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[ABSTRACT]

The New Accountability For Public Higher Education

From Regulation To Results

Joseph C. Burke!

The 1990s in the United States saw a shift in accountability for higher education. It moved from
accounting for resources to accounting for results. By 2001, 40 of the 50 states had programs
reporting the results of public colleges and universities on priority indicators, 27 considered campus
results in budget allocation, and 19 tied funding specifically to institutional performance. Despite this
emphasis on accomplishments, Measuring Up 2000, published by the National Center for Public
Policy and Higher Education, gave most of the states only mediocre grades for the performance of
their higher education systems.

This paper answers the question of why so much reporting, budgeting, and funding of performance
produced only mediocre results. First, each of these efforts represented separate and segregated
initiatives with little or no coordination. Second, they lacked a limited set of common indicators at
the state and institutional levels that would allow policy makers trace the sources of successes and
shortcomings. Third, they failed to reach the internal units of institutions really responsible for
performance — the academic departments. This paper proposes a set of core indicators that would
allow policy makers to measure higher education performance up and down the performance chain.
It also suggests the characteristics of effective performance reporting at the national, state, and

institutional levels.

' Director, Higher Education Program, Rockefeller Institute of Government
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