely

to be encountered 1: moving in this direction.

Current Practices

As a result of the pressures mentioned abbve, state legislatures and state

mation about the performance and effectiveness of tax-supported programs. For
example, Mark Chadwin, who is Director of the I1linois Economic and Fiscal
Commission, has stated that, "In 1970, no state legislature had a full-time

staff responsible for evaluation of program effectiveness. Now, over a dozen
have committees, coﬁmissigns, or auditor's offices functioning in this area, and
more such bodies seem t. appear almost monthly" (1975:45). Lyman Glenny, in

his recent study on state budgeting for higher education, reported tﬁat, of the
17 states studied, "14 have separate executive or legislative staffs that perform
policy-oriented performance or evaluation audits, as distinct from routine fiscal
audits" (1975:15-16). He also pointed out that performance audits of higher
education institutions have been made by these separate audit staffs and the role
these staffs will play in budgeting for higher education will probably grow in

importance.

Exactly what %hese audit staffs do is described in various ways. In some places,
these program evaluation activities are referred to as "program auditing." In
others, they are called "program review," ”per?grmance.pestéauditingi“ "legislative
oversignts," or "effectiveness auditing." However, no matte. what the terminology,

5




the intent is the same: to measure the performance of programs in terms of
actual results and impacts. As this implies, the specification of quantifiable
objectives and the collection of data about the indicators linked to those

objectives are activities central to these approaches.

Attempts to implement these approaches to measuring institutional performance
at»thé state level rénge considerably with respect to:

1. Who is responsible,

2. What techniques are used, and

3. How programs are selected for review.

Who is responsible? In some states, such as in Virginia, Wisconsin, Hawaii,

and Montana, numerous progrém evaluation activities are conducted by the
lTegislative auditor's office.* In other states, such as in I11inois, New York,
and Florida, the state highe; education board staff play major roles in
program evaluation and review. Evidence of this trend is the addition of new
staff who have management science, program evaluation, and statistical analysis

skills. In Nebraska, program evaluation teams are being given responsibility
which are composed of persons from the institution, the lay comminity, and, in
some instances, the state Tegislature, judge the efficacy of selected depart-

ments based on criteria Tinked to the stated goals of those departments.

*The extent to which these offices are independent from the legislature Yariés
greatly. However, the trend, which is encouraged by thg General Accounting
Office (GAQ) guidelines and the accounting profession, is toward greater
autonomy (Chadwin, 1975:45) o




What techniques are used? In New York, Florida, and New Jersey, outside

consultants are brought.in to conduct intensive reviews of selected programs

(e.g., high cost graduate programs). According to Berdahl (1975:23), the use of
external consultants has considerable merit, but it definitely adds to the cost
of evaluation. He cited, for example, that in a recent New York doctoral program
evaluation, which employed outsiée consultants, the budget was estimated to be

$59,000.

In some states, such as Hawaii, Washington, and I11inois, program eva1ﬁatian
places major emphasis on performance indicators collected from the institutions.
State agencies in Hawaii, for example, have identified a select number of
performance measures against which institutions can be audited and evaluated
through "a variance reporting procedure" (Meisinger, Purves, and Schmidtlein,
1975:98). However, difficulties in actually gathering this information for use

in budget requests have prevented the procedure from being totally implemented.

In Wisconsin, the University system employs an approach for measuring the per-
formance of academic programs that includes both a program audit and a program
review. Three basic organizing principles are used in implementing this approach

(Smith, 1975). First, it is important that the audit and review rest with the

institution. Second, it is important to distinguish between "program audit as

a process of identifying programs which for any of several reasons should be

given intensive review and program review as the comprehensive and intensive

examination of a particular program." The third organizing principle is that

-3
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the process of audit and review should be an integral part of mid- and long-

range planning, rather than a reaction to crisis situations.

How are programs selected for review? In several states, program audits of all

programs are conducted annually using a limited set of performance indicators
such as enroliment trend data, degrees produced, student-faculty ratios, and
costs relative to disciplines. These audits are usually employed to monitor
major changes in the indicators collected so that programs in potential trouble
in terms of efficiency and productivity can be identified for more intensive
program review. An alternative to the annual audit of all programs is the use a
of a program review cycle in which just the programs in a given category are
scheduled for intensive review every three or five years. The Florida Board

of Regents, for instance, has proposed a program review of programs categorized
by academic program clusters on a five-year cycle.

West Vi;ginia uses still another approach for selecting programs for review.
Using criteria related to costs, outcomes, priorities, and progran quality,

each institution is asked to make "forced ratings" about each oF;their programs.
Sixty percent of the programs are to be rated as normal on each of the four
variables and twenty percent are to be placed on each side of the normal range.
Each institution is then asked to select which program it wishés to have reviewed

in depth (reported by Berdahl, 1975).

Berdahl (1975) has noted that potentially there is much peril in using quantitative
indicators as the only means for selecting programs for intensive review. In.. -

support of this cautionary note, he cited the following:
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committees for a part1cular institution might ask for more intensive
review of a program which had not been selected through the audit
process. For example, the anticipated retirement or departure of
key faculty mambers in a given program might create a presumption
that review of the program should be undertaken prior to restaffing;
or a regularly scheduled site visit by an accreditation team m1ght
catalyze an institutional audit and review of a program in conjunc-
tion with the preparation of documents for the visitors; or planning
studies concerning the minimum staffing which should be maintained
for the essential programs of an institution might generate need for
review of particular programs; or recommendations from system-wide
or institutional task forces on curriculum changes could also
generate need for program review.

2

Qutcome Ind1catar5 Valued at the State Level

Whether you are interested in measuring institutional performance from a state

or an institutional perspective, one of the mastidifficu1t tasks is trying to
identify what outcomes or performances should be assessed. Not only is it
difficult to determine just what are the intended or actual outcomes of an
institution or a program, but it is equally difficult trying to reach consensus
about which outcomes are the most important to measure. One of the major efforts
in the Outcomes of Postseé@ndary Education Project at the National Center for
Higher Education Management Systems (NCHEMS) has been to develop products designed

to help institutional and state-level decision makers deal with this problem.

One of the initia1 products developed in the Outcomes Project to deal with this
outcomes identification problem was the Inventory of Higher Education Qutcome
Variables and Measures (Micek and Wallhaus, 1973). Two major criteria were
applied in constructing the fnventﬁﬁyi One was to develop a- list of

outcome mariables or constructs that would serve as many kinds and levels of
decision makers as pdssib1ei Second, the Inventéry was intended to be as compre-

hensive as possible in that it would cover not only instructional progfams but
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also major noninstructional areas such as research, community education, and public
service. Application of these criteria Ted to the construction of an inventory

with the following general structure:

s Fi :grg71

Outline of Major Categories.in NCHEMS

Inventory of Outcame Var1ab1es and Measures ;
— T —————E

1 0 Student Grgwth and Deveinpment

1.1.0 Knowledge and Ski1ls Development
1.1.1.00 Knowledge Development
1.1.2,00 Skills Development '
1.1.3.00 Knowledge and Skills Att1tudes Values, and Beliefs
1.2.0 Social Development
1.2.1.00 Social Skills
1.2.2.00 Social Attitudes, Values, and Beliefs

—
Ly
L]

L=
e

Personal Development
.3.1.00 Student Health 7 o
1.3.2.00 Personal Attitudes, Values, and Baliefs

1.4,0 Career Development
1.4.1,00 Career Preparation
1.4,

1.
_ 2.00 Career Attitudes, Values, and Beliefs
2.0 Development of New Knowledge and Art Forms

3.0 Community Development and Service

3.1.0 Community Development
- 3.2.0 Community Service
3.3.0 Longer-Term Community Effects
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together with specific potential measures or indicators of those variables.

Thus, for example, such variables as "development of general knowledge," "develcp-

" ment of specialized knowledge," and "development of critical thinking and reasoning

skills" have been identified with the knowledge and skills development area
(Category 1.1.0). Measures that might be used to assess these variables include
student scores on various standardized tests, numbers of graduates accepting
employment in their major field of study as a percentage of total graduates in
that field, and average student and/or former student scores measuring their |

degree of satisfaction with their ability to apply what they know.* ' *

As the Outcome Project staff worked on the Outcomes Iéventory and the problems
related to obtaining and using outcome information, a major question of concern
was (and continues to be) "What are specific outcomes and associated indicators
that are valued and needed by different instituticnaT and state-level decision
makers?" It was believed that an answer to this question would provide a
better understanding among institutional and state-level officials about what
outcomes are commonly endorsed by both groups and those the are of unique
iﬁ%erest to persons in each particular group. Second, it was felt that such

an understanding might enhance the dialogue between these different parties.
Finally, if a set of high priority outcome measures could be identified,

then work could begin in identifying and developing procedures for documenting

and evaluating those outcomes.

*A complete discussion of the development of the Inventory and its possible use

is given in An Introduction to the Identification and Use of Higher Education

Outcome Information (Micek and Wallhaus, 1973).
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In pursuit of an answer to the question stated above, two studies were conducted
to identify the outcome information institutional administrators (including
presidents and top-level administrators for academic planning, student affairs,
and budget and finance) and state-level officials and staff (including governors,
legislators, state budget officers, Tegisiative staff, and state directors of
higher education boards or coordinating bodies) need for their decision-making

responsibilities concerning higher educational programs.

The survey questionnaire used in the two studies was based on the outcome

and was designed to: (1) identify the outcome information areas decision makers

feel are most important (see Figure 2), and (2) identify the extent to which decision

makers "need to know" and "have access to" specific outcome measures. For
example, inVDutcame Information Area D, which contains a set of outcome measures
related to Student Occupational Career Development, a decision maker had the
opportunity of indicating his perceived need (or Tack of it) for each of 13

specific hegsures (see Figure 3).

Various descriptive analys2s of the data obtained from the surveys have been
conducted and the results of these analyses are available from the Center.

Figure 4 presents a 1ist of twenty outcome measures that 60% or more of the ?%amf
respondents in one or more of the groups in the two NCHEMS surveys indicated a
"Need To Know." Asterisks have been placed next to those measures receiving

a high priority rating by each of the stgte=1evel groups surveyed. (In the

survey of state-level officials there were 22 outcome measures that were en-
dorsed by 50 percent of one or more groups as being of high priority, i.e.,

"Need To Know.")

Q- 12
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Outcome Information Areas Contained in NCHEMS
Outcome Measures Identification Study

[ew]

Student’ Knowledge and Skills Development - Information about student under—

standing, competencies, and attitudes relative to bodies of facts and
principles and use of their intellectual and physical abilities.

Student Educational Career Development - Information about student attitudes

and success concerning certain academic pursuits (e. g., student educational
degree aspirations and attainments). -

Student Educational Satisfaction - Information that 1nd1cates the satisfaction

of students about the knowledge and skills they have acquired and their prog-
ress toward their educational and occupational career objectives.

Student Dccupat1gnaT Career Deve1opment Information abcut student attitudes

Student Personal Development - Information about changes in students con-

cerning the growth and maintenance of their personal 1ife (e.g., the1r
ability to adapt to new situations, their self-concept, etc. )

Student Social/Cultural Development - Information about student abilities-

and attitudes in dealing with people and their interest in cultural
activities ,

Community Educational Development - Infarmat1ﬂn about the -attitudes-and

success of nonmatriculating participants concerning the acquisition of
knowledge and skills, personal and social eve]opment and occupational
career goals and performance.

Community Service - Informat1on about the impact of the opportunities and

services provided by the-institution and received by the community (e.qg.,
agricultural extension services, cultural and recreatlonaI opportunities,
etc. A

Community Impact - Information about the impact of an institution's programs

and its faculty, staff, and students (current and former) on the financial
health, manpower supply, and attitudes of the community (Tocal, state,
or nat1ona1)

Development of New Knowledge and Art - Information about new knowledge and

art forms, created, applied, and reorganized as a result of an institution's
programs and its facu]ty, staff, and students (current and former).

13
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Student Occupational Career Development Outcome Measures

— R T I S SR I

7}'surveyed who were emp1oyed W1thin a certa1n t1me per1gd after 1éav1ng
the institution. ,

2. Number and percentage of former students (graduates and nongraduates)’
surveyed wha received the job of their first choice.

3. Average first salary of former students.

4. Distribution of former students (graduates and nongraduates) across

- income categories within a certain time period after Teaving the
-institution. g

5. Former students (graduates and nongraduates) scores on a scale measuring
their degree of satisfaction with their job perfarmance.

6. Number of professional accupat1nn awards and citations rece1ved per
former student surveyed.

“7. Number and percentage of former students surveyed who are in management
positions within a certain time per1ad after leaving the 1n5t1tut1on

8. Number of valuntaryl1nvo1untany changes in employment within a given
C 'time period per former student surveyed.- B :
9. Number of voluntary/involuntary Ehanges in career field within a given

~time period per former student surveyed.

10. Average first salary expectations of students.

11. Number and percentage of students who are aspiring to a part1cular
type of occupational career.

12, Number and percentage of students and/cr former students surveyed who
“are seeking certain levels of emp]nyment.~

13. Number and percentage of former students (graduates and nongraduates)
surveyed accepting employment in their major field of study.

14
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

) Outcome Measures Endorsed by 60%
of One or More "OMIS" Survey Groups as "Need To Know"

1.

2.

3.

*4

*6.

*g,

12,

*13.

" 16.

* 17,

¥ 20,

Number of students pass1ng cert1f1cat1an or 11cens1ng exams (e 9. bar exam,

Student scores on tests that indicate their ability to read, write, speak,
and/or listen.

Number and percentage of students surveyed who have participated in activities
that enhance their communication skills (e.g., debate, encounter groups, etc.).

Number and percentage of students surveyed 1dent1fy1ng a certain degree, diploma,
or certificate as the highest degree planned,

Number and percentage of students surveyed who are taking noncredit, independent
study, or special courses, :

Number of students receiving a degree, diploma, or certificate within a certain
time period, :

Average amopunt of time it takes a student to edrn a degree, diploma, or

certificate.

Number of students graduating from the institution after a certa1n period of
time as a percentage of their entering €lass.

Number and percentage of graduates for the year who transferred from another
school

Number and percentage of students leaving the institution prior to receiving
a dEgPEE, diploma, or certificate during a particular academic term or year.
prﬂgress_1n ach1ev1ng Lhe1r educaticna] career 93315

Student scores on a scale measuring their degree of satisfaction with their
progress in achieving their occupational career goals.

Number and pertentage of former Etudents (graduates and nnngraduates) surveyed
who were employed within a certain time period after leaving the institution.

Number and percentage of students surveyed who are aspiring to a particular
type of occupational career.

Number and percentage of former students (graduates and nongraduates) surveyed
accepting employment in their major field of study.

Mumber of nonmatriculating participants enrolled in instructional programs as

_.a percentage of the total number of persons in those programs.

Number and percentage of graduates of a particular graduating class who are
employed in-state versus out-of-state.

Community attitudes toward the institutian'(e,g;,iattitudes toward the insti-
tution's contribution to community social/cultural activities and the
institutions impact-on the amount of crime in the community,

Humber of proposals Funded for certain purpﬂsesv(eig!; research versus training)
by level of funding as a percentage of all proposals submitted. .

Total dollar amount of gifts and/or grants received for certain purposes (e.q.,
research versus training) as a percentage of total budget within a certain
time period. .

15
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The results of the outcome measures identification studies do not completely
identify all of the outcome information valued by institution and state-level

and quality need to be considered in measuring program performance at the

state level or at the institutional Tevel. Furthermore, they confirm the fact

that persons who have different decisionmaking respensibilities focus on and value
certain kinds of outcomes. For instance, in both stud%es, étatea1eve1 officials
consistently placed high importance on information and measures concerning
Community Impact, Community Service, and Student Occupational Career Development

outcomes. As a result, it seems crucial for institutional and state-level
each group so effective communication can be carried on about the desired and
actual performance of institutions in program planning, budgeting, and evaluation

situations.

Problems Related to the Collection and Use of Outcome Information

While most indiv%dua?s concerned with postsecondary education recognize the need :

and urgency to use outcome information for purposes of planning and budgeting, !

identifying and measuring educational outcomes and incorporating this information

in the planning and budgeting process.

One major difficulty has been that few explicit measures of program effectiveness
have been available. Nor has much yet been done to show the 1inks between resources
and activities used and the attainment of desired outcomes even when these outcomes

can be quantified. 1In short, it has been much easier to see what a program hes

16



accomplished in terms of activity or resource measures (e.g., expenditures,

student/faculty ratios, enrollment levels) than in terms of educational outcomes.

A second problem often cited is that even when information about outcomes is
available, it 4s difficult to use since the techniques for analyzing and inter-

preting thé%e,data are limited or are not well understood. For example, given

difficult to determine cause-and-effect relationships. A further complexity
results because many programs have joint outcomes. For example, a vocational-
technical program may contributexto student knowledge and skill development %h
addition.to producing various services to members of the business community.

A third major difficulty is that most planners and decision makers

simply have a hard time translating their goals intq specific objectives stated
in measurable outcome terms. Traditionally, goal setting is one of the first
étepsﬁih the‘hTanning process; howevé&, once the gaé1smare étatéd;’tég often

they remain in general, nonoperational terms. Because the goals Tack translation
into specific, measurable descriptions, planners and decision makers have trouble
utilizing them in selecting the optimal, or even promising, courses of act%én

and in evaluating the implemented programs.

A fourth major difficulty is that the time span over which budgets are projected
severely limits higher education's ability to assess the "educational value

added" to students and society. In fact, it would seem that the entire state

assessment than to encourage it. As State Senator Robert Graham of Florida

(1975) so aptly put it: L
17



16

By appropriating either annual or bi-annual budgets, as all fifty
states do, every decision making level is able to 'keep its options
open' in the hopes that it will win approval the next time around.
At the same time there are enough instances of reversals of previous
commitments that no decision maker ever feels completely confident
in proceeding with full program implementation. Instead, part of
his resources must be preserved for the next annual budget fight.

One outgrowth of all these problems is that the collection and use of outcome

and benefits derived f%om an institution and its programs. A second and perhaps
more basic concern, especially on the part of institutionai administrators and
faculty, is the uncertainty about the ultimate findings and the actions that will
be taken by persons in positions of control. This latter concern is based on the
fear that the EVa1uatioﬁ"process will not adequately take 'into account those out-
comes and benefits that are not quantifiable and those inputs and goals that are

unique to a given institutional program.

A second oufgkowth is the concern about how information should be presented for
purposes of program evaluation and budget review. As State Senator Larry Borst

of Indiana noted at a Legis 50 (nee Citizens Conference for State Legislators)
Seminar last summer, "the situation that we in the TegiSTafure often encounter

is one that follows the 'dump-truck theory'." -That is, the legislature is provided
tons and tons of data, but considerably Tess useable information. The prab?ém,

on the one hénd, is the failure of the legislature to articulate clearly the
precise information it néeds, and, on the other hand, is the institutions' fear
that fheir situation will be misunderstood unless all the information about their

situation is provided.

18
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Final Comments

The 4intent of this paper was to provide an overview of current practices and
the problems that éxist concerning the collection éndvuse of higher education
performance or outcome information for stéte—TEVéT planning and budgeting.
The potential impact of the use of outcome information in the planning and
budgeting has major implications for creating new incentives and developing

an environment for more effective use of resources and for improved educational

decision makers &t the institutional and state levels join together in charting
a posi@jve and reasonable course of action that will help achieve'those edu-
cational outcomes that are §a1ued by all of us. I hope that in this seminar
we can begin getting together and start identifying what actions need to be

taken in both the short-range as well as the long-range future.

19
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