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In our society, American citizens expect public policies to result in programs that 

address social problems in ways that are both efficient and effective. In order to judge if 

these two values are being achieved, public programs are often scrutinized through 

program monitoring and evaluation. Evaluation of public programs often is a 

responsibility delegated to local-level managers. The resulting discretion has to be 

balanced with the need for accountability that is also inherent in public programs. 

Evaluation is often difficult because outcomes are not readily measurable due to the 

complexity of the problems faced in the public setting. The Upward Bound program 

provides an example of this. 

Upward Bound provides services to students from low-income families and those 

in which neither parent holds a bachelor’s degree in order to increase the rate at which 

participants complete secondary education and enroll in and graduate from 

postsecondary institutions. Upward Bound is implemented and evaluated based upon 

specifications decided upon at the local level. This discretion granted to local level 

managers has resulted in wide variations in the way the program is being evaluated. 

This presents a problem for evaluation and has resulted in inconclusive results as to the 

success of the program. One way to correct this problem is to try and gain a clear 

understanding of how the evaluation outcome measures are being chosen for Upward 

Bound. My study accomplished this task.   
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Statement of the Problem 

In our society, American citizens expect public policies to result in programs that 

address social problems in ways that are both efficient and effective.  While efficiency 

and effectiveness are values worthy of pursuit in the public sector (Bovaird & Loffler, 

2003), it is also important to include values such as social equity, justice, 

responsiveness, and liberty when considering public programs (Frederickson, 1971).  

But it can be difficult to measure outcomes such as social equity and increased quality 

of life, when these outcomes are not readily measurable or are not meaningfully 

measurable (Macinko & Starfield, 2001), especially in the short term. In such cases, 

evaluations must be devised that, although not perfect, must suffice.   

 Implementation and evaluation of public programs are often responsibilities 

delegated to local-level managers.  With these responsibilities comes a great deal of 

discretion.  This discretion has to be balanced with the need for accountability that is 

also expected in public programs.  One approach to providing accountability in public 

programs is through the use of performance measurement (Dubnick, 2005).  

Performance measurement reflects citizen demand for evidence of success in public 

programs.  Performance measurement is a tool useful for indicating whether or not a 

program is accomplishing its intended goals and objectives.  It is most certainly useful 

as a tool to check the discretionary decision-making of local level bureaucrats and hold 

them accountable for those decisions.   
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Overview of the Study 

This study shows the ways in which local officials set outcome measures to 

evaluate outcomes for Upward Bound, a federally funded program that is administered 

and evaluated at the local level.  The goal of the Upward Bound program is to increase 

the rate at which participants complete secondary education and enroll in and graduate 

from postsecondary institutions.  Upward Bound provides services to students from low-

income families and those in which neither parent holds a bachelor’s degree.  Unlike 

other programs that have federally mandated expected outcomes and use standardized 

measures, Upward Bound is implemented and evaluated based upon specifications 

decided upon at the local level. This is consistent with new public management 

practices that include devolution, local control, competition, flatter reporting structures, 

and the use of quantifiable performance measures to verify success (Barzelay, 1992; 

Osborne & McLaughlin, 2002; Osborne & Plastrik, 1997; Page, 2005; Peters, 1996; 

Pollitt, 1995).    

Upward Bound, at its heart, also embraces the social equity outcomes and 

societal impacts that are consistent with new public administration philosophies.  Unlike 

new public management which ties the delivery of public services with the market model 

found in business practices and elevates the goals of efficiency and effectiveness above 

others, new public administration is concerned with who benefits from the delivery of 

public services.  The new public administration framework provides a focus on the 

equity demonstrated in the delivery of public goods and services.  The 

intergovernmental or inter-jurisdictional competition inherent in the new public 

management framework can provide for more efficient service delivery, but it may also 
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conflict, at times, with the value of equity championed by new public administration 

scholars.  These competing goals can make it difficult to evaluate what is truly important 

and to accurately measure the delivery of public services.   

 Our federalist system of government allows for local control of public programs 

like Upward Bound which is a federally sponsored program. In this study, the decision 

making of local level officials with regard to the evaluation measures of Upward Bound 

was investigated.  The U.S. Department of Education refers to the Upward Bound 

program as a ‘project’ when one is specifying a locally implemented program.  A review 

of the most recent Upward Bound grant application shows that the only instruction from 

the federal government regarding measurement objectives, is that they should be 

‘measurable, ambitious and attainable’ (U.S. Department of Education, 2007).  This 

directive leaves quite of bit of discretion to local Upward Bound project directors when 

choosing measurement objectives.  Since there is a great deal of variety between 

Upward Bound projects in terms of the measurement objectives chosen, this study 

shows how those evaluation goals are being chosen.      

 

Research Questions 

The primary research question for this study is associated with the measurement 

objectives for Upward Bound and is articulated as: How are the outcome measures for 

the Upward Bound program chosen?  In addition to the major research question, 

several secondary research questions included: Are outcome measures chosen 

differently by people employed at different types of institutions? What measures of 

professionalism are included when deciding upon outcome measures?  How does the 
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number of stakeholders involved in setting the targets affect satisfaction levels with the 

outcome measures selected?   Based upon the views of those involved, could the 

outcome measures be changed in order to more accurately measure program success? 

 

Significance of the Study 

While the Upward Bound program has been evaluated a number of times, the 

findings related to the success of the program are unclear and inconsistent (Garms, 

1971; Hunt & Hardt, 1969; McLure & Child, 1998; Myers & Schirm, 1999; O’Brien et al., 

2000).  Part of this inconsistency may be due to the fact that goals and measurement 

objectives vary for the different projects because of the discretion given to project 

directors.  The variation between the different Upward Bound projects in terms of 

measurement objectives has led to the impacts of the program being unclear.  More 

research is needed to understand how local control of the program is affecting goals, 

measures, and outcomes.   

Upward Bound received approximately $300 million in federal funding in 2010 

(U.S. Department of Education, 2010) making rigorous evaluation by government 

officials, interested individuals and the general public of paramount importance.  Without 

transparency and accountability in government it is impossible to judge whether 

programs like Upward Bound have fulfilled their intended goals and objectives.  The 

impact and risks associated with this program are tremendous.  For example, if the 

program is successful, more disadvantaged students will become college graduates.  

College graduates will have higher lifetime and annual salaries, enjoy higher levels of 

saving, experience increased personal/professional mobility, provide an improved 
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quality of life for their offspring, be able to make better consumer decisions, and allow 

recipients to participate in more hobbies and leisure activities (Institute for Higher 

Education Policy, 1998). College graduates and their children are more likely to be 

healthy and lead a healthy lifestyle (Cohn & Geske, 1992).   

In addition to personal benefits, there are public benefits of attending college 

including: increased contributions to tax revenues, greater workplace productivity, 

increased consumption, and decreased reliance on government financial support 

(Institute for Higher Education Policy, 1998). Also, college graduates are more likely to 

be more open-minded, culturally aware, less prejudiced, and have an enhanced 

knowledge of world affairs (Rowley & Hurtado, 2002).   

The current evaluation process for Upward Bound does not provide relevant 

information for interested stakeholders to judge whether or not the program is meeting 

its objectives.  This study investigates the evaluation processes and measurement 

objectives used in Upward Bound.  By understanding these processes we will have a 

better idea if they are valid and provide relevant information to ensure accountability 

and transparency in government.  Validity refers to the ‘goodness of fit’ between the 

concept being measured and the way it is being measured (Singleton & Straits, 2005).  

 In this study validity refers to the ability of the outcome objectives to accurately 

measure the influence of the Upward Bound program on its program participants.  While 

I did not investigate the effectiveness of the program in order to deem it successful or 

unsuccessful, the ability of outcome objectives to accurately reflect the outputs and 

outcomes of the program is very important to consider.     
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My study is important because of the continued focus on performance 

measurement as a means for program monitoring and the evaluation of public 

programs.  Moreover, Behn (1995) states that one of the three big questions for 

scholars of public management is, “How can public managers measure the 

achievements of their agencies in ways that help to increase those achievements?”  

(p. 315).  The Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 passed by Congress 

requires all federal agencies to evaluate and report the results of their programs and 

activities.  The purpose of these types of performance management mandates is to hold 

government agencies and officials accountable for achieving the intended goals of their 

programs; improve government effectiveness and service delivery; improve 

congressional decision-making by providing members of Congress and their staffs with 

relevant information; and, initiate program reform as necessary.  
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction 

In this section, I review the relevant literature important for answering my 

research questions.  A background and explanation of education policy and public 

administration and the Upward Bound program are provided.  Next, an overview of the 

literature related to public management, delegation, and discretion are discussed.  I 

then present the literature related to evaluating public policy and programs.  Evaluation 

and performance management are tools useful for providing accountability (Kelly, 2002) 

which is necessary with the delegation and discretion in our system of government. The 

literature on new public management and new public administration are then used to 

illustrate the often competing values of efficiency, effectiveness, and equity in the public 

sector.  Upward Bound has elements of all of these values built into its program design, 

implementation, and evaluation.  Finally, literature related to professionalism as a tool 

useful for balancing competing values in the public sector and for providing a source of 

accountability are discussed.  

 

Education Policy and Public Administration 

Public policy demands a great deal of public resources (i.e. time, taxes, physical 

capital, manpower, etc.).  Many forms of public policy are meant to overcome some 

identified social shortcoming.  Public policy can have positive consequences such as 

with the apparent eradication of polio or less than positive side effects such as racial 

profiling in policies dealing with immigration or airline travel.  Public policy is almost 

always controversial.  And yet, it is important to study public policy to understand its 
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implications, effects, and outcomes.  It is also important to study policy in order to 

improve communications with the public.  “If the public is ignorant about whether 

government programs work or even the nature of those programs, it is likely to remain 

skeptical that anything government does will have a positive effect” (Rushefsky, 2008, 

p. 3).  

 One social problem that is addressed through public policy is education.  

According to the U.S. Census Bureau public schools in the K-12 system received 

$582.1 billion in government funding in 2008.  As Figure 1 shows, state governments 

contributed 48% of that figure and local governments contributed 44%.  The federal 

government contributed the remaining 8%.  According to the National Center for 

Education Statistics, for academic year 2007 – 2008, higher education received $121.6 

billion in government funding (excluding students loans).  State governments 

contributed 63% of that figure and local governments contributed 15%.  The federal 

government contributed the remaining 22%. 
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Figure 1. Source of public education funding. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2007–08 Integrated 

Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), Spring 2009.  U.S. Census Bureau, Governments Division, Public 

Education Finances, 2008.  

 

Until the mid-1960s the federal government was only marginally involved with the 

higher education system.  With the notable exceptions of the Morrill Land Grant Act of 

1862 and the G.I. Bill (Serviceman’s Readjustment Act of 1945), the system of higher 

education and education policymaking was considered the responsibility of the state 

and local levels of government (Groutt, 2003).  This changed with President Lyndon 

Johnson’s War on Poverty and a societal recognition that poverty was a serious 

problem.  In a 1966 article, “The War on Poverty,” Hubert Humphrey stated that some 

American children could not perform well in school because they “have neither clothes 

nor shoes; some, when they arrive in school, are crippled in performance by hunger, 

illness, or physical affliction, social deprivation, or racial discrimination” (p. 6).  He noted 

further that, “we have the resources to wage an all-out war on poverty” (Humphrey, 

1966, p. 6).    
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The War on Poverty and the “national consensus that poverty was a serious 

problem” (Groutt, 2003, p. 1), in part, allowed the federal government to become 

involved in the education system.  Several pieces of legislation during this time shifted 

the locus of control for education from state and local levels of government to the 

federal government.  For example, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 

1965 was meant to provide financial assistance to school districts serving areas with 

large concentrations of children from low-income families in an effort to expand and 

improve their educational programs in order to meet the special needs of educationally 

deprived children (Borman & D’Agostino, 1996).   

 

Background of the Upward Bound Program 

The Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, which established the Office of Economic 

Opportunity (OEO), was part of the federal government’s response to the devastating 

effects of poverty on the nation and provided a major offensive in President Lyndon B. 

Johnson’s War on Poverty.  The OEO was charged with the coordination and 

administration of government poverty programs.  In order to do this, in 1964 the OEO 

created the Special Programs for Students from Disadvantaged Backgrounds.  The 

creation of this federal program ensured additional funding for more research and policy 

development surrounding this issue.  In that same year, Upward Bound was the first 

program created as part of the Special Programs for Students from Disadvantaged 

Backgrounds to attempt to eliminate poverty through education. 

The purpose of Upward Bound was to identify students in secondary education 

from low-income backgrounds who were underachieving and to motivate and prepare 



11 

them to enter postsecondary education institutions.  Seventeen pilot projects began in 

the summer of 1965 serving 2,061 students.  The design of the program was borrowed 

from experimental pre-college programs being funded by several colleges, the National 

Science Foundation, smaller foundations, and the Rockefeller, Ford, and Carnegie 

Foundations (Groutt, 2003).  Whereas federally funded financial aid programs are 

meant to overcome financial barriers to higher education, Upward Bound and other 

programs like it are intended to help students overcome class, social and cultural 

barriers to higher education.     

The Higher Education Act of 1965 set up the new Contracts to Encourage the 

Full Utilization of Educational Talent (CEFUET, later called Talent Search) which was a 

marketing tool used to inform students, parents, teachers, and administrators that 

money was available to students from low-income homes through Educational 

Opportunity Grants (EOG).  In 1968, the Higher Education Act was amended and 

moved the Upward Bound program to the Office of Education in the Department of 

Health, Education, and Welfare where it joined Talent Search and the newly created 

Special Services for Disadvantaged Students program.  These three programs made up 

the first of what are now commonly called “TRIO” Programs; today, there are eight TRIO 

Programs.  When the Department of Education (ED) was created under the Department 

of Education Organization Act in 1980 these programs were housed in ED.  The mission 

of ED is to ensure equal access to education and to promote educational excellence 

throughout the nation. 

Today, the Upward Bound program serves approximately 70,000 high school 

students from low-income families and high school students from families in which 
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neither parent holds a bachelor's degree.  According to the enacting legislation, the term 

“low-income” means an individual whose family's taxable income for the preceding year 

did not exceed 150% of the poverty level amount.  For a family of four, the allowable 

income equal to 150% of the poverty level is $33,525 for 2011 in the contiguous 48 

states and D.C.  For Alaska and Hawaii, the figures are $41,910 and $38,565 

respectively.  The term “first-generation” means either an individual both of whose 

parents did not complete a baccalaureate degree; or, in the case of an individual who 

regularly resides with and receives support from only one parent, an individual whose 

supporting parent did not complete a baccalaureate degree.  Not less than two-thirds of 

project participants must be from low-income homes that would potentially be first-

generation.  The remaining one-third of participants must be either low-income or first-

generation.  For fiscal year 2010, the Upward Bound program received approximately 

$300 million in 2010 (U.S. Department of Education, 2010).  Upward Bound projects 

provide participants with academic tutoring, personal counseling, college visit days, 

attendance to cultural events, assistance filling out college applications and financial aid 

forms, and a stipend.   

Upward Bound and other programs like it are hard to measure because of the 

complexity of the problems they are trying to solve.  This complexity makes it difficult to 

create causal linkages between program inputs and activities and the desired 

outcomes.  Despite the many benefits of having a college degree (higher lifetime and 

annual salaries, higher levels of saving, improved quality of life for offspring, less 

prejudiced attitudes, greater workplace productivity, increased likelihood of being 

healthy and leading a healthy lifestyle, and less dependence on public aid), in 2005, 
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only 28% of adults age 25 and over in America held a bachelor’s degree (Digest of 

Education Statistics, 2006).  This percentage has remained virtually unchanged at only 

30% in 2010 (Digest of Education Statistics, 2010).  This fact demonstrates what has 

been found to be true; despite almost all students in eighth-grade expecting to go to 

college and complete a four-year degree many still do not reach their goals (Swail, 

2000).   

Goal achievement is most difficult and pronounced for individuals from racially 

and economically segregated communities.   While education can be a way to end the 

cycle of disadvantage faced by many in our society, enrollment rates and graduation 

figures seem to perpetuate class-based social and economic stratification (Paulsen & 

St. John, 2002).  In 2004, only 12% of the African American population and 9% of the 

Hispanic population held a bachelor’s degree (Chronicle of Higher Education, 2006).  

Further, in 1994, the chances of receiving a baccalaureate degree by age 24 was 57% 

for a student in the highest income brackets and only 13% for one in the lowest 

(Cabrera, La Nasa & Burkum, 2001).  Only 59% of students whose parents did not 

attend college enroll in postsecondary institutions while 93% of students whose parents 

hold at least a bachelor’s degree choose to enroll (Choy, 2001).   

 

Public Management 

What right do public managers have to lead?  This is not only the title of a 

popular journal article (Behn, 1998), but also a question that persists in the field of 

public administration and political science.  In order to lead, public managers exercise 

decision-making power, but how much discretion do we want our public managers to 
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demonstrate in our democratic system of government (Feldman & Khademian, 2002)?  

These individuals must lead because our elected officials have a limited capacity to 

manage all the people and programs for which they are responsible.  Whether we think 

the task of leading is an honor given to them or an obligation mandated to them (Behn, 

1998), public managers are delegated a great deal of decision-making power in 

government agencies and public policy.     

Effective public management is necessary in providing public services meant to 

address the social problems (including shortcomings in education) our society faces.  

Public management is “an approach which uses [professional] managerial techniques 

(often originating in the private sector) to increase the value for money achieved by 

public services” (Bovaird & Loffler, 2003, p. 5).  From Taylor’s ‘one best way’ to more 

recent research dealing with networks and the black box model of public management, 

one goal for studying public management is to understand how to increase the quality 

and success of service delivery in public organizations.  The success of service delivery 

can be measured in a number of ways including: effectiveness, efficiency, equity, 

expediency, etc.  Public managers are called to manage many different aspects of 

public service, including the political environment, legal restrictions and requirements, 

intergovernmental relations, moral and ethical obligations, programs under their 

jurisdiction, human resources, financial resources, and information resources.  

 Public managers operate in different structures than their private sector 

counterparts and ultimate responsibility and authority is blurred in the public sector.  

This means that there is a great deal of overlap and shared decision-making.  In the 

public sector, outputs or outcomes can be hard to quantify and this makes it difficult to 
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uniformly evaluate success in policy outcomes.  Nonetheless, most managers seek to 

ensure that there is some way to evaluate, establish, and measure success in the 

programs they manage.  Depending on the purpose or intent of evaluation, there are 

different processes used to measure the success of a public program.  Additionally, 

public managers must consider inherent competing interests as they work to implement 

and evaluate public policies and programs.   

 

Discretion 

The tension between the competing interests of bureaucrats with technical and 

specialized knowledge, and politicians who have a need to maintain control has been 

well documented and has roots in the beginning of the field of public administration 

(Calvert, McCubbins & Weingast, 1989; Huber & McCarty, 2004; Weber, 1946; Wilson, 

1887).  The decision-making power delegated to bureaucrats causes concern not 

because we fear there is a lack of specialized knowledge, but because there exists the 

possibility of this specialized knowledge being used to manage an agency or interpret a 

law that is in contrast to the way the populace would want (Behn, 1998), or in way a that 

keeps elected politicians out of the process (Huber & Shipan, 2002).  The delegation of 

responsibility to bureaucrats and the resulting discretion exercised by these public 

managers translates into not just a responsibility of what gets done, but also how it gets 

done (Feldman & Khademian, 2002). 

 Discretion is granted to Upward Bound project directors and they are given 

“sufficient authority to administer the project effectively” according to language 

contained in the Upward Bound Grant Application.  An Upward Bound project director 
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oversees the implementation of the program, including all goals, objectives, policies and 

procedures.  A project director recruits staff and other service providers to administer 

the program.  He or she will also administer the budget, train and direct staff, and act as 

a liaison for the university, local agencies, target schools, and community members.  

The project director also meets with students and parents, organizes written reports and 

compiles data, and plans and coordinates outreach efforts for Upward Bound.        

 Vinzant and Crothers (1998) point out that discretion involves a number of 

important dimensions that should be considered as one considers the decision-making 

powers of public managers.  First, discretion involves the ability to choose between 

alternatives.  When public managers are given discretion, they are able to use their own 

judgment to decide which path to choose.  Second, although choice is involved, the 

latitude to choose is constrained by external factors.  Third, the external constraints 

placed on the ability of the public manager to choose are probably not singular.  In other 

words, those individuals who place limits on discretionary power are not likely of one 

mind when it comes to how they would define the constraints.  Fourth, bureaucrats have 

discretion in terms of process decisions and outcome decisions.  This indicates that 

there can be a range of options that are considered the ‘correct’ decision depending 

upon what criteria are used to come to the decision.  Finally, when individuals are given 

discretion to make decisions they can also be evaluated and held accountable for those 

decisions.  If public managers simply carried out the mandates of the elected officials, 

then all responsibility would rest with the elected officials.  However, since our public 

servants have decision-making power, they also have the burden of accountability.        
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 Most of the decisions made and actions taken in our government are determined 

by public managers (Mosher, 1982), not legislators nor the executives.  Often times this 

is true because legislators are not able or willing to write legislation in such a way that 

provides specific direction and executives do not provide clear guidance to the 

bureaucrats who must interpret and implement the law (Behn, 2001).  Additionally, 

bureaucrats must demonstrate discretion as they respond to human situations that do 

not lend themselves to prescribed formulas dictated by legislation that can simply be 

followed a step at a time (Lipsky, 1980).  Policymaking power has also been granted to 

public managers because of the sheer volume of responsibility experienced and 

expected by our elected officials in current times (Huber & Shipan, 2002; West, 1984).  

Also, because power and decision-making in our system of government is dispersed 

and fragmented, public managers are not able to look to one leader for clear direction 

and thus, must use discretion as they carry out their duties (Spicer, 2010).   

  Public managers use their discretion by delivering public services (Hero, 1986), 

interpreting legislation (Meier, Stewert & England, 1991), adjudicating cases 

(Mazmanian & Sabatier, 1983), and the like.  Project directors in Upward Bound (public 

managers), use discretion to choose the measurement objectives that will be used to 

evaluate the program locally.  It is important to study this part of discretion because 

most citizens do not care about the specifics of formal legislation; they care about the 

outcomes of the legislation (Huber & Shipan, 2002).  In addition, as Upward Bound 

bureaucrats are given more discretion, their individual theories of justice may have an 

effect on policy interpretation (Kelly, 2004) and the objectives selected since Upward 

Bound is a public program concerned with social justice.   
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 There are benefits and drawbacks to the discretion used by our public managers.  

The most often cited problem is that key policy decisions are not being made by elected 

officials (West, 1984).  This presents a problem for accountability and runs counter to 

our vision of representative democracy.  West (1984) also points out that administrative 

discretion is also in contrast to our system of separation of powers because public 

managers make, implement, and adjudicate policy.  Also, as public managers are 

granted increasing discretion there are concerns that the interests of the elites in society 

will be protected at the expense of others (Lowi, 1979).   

Despite concerns over delegation and discretion bureaucrats have a great deal 

of both.  The most often cited benefit of administrative discretion is the technical 

expertise of bureaucrats (Huber & Shipan, 2002).  Since politicians are likely to lack the 

specialized knowledge for any given policy area, it makes sense to delegate tasks to 

individuals who retain the knowledge and training.  Given the nature and scope of 

services demanded from government, bureaucratic discretion allows for effective 

response to citizens needs and demands (West, 1984).  Additionally, scholars contend 

that the bureaucracy is a key source of policy innovation (Borins, 2000; Heclo, 1974; 

Sacks, 1980).   

Regardless of the merits or risks associated with delegation to and discretion in 

the bureaucracy, the political system needs a way to hold bureaucracts accountable for 

the discretion they enjoy.  Some argue, however, that there is little incentive for 

members of Congress to hold the bureaucracy accountable (Huber & Shipan, 2002).  

Despite this supposed lack of incentive, Congress does attempt to place checks on the 

power delegated to public managers.  Members of Congress may write specific 
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procedural instructions into legislation (McCubbins, Noll & Weingast, 1989; Moe, 1990), 

gather information about agencies through hearings and informal communication 

(MacDonald, 2007), expand or limit an agency’s budget (Weingast & Moran, 1983), or 

require evaluation information from agencies (McCubbins, Noll & Weingast, 1989) all in 

an attempt to control the bureaucratic agency.  However, professionalism in the 

bureaucracy is another tool useful for ensuring that discretion delegated to the 

bureaucracy is not misplaced.   

 The consideration of the ‘professionalism tool’ is central in this research project.  

All bureaucratic oversight need not come from external sources.  Professional conduct 

and codes of ethics can go a long way to provide a source of control over bureaucratic 

decisions.  While it is true that public administrators are not formally ‘licensed’ as 

professionals, the proof of professional skills for public administrators is often 

demonstrated through obtaining a Master of Public Administration degree (Kearney & 

Sinha, 1988).  The American Society for Public Administration instituted a code of ethics 

in 1984 to guide the field of public administration thus giving credence and adding to the 

professionalism of the field through an ethics code and professional ethics training.  

Such steps are helpful for creating confidence about the practice of delegation decisions 

to administrators.  The professional administrator is inclined to be more responsive to 

the public and uses his or her professional norms to provide competent services despite 

competing interests (Kearney & Sinha, 1988).              
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Evaluating Public Policy Efforts 

Significant public resources are devoted to public policy programs such as 

Upward Bound and they should be subject to rigorous evaluation.  As has been 

demonstrated, public managers have been delegated a great deal of discretion.  It is 

imperative to have a way to hold these unelected bureaucrats accountable.  Program 

evaluation, monitoring, performance measurement, and budgeting are common tools 

used to provide a check on the actions and behaviors of program managers.  

Performance measurement has been defined as ‘‘the process of defining, monitoring, 

and using objective indicators of the performance of organizations and programs on a 

regular basis’’ (Poister, 2003, p. 1).  Program evaluation is “a social science activity 

directed at collecting, analyzing, interpreting, and communicating information about the 

workings and effectiveness of social programs” (Rossi, Lipsey & Freeman, 2004, p. 2).   

Program evaluation is a unique form of social inquiry (Greene, 1994) because of 

its especially political nature.  There must be recognition that “politics and science are 

both integral aspects of evaluation” (Cronbach & Associates, 1980, p. 3).  This is 

especially true for evaluation of social programs in the public domain.  Social programs 

are often meant to alleviate an individual or community need.  These programs are 

pondered, proposed, defined, debated, funded, and enacted through the political 

process.  It is a political decision to use scarce resources to administer these programs 

and by default these funds are not available for other public priorities.  There are 

multiple stakeholders with competing interests when public programs are formed, 

implemented, and evaluated.  There are also divergent expectations or desires related 

to what the outcomes should be for public programs which makes evaluation difficult 
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(Behn, 2001).   Researchers who engage in evaluation studies must understand and 

wrestle with the idea that they are making “empirically justified value judgments about 

the merit or worth of the program evaluated” (Greene, 1994, p. 531).  

Although policy makers rarely use information from evaluations when making 

new policy decisions (Martin, Downe, Grace & Nutley, 2010; Weiss, 1999), Weiss 

(1999) provides reasons why policy makers should pay attention to social science 

research and evaluation findings.  First, when they want a better sense of the issues, 

policy makers may turn to social science research as they seek out more information.  

Second, they may not trust information from other sources.  Third, they may seek to 

provide justifications for their decisions as they seek legitimacy in the eyes of their 

constituents.  Fourth, they may use the evaluation research to provide evidence or solid 

theory for their decisions.  Finally, they want to be considered modern, up-to-date and 

well informed (pp. 472-473). 

  Without transparency in government it is impossible to judge whether programs 

have fulfilled their intended goals and objectives.  The Government Performance and 

Results Act of 1993 (GPRA of 1993) is a straightforward statute that requires all federal 

agencies to manage their programs and activities and monitor the consequences of 

those activities. Each agency is to clearly state what it intends to accomplish, identify 

the resources required, and periodically report their progress to the Congress. The 

GPRA of 1993 is expected to contribute to improvements in accountability for the 

expenditures of public funds, improve congressional decision-making through more 

objective information, and promote a government focus on results, service delivery, and 

customer satisfaction.  
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In similar fashion, the Commission on the Future of Higher Education (CFHE), 

formed in 2005, is charged with developing a comprehensive strategy to improve 

postsecondary education.  One component of the CFHE stresses the importance of 

measuring program outputs as a measure of quality.  The Commission recommended 

that program “information should be made available to students, and reported publicly in 

aggregate form to provide consumers and policymakers an accessible, understandable 

way to measure relative effectiveness” (U.S. Department of Education, 2006, p. 4).   

The context of the public sector presents some challenges for effective program 

evaluation.  “Organizational performance in the public sector is complex and 

multidimensional.  Whereas in the private sector, it may be comparatively 

straightforward to use financial criteria of success and failure, public service 

performance is judged by multiple constituencies” (Andrews & Boyne, 2010, p. 445).  

The various stakeholders have different expectations with regard to program 

performance which in turn affects performance management.  Program evaluators must 

be sensitive to differing views of multiple stakeholders as they choose evaluation 

criteria, place relative value on the measurement indicators, and determine strong or 

weak performance (Andrews, Boyne & Walker, 2006).   

 Another challenge for evaluating public policy is the amount of local control over 

decision-making.  Upward Bound provides an example of this.  This federal level 

program is implemented through a decentralized system involving colleges and 

universities, secondary schools, and non-profit organizations.  It can be harder to 

measure performance in this type of situation, but local control does allow greater 

flexibility to implement the program in a way that is more advantageous for the special 
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needs and contexts of the unique communities where it is found.  This flexibility can 

lead to great variability in the way the program is implemented.  “Other challenges 

posed by decentralized or networked implementation structures include potential goal 

conflicts between funded sites and the funding program, achieving consensus on the 

purpose for the performance measurement system, and stakeholder resistance to either 

measurement or the specific measures” (DeGroff, Schooley, Chapel & Poister, 2010, p. 

368).   

 

New Public Management 

Performance measurement and program evaluation have grown in prominence 

as the new public management framework has garnered a great deal of interest in the 

last two decades.  The new public management framework attempts to inform the way 

the public sector is governed.  New public management initiatives seek to improve 

government services and performance by emphasizing entrepreneurial management, 

measures of performance for the purpose of accountability, decentralization of public 

services, customer service, and collaboration (Barzelay, 1992; Osborne & McLaughlin, 

2002; Osborne & Plastrik, 1997; Page, 2005; Peters, 1996; Pollitt, 1995).  A driving 

force for program evaluation reflects the philosophy of the new public management 

(Behn, 2003; Jennings & Haist, 2004). Proponents of new public management argue 

that poor management and an increasingly large and inefficient government are 

responsible for many of the failures of government efforts.  Thus, the new public 

management focuses on performance as measured through outcomes rather than 

inputs, processes, and outputs (Dubnick, 2005; Whitford, 2007). 



24 

A great deal of authority for decision-making under the new public management 

model is delegated to agency-based managers (Horner, 1994; Kaboolian, 1998; Kettl, 

1997).  In Upward Bound, discretion regarding the identification and selection of 

outcome measures is left to those administrators who are working in the local program.  

Discretion is defined “as bureaucratic freedom to make policy decisions free from 

constraints” (MacDonald & Franko, 2007, p. 791).  

Politicians may write vague legislation leaving a great deal of discretion to the 

street-level bureaucrats (Lipsky, 1980).  Scholars contend that the reasons politicians 

write vague, general legislation is because the politician’s policy goals are similar to the 

bureaucrats’ goals who will be implementing the policy (Epstein & O’Halloran, 1999; 

Huber & Shipan, 2002; Wood & Bohte, 2004); when the technical complexity of policy is 

high (Epstein & O’Halloran, 1999; Huber & Shipan, 2002; Ringquist, Worsham, & 

Eisner, 2003), when public salience is low (Epstein & O’Halloran, 1999; Gormley, 1989), 

and when bureaucratic agencies have proven themselves effective (MacDonald & 

Franko, 2007). 

While Upward Bound is not a new program, it does incorporate discretion which 

is a tenet of new public management.  A better understanding of the evaluation of the 

Upward Bound program is one way to learn more about how well local level discretion is 

working based upon the views of those involved in implementing it.  Allowing local level 

actors involved with Upward Bound to decide which measurement objectives are 

ambitious and attainable in their given environment may be the most effective way to 

conduct the program.  The local level decision makers are the closest ones to evaluate 

the setting of Upward Bound and theoretically, they should choose measurement 
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objectives that will work in their environments.  This is consistent with Maynard-Moody, 

Musheno, & Palumbo (1990) who argue that “street-level workers who are close to 

problems and clients are likely to know what works in local environments and for 

particular groups” (p. 833).   

Other tenets of the new public management demonstrated through the workings 

of Upward Bound include empowering citizens to solve their own problems (through 

education), competition through multiple programs, past performance influencing future 

funding (although minimally through the grant competition process), and making 

contributions to the public good (through a more educated citizenry).  If we cannot 

evaluate the program in a meaningful way, it is impossible to know if these goals are 

being achieved.  Professionalism is another tenet of the new public management that 

informs this dissertation and I turn to this discussion shortly.   

  

New Public Administration 

Both new public management and new public administration represent a concern 

by scholars, administrators, and other stakeholders for change in the bureaucracy 

(Frederickson, 1996).  While there may not be one model of new public administration 

(Frederickson, 1980), the framework was conceptualized during a tense time in our 

nation’s history and a concern for equity was and is a central unifying theme.  New 

public administration, with its focus on equity, is a framework that informs this research 

project.  While efficiency and effectiveness are values worthy of pursuit in the public 

sector, those who ascribe to the tenets of new public administration argue that it is also 

important to consider social equity.   
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Public laws are seldom written precisely enough so as to allow public 

administrators the opportunity to simply and uniformly implement the law as it is written.  

Public administrators must act with discretion and provide interpretation as they work to 

implement public laws.  Unfortunately, “many public programs were [and are] 

implemented much more efficiently and effectively for some citizens than for others” 

(Frederickson, 2005, p. 32).  Like efficiency and effectiveness, social equity is an 

important value worth pursuing in public administration because it embodies the 

democratic constitutional ideals of justice, the common good, fairness, and equality.  

New public administration adds social equity to the traditional goals of public 

administration – efficiency and effectiveness (Frederickson, 1971). 

 Despite a growing focus on equity in our society, there is an ever-widening gap 

between the haves and have-nots (Frederickson, 2005).  The values of the ‘haves’ have 

dominated public life for so long that it is proving difficult to overcome these persisting 

inequities.  Upward Bound is meant to overcome some of the inequities that exist in our 

society.  Frederickson pointed out that “large-scale federal government policies such as 

public housing, transportation, welfare reform, and educational reform have tended 

either to be ineffective or to exacerbate the problems of inequality” (2005, p. 35).  

Despite massive attempts that use a great deal of public resources, government 

intervention has often been deemed a failure.  The often competing goals of efficiency, 

effectiveness, equity, fairness, and liberty sought in public programs make it hard to not 

only craft and implement public policy, but also to evaluate the merits of public 

programs. 
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Professionalism 

Professionalism in public administration is the foundation of the field as an 

academic discipline.  When Leonard White (1926) and Woodrow Wilson (1887) argued 

for professionalism, the cornerstone of almost all future studies was set in place.  

Professionalism includes professional norms, culture, and practices that have a strong 

impact on the behaviors of street-level bureaucrats (Riccucci, 2005).  Professionalism 

has also been credited as a tool useful for insulating the bureaucracy from political 

influence (Huber & Shiban, 2002).  Professionalism is also useful for controlling and 

influencing the decisions of public managers (Mosher, 1968; Vinzant & Crothers, 1998).  

Professional values and norms are essential for ensuring control over the discretion 

given to administrators.  The legitimacy of decisions and actions displayed by public 

workers can be tied to their professional training and norms (Vinzant & Crothers, 1998).  

The following sections articulate how professionalism has been measured in the public 

administration literature as demonstrated by stakeholder participation, administrative 

innovation, membership in professional associations, and education and training 

received by project directors. 

 

Stakeholders  

Government services are no longer simply delivered by professional public 

managers; instead they are a coproduction between the professional and those 

receiving the service (Bovaird, 2007).  Especially important for this research is the way 

in which stakeholders are incorporated into decision-making regarding program 

objectives and the evaluation of Upward Bound projects.  Stakeholder involvement has 
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become a popular way for policy makers and others concerned with the outcomes of 

public policy to create measurement processes and objectives that are meaningful and 

valid (Leach, Pelkey & Sabatier, 2002).  Stakeholders often include local citizens, 

landowners, businesses, non-profit organizations, government agencies, the media, and 

elected officials.  Identifying and choosing evaluation criteria is an important 

consideration for those involved in any evaluation process.  A collaborative approach to 

evaluation that involves perspectives from many different stakeholders may result in 

more suitable measures (Thomas & Palfrey, 1996). 

When stakeholders have input into the evaluation process, evaluators often have 

to weigh their input against professional standards and norms.  While stakeholder input 

is an important part of the evaluation process, changes based on this input should not 

be allowed to undermine the credibility of the process (Weiss, 1973).  Azzam (2010) 

investigated how evaluators respond to the needs and pressures of different 

stakeholder groups.  He found that evaluators were more likely to change evaluation 

criteria in response to input or pressure from stakeholders if the stakeholder(s) had 

more political power over logistical factors (i.e. budget and funding, program tenure, 

etc.).  The role of stakeholders as a part of professionalism is considered in this 

dissertation research.  I am interested in knowing if stakeholders help choose outcome 

measures for the Upward Bound program, and whether stakeholders with resources are 

influencing the processes.  I also wanted to learn if professionalism was serving as a 

check on this possible influence.   
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Administrative Innovation 

Sabet and Klinger (1993) find that increased professionalism is associated with 

increased administrative innovation.  Stated another way, bureaucrats who are 

considered more professional are more likely to change their approaches to 

management (Hodges & Durant, 1989).  This finding indicates that as leaders in 

government agencies are more professional, they are more likely to engage in 

innovative decision making.  This finding is important to my research because Upward 

Bound projects led by a more professionalized leadership team or individual should 

choose measurement objectives that are more innovative.  For this study, innovation is 

a decision that represents a clear departure from the status quo of the organization.  A 

change in measurement objectives at any point in the decision-making process, 

however frequently or infrequently, is considered as an indicator of innovation in this 

study. 

  

Membership in Professional Associations 

Membership in a professional association (and using the association as a 

referent) is an indicator of professionalism (Neuse, 1978; Sabet & Klinger, 1993). Neuse 

(1978) also indicated that increased professionalism was associated with attendance at 

professional meetings, and increased activity level within professional associations.  

Membership in professional associations and networks keep individuals current in their 

discipline (Hodges & Durant, 1989).  Teodoro (2009) also includes membership in 

professional associations as a measure of professionalism.  He found that the more 
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professional managers were, the more likely they were to consult with other 

professional peers during decision-making.   

 

Education and Training 

Education and training have frequently been used as measures of 

professionalism.  Neuse (1978) used level of education and in-service training as 

another measure of professionalism.  Daniel and Rose (1991) and Bowman, Berman, 

and West (2001) also use education and training as measures for professionalism.  In 

my study I have used these two measures to help me determine how professionalism is 

impacting the way Upward Bound project directors or as they made decisions regarding 

the selection of measurement objectives.     

 

Previous Research Informing this Study 

Upward Bound is used as a case study for exploring how performance measures 

are set by local officials responsible for implementing a federal program.  My research 

explores the practices used to choose measurement objectives by local project directors 

at different types of institutions of higher learning through the use of surveys.  A study 

by Bernick and Thompson-Holt (2008) showed that although the Upward Bound 

program was consistent across the U.S. in terms of federal expectations and eligibility 

criteria for student participation, the variety of schools that participated was different.   
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For example, schools included were publicly controlled and privately controlled, 

historically black colleges or universities and primarily white institutions.1  The locations 

where the projects were implemented also differed by geographic region.  The 

measurement objectives chosen by the schools also varied. Yet, as I will show, these 

factors did not seem to make a difference in the reported levels of success for the 

programs.  Differences in what constituted success, however, did vary.  

The study by Bernick and Thompson-Holt (2008) was limited to investigating only 

one of the five measures of success.  That outcome measure was the extent to which 

participants undertook programs of postsecondary education.  This outcome measure 

was used for two reasons.  First, according to the Upward Bound Grant Application the 

percentage of Upward Bound participants who enroll in postsecondary education is 

used as the over-arching performance measure of success.  Additionally, the other 

outcome measures had significant limitations.  For instance, the measure of 

standardized test achievement was problematic because different projects used 

different standardized tests, or sub-section scores are measured in some projects 

compared with the composite scores on tests in other projects.  The measure of 

improvement in grade point average was limited as well.  Some projects had specific 

GPA goals for students in different grade levels, while other projects’ had a goal of a 

10% increase in GPA for students in their program.  Others still might have a goal that 

students’ GPA in math and science courses would simply improve.   

                                            
1
 The term “primarily white institution” is a commonly accepted term in higher education literature.  See for 

example Ishiyama, 2007; Laird, Bridges, Morelon-Quainoo, Williams & Holmes, 2007; Malone & 
Barabino, 2009; Marbach-Ad, McGinnis & Pease, 2010; Terenzini, Yaeger, Bohr, Pascarella & Nora 
1997. 
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 Even though the measurement objective used in the study by Bernick and 

Thompson-Holt (2008) was the one measure that had a clear meaning; the study 

demonstrated the need for further research because the indicators of success chosen 

by the Upward Bound project directors varied widely from project to project.  The 

average measure of success across all projects was that 76% of the Upward Bound 

participants would enroll in post-secondary education.  Yet, the highest outcome 

measure was that 100% of participants would enroll in post-secondary education and 

the lowest outcome measure was set only at 10%.  The mode was 90%.   

The research questions in this dissertation sought to determine why these 

outcome measures varied.  Thus, I investigated how local officials administering the 

Upward Bound projects (and writing the grants), were selecting goals and measuring 

success rates for their projects. I also investigated what measures of professional 

indicators existed in the processes used to measure the program objectives.  The ability 

to employ professional tools is theorized to be an important factor influencing the 

behavior of those at the local level who are charged with implementing and evaluating 

programs via the new public management (Riccucci, 2005).  My study also included an 

investigation of the types of stakeholders involved in setting targets, their education 

levels, staff training for setting success measures and the use of professional evaluation 

practices such as benchmarking. The study shows that professionalism is a factor in 

establishing success measures in locally administered programs.  The association 

between the use of professional measures and the objectives selected, including the 

implications of this for program outcomes, is discussed later.   
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Evaluation Measures for the Upward Bound Program 

Upward Bound is funded annually through a renewable grant offered by the U.S. 

Department of Education.  For Upward Bound, the only standard issued by the federal 

government regarding program measures for effectiveness or success is that the 

evaluation measures be “measureable, ambitious and attainable.”  There are few 

incentives offered to Upward Bound administrators to set measurement objectives high 

or low.  Table 1 presents the selection criteria used by the U.S. Secretary of Education 

to select Upward Bound grant awardees.  It also indicates which ‘changing bureaucracy’ 

framework is associated with each selection criterion.  By ‘changing bureaucracy’ I am 

referring to the push to reform the way bureaucracies perform.  Both new public 

management (NPM) and new public administration (NPA) are examples of a changing 

bureaucracy framework.  As Frederickson (1996) points out, new public administration 

and new public management perspectives were each conceptualized and forwarded by 

scholars, administrators, and others who felt the need to change bureaucracy in order to 

improve it in some way.   
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Table 1 

 
Criteria Used to Select Awardees and the Associated  
"Changing Bureaucracy" Framework 

 

Selection Criteria  Pointsa Framework 

1.Need for the Project 24 points NPA 

2.Objectives 9 pointsb NPA/NPM 

3.Plan of Operation 30 points NPA/NPM 

4.Applicant and Community Support 16 points NPA/NPM 

5.Quality of Personnel 8 pointsb NPA/NPM 

6.Budget and Cost Effectiveness 5 points NPM 

7.Evaluation Plan 8 points  NPM 
Note. 

a
 The number of points reflects the priorities of weighting for each of the selection criteria. 

b
 These numbers reflect the priorities for the values stated in the authorizing legislation. The 

instructions to grant applicants indicate that selection criteria are as shown in Table 1.  These 
weights are switched in the grant instructions where Objectives is worth 8 points and Quality of 
Personnel is worth 9 points 

 

The first criterion indicating the ‘Need for the Project’ is associated with the new 

public administration framework and it focuses on income levels, education levels, and 

high school dropout rates in the target areas.  These are tied directly to social equity 

outcomes rather than indicators of efficiency.  The second criterion associated with 

‘Objectives’ is associated with both new public administration and new public 

management.  The authorizing legislation states that the Secretary evaluates this 

criterion by considering the ability of the objectives to address the needs of the target 

area (NPA), inclusion of process and outcome objectives (NPM), and the extent to 

which these objectives are measurable, ambitious, and attainable (both NPA and NPM).  

The third criterion associated with the ‘Plan of Operation’ is also consistent with both 

new public administration and new public management.  This criterion is used to assess 

the quality of the grant in a number of ways, including assessing individual needs of the 

participants (NPA), timelines for achieving critical elements (NPM), location in the 
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organization structure (NPM), ensuring efficient and effective administration of the 

program (NPM), and the plan to involve multiple stakeholders (both NPA and NPM).   

The fourth criterion assessing ‘Applicant and Community Support’ is indicative of 

both new public administration with its focus on citizen participation and choice, and 

new public management’s commitment to customer-support and empowering 

customers.  Similarly, the fifth criterion associated with ‘Quality of Personnel’ is an 

example of both new public administration and new public management.  This criterion 

assesses the education and training of the Upward Bound personnel (NPM) and the 

grant applicant’s plan for employing individuals who have succeeded in overcoming 

obstacles similar to those faced by the target population (NPA).  The final two criteria 

used to choose grant recipients are both associated with new public management.  The 

sixth criterion ‘Budget and Cost Effectiveness,’ is used to determine if the budget is 

sufficient and the costs are reasonable given the objectives of the project.  The seventh 

criterion ‘Evaluation Plan’ calls for the inclusion of specific and measurable ways to 

indicate the progress of the project. 

This dissertation specifically investigates the criterion associated with program 

“Objectives.”  Out of the possible 100 points that are awarded when officials review the 

grant applications, consideration for the “Objectives” chosen only account for nine 

possible points (Table 1).  Moreover, the nine points are not tied to any actual numbers 

that might be chosen for measurement objectives.  For example, even if the applicant is 

awarded an Upward Bound grant, the level at which the project is funded is not tied to 

past performance or the level at which the measurement objectives are set.  Thus, the 
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specific numerical goals only minimally affect the decision of which grant applications to 

fund.   

According to the 2007 Application Package for Upward Bound, the goals are 

evaluated by the U.S. Department of Education on the basis of the extent to which they: 

(1) Include both process and outcome objectives relating to the  
purpose of the applicable Upward Bound programs for which they are  
applying  

(2) Address the needs of the target area or target population 
(3) Are measurable, ambitious, and attainable over the life of the  

project    
 

Clearly, incentives in the granting process related to measurement objectives do 

not explain how local officials set their evaluation targets.  It is not my intent to argue 

that program funding should be reduced to programs with lower target numbers or 

increased as target numbers rise.  Rather, without incentives tied to measurement 

objectives the question raised is: how are measures intentionally created?  In the case 

of Upward Bound, success or failure is reported but clearly, the whole story has not 

been told.  Success for one program may be a 25% matriculation rate of participants 

into postsecondary education institutions, while failure for another program may be a 

79% matriculation rate of participants.     

This study seeks to better understand the inconsistent and variable findings 

associated with the measures of effectiveness for Upward Bound.  There is also great 

variation in published findings as to the effectiveness of the program and in Upward 

Bound program goals per se. (See for instance Garms, 1971; Hunt & Hardt, 1969; 

McLure & Child, 1998; Myers & Schirm, 1999; O’Brien et al., 2000) that indicate the 

importance of further research to understand how local control of the program affects 
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goals, measures, and outcomes.  Likewise the impacts of these are of concern.  

Upward Bound is an educational program that is conceptualized and authorized at the 

federal (national) level of government and implemented at lower levels of government.  

It received approximately $300 million in 2010 (U.S. Department of Education, 2010) 

and it should be subject to rigorous evaluation by government officials, interested 

individuals and the general public.   

The goal of this research was to describe and more fully understand the choices 

of outcome measures selected for the Upward Bound projects.  This understanding is 

important because these choices can affect the behaviors of those involved with 

implementing and administering the program (Mayne, 2007).  In the case of Upward 

Bound, incentives associated with the grant award do not appear to explain how 

outcome measures are chosen.  The appropriate selection and use of outcome 

measures is important to know however since they are the first step to increase 

organizational performance (Feller, 2002).  Organizational performance is related to 

program outputs and outcomes which has implications for social equity concerns in 

society.  This study was aimed at better understanding the selection of federal-level 

performance measurements in an environment where great discretion is granted to local 

officials. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

This chapter outlines the research design employed and elaborates on why a 

mixed-methods approach was suitable for this study.  The justification for case study 

research and qualitative and quantitative methods are then detailed.  The chapter 

closes with a discussion of the limitations of the study.   

 

Research Design 

The research design used for this dissertation employs a mixed methods 

approach to answer the research questions.  The purpose of using a mixed methods 

approach is to draw upon the strengths and minimize the weaknesses of quantitative 

and qualitative reasoning (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004).   

A case study approach (Upward Bound as the case) is used to understand how 

success is measured by local level participants.  This approach allows for 

understanding complex social phenomenon (Yin, 2009).  A case study is also an 

appropriate method of inquiry when research is focused on questions of ‘how’ (Creswell, 

2007) such as with this research project.  Case study research has been encouraged to 

develop theory and improve practice (Agranoff & Radin, 1991; Wholey, 1999).  Agranoff 

and Radin (1991) point out that systematic and rigorous case study approaches are 

useful for exploring complex issues in public administration.  Case study research can 

deepen understanding by closely studying the complexities inherent in a phenomenon 

in one specific case (Rossman & Rallis, 2003).  Case study research is an important 

research method for public administration (Stake, 2000).    
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Qualitative methods are often used in the applied social sciences, including 

public policy and public management and evaluation (Brower, Abolafia & Carr, 2000; 

Rossman & Rallis, 2003).  Qualitative research allows the researcher to delve deep into 

her subject matter and provide a rich description and level of understanding not possible 

in other forms of inquiry (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000).  Qualitative methods also help the 

researcher to understand the multiple perspectives involved in the topic being 

researched and allow the study to present views of those being studied (Denzin & 

Lincoln, 2000).  Qualitative methods allowed me to more fully understand the 

perspective of Upward Bound project directors in terms of the outcome measures 

selected by them.  It allowed me to explore fundamental themes associated with how 

outcome measures were chosen and to glean a better understanding of the issues at 

hand.   

The survey used in my study allowed the respondents to present their views 

related to choosing outcome measures.  As Rossman and Rallis (2003) point out, 

qualitative methods can be used in a manner that allows the design to be flexible as the 

researcher needs to make analytical judgments during data collection and analysis.  

Data collection and analysis can occur concurrently in qualitative research because of 

the need for flexibility (Creswell, 2007).  Qualitative methods are also useful when 

quantitative methods cannot provide the desired information and helps to move inquiry 

toward more meaningful explanations (Sofaer, 1999).  In an earlier study of Upward 

Bound (Bernick & Thompson-Holt, 2008) quantitative methods provided answers 

regarding the success rates of Upward Bound, but the numbers did not explain how, or 
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why the measurement objectives were chosen or if they were useful tools for evaluation.  

Qualitative methods allowed me to address these types of questions. 

Quantitative methods are often perceived as being more objective, allow the 

researcher to demonstrate whether or not relationships exist, and aid in replication of 

the study for future research.  In my study, I used quantitative methods to test for 

associations in my data.  For instance, how is the geographic location of an institution 

associated with choosing outcome measures?  Quantitative research uses numerical 

measurements of specific aspects of the phenomenon being studied (King, Keohane & 

Verba, 1994).  I did this as I investigated years of experience choosing outcome 

measures, level of education, and tenure in the Upward Bound program.  Primarily, 

those who conduct quantitative research methods understand the world as being 

defined by observable, measurable facts.  I used quantitative methods to numerically 

represent relationships in my data. 

     

Sample 

The purposive sample selected for this study included 89 schools.  Appendix B 

provides a list of schools included in the sample.  My sample represents 9% of the total 

population of institutions hosting an Upward Bound project.  The sample represents 

different types of institutions, including: publicly controlled, privately controlled, minority 

serving, primarily white serving, urban setting, sub-urban setting, and geographically 

diverse institutions.  This sample is the same one used in the previous research 

conducted by Bernick & Thompson-Holt (2008).  The sample was chosen by dividing 

the country into four sub-regions (northeast, south, north central, and west) and by 
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community characteristics.  Thus, the sample was chosen intentionally to make sure 

that these characteristics were represented.  For instance, as part of the selection 

criteria we considered size of student population, demographics of student population, 

institutional control, percentage of students receiving financial aid, and graduation rate.  

Community characteristics included percentage of female headed households, 

population of the county, percentage of owner-occupied housing, and percentage of 

homes where English is a second language.  We then created categories, and chose 

institutions hosting Upward Bound projects.  The Department of Education website and 

university websites were used to help us find suitable institutions that would fit the 

criteria.   

The control of an institution affects the type of students who attend and the 

outcomes experienced by those students (Eide, Brewer & Ehrenberg, 1998).  Table 2 

describes the sample in terms of the control of the institution.  The goal in selecting 

these schools was to determine if the type of school (and those employed there) 

affected the measurement objectives that were chosen by decision-makers for Upward 

Bound projects.  Since six-year graduation rates are higher at private institutions (Scott, 

Bailey & Kienzl, 2006) it also could be expected that Upward Bound measurement 

objectives would be set higher at these institutions because employees, including 

project directors, may have experience with higher success rates in terms of graduation 

and would build these expectations into the Upward Bound grant.  On the other hand, 

publicly controlled colleges and universities have a clear mandate from policy makers to 

provide access to underrepresented populations (Scott, Bailey & Kienzl, 2006).  They 

might feel especially compelled to prepare Upward Bound participants for post-
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secondary education and to show results.  In so doing, Upward Bound project directors 

at publicly controlled institutions might also set their measurement objectives higher (or 

lower), to show that they are seriously trying to achieve this public service goal.  

Carnegie Classifications were used to identify publicly and privately controlled 

institutions.  

 

Table  2 

University Type by Institutional Control 
 

 

 

 

In Table 3, the Primarily Minority Serving institutions were identified, in all but one 

case, on the U.S. Department of Education website.  These are included as part of the 

White House Initiative on Historically Black Colleges and Universities.  The remaining 

college was identified using the mission statement of the institution.  The mission of this 

college is related to its American Indian heritage.  The reason for including the type of 

student served by the institution in this study is similar to the discussion above.  

Primarily minority serving colleges and universities (i.e. Historically Black Colleges and 

Universities, Hispanic Serving Institutions) have missions that include cultivating an 

inclusive environment for the students they serve.  Research indicates that black 

students at Historically Black Colleges and Universities are more engaged in their 

educational and extra-curricular pursuits than they would be at Primarily White Serving 

Institutions (Laird, Bridges, Morelon-Quainoo, Williams & Holmes, 2007).  This 

Control of the Institution #a % 
Publicly Controlled 59 66% 

Privately Controlled 30 34% 
a
n=89   
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engagement is associated with many positive outcomes including increased learning 

(Kuh, 2003) and retention and graduation (Tinto, 1993).  The climates of the institutions 

may also be affected by the mission of the college or university.  Thus, I was interested 

in knowing how these different types of institutions and their particular climates may 

have affected the processes by which measurement objectives were chosen for their 

Upward Bound program.   

 

Table 3  

University Type by Student Population Served 
 
Student Population #a % 

Minority Serving 15 17% 

Primarily White Serving 74 83% 
a
n=89 

There is increasing evidence that the size of the place where a student is from 

significantly impacts her academic progress, chances of graduating from high school, 

and likelihood of attending college (Smith, Beaulieu & Seraphine, 1995).  I investigated 

how the location of the target schools (the secondary schools served by the Upward 

Bound program), in terms of the size of the county impacted the measurement 

objectives chosen.  Smaller towns often lack personnel with training in administrative 

skills such as grant writing, information systems, and financial management but these 

are often available in larger communities (McGuire, Rubin, Agranoff & Richards, 1994).  

The different skill sets of public managers in urban and suburban settings are likely to 

vary and I am interested in learning how this variation may be linked to the chosen 

measurement objectives.  An urban setting is identified when the post-secondary 
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institution is located in a county with at least 500,000 residents.  If the county has fewer 

than 500,000 residents then the setting is identified as suburban.  Table 4 provides a 

description of the sample in terms of population of the county.    

 

Table 4 

University Type by County Population 
 
County Population #a % 

Urban Setting 41 46% 

Suburban Setting 48 54% 
an=89 

 

In similar fashion to many studies in the public administration literature (Folz & 

Abdelrazek, 2009; Krueger & Bernick, 2010; Poister & Streib, 1989; Wallner, 2010), I 

include a variable related to geographic region where the Upward Bound program is 

implemented.  Appendix E provides a list of the sample sorted by geographic region and 

Table 5 describes the sample in the same way.   

 

Table 5 

University Type by Geographic Region in the U.S. 
 
Geographic Region #a % 

Northeast U.S. 17 19% 

North central U.S. 19 21% 

Southern U.S. 33 37% 

Western U.S. 20 23% 
an=89 
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This sample has been intentionally chosen to try and capture the variations that 

may exist between persons employed in different types of institutions and associated 

with programs located in varying geographic regions.  For instance, it is reasonable to 

expect that minority-serving institutions, urban institutions, or publicly controlled 

institutions may have different missions.  Differences in institutional mission may affect 

the way the Upward Bound program is implemented and the outcomes expected from 

the programs.  These differences may affect the outcome measures that are chosen as 

the target goals for each Upward Bound project or the professional tools used.   

A convenience sample of six institutions was used to pre-test the survey 

instrument.  The sample included project directors from the University of Arkansas, 

Southern Arkansas University, the University of Central Arkansas, the University of 

North Texas, and Tarrant County College, Fort Worth.  I chose these institutions 

because I had professional contacts in these organizations and they were close to my 

home.  The schools in this smaller sample also represent the diverse mixture of 

institutions found in the larger sample and includes publicly controlled, privately 

controlled, minority-serving, primarily white serving, urban setting, and suburban setting.  

This pilot test allowed me to fine tune the survey before it was sent to the full sample.  

For example, an estimated time of thirty minutes was originally given as the necessary 

amount of time to fill out the survey, but the respondents who took the pilot survey 

indicated that it took no longer than twenty minutes. 
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Instrument 

A written survey (see Appendix A) containing open-ended and bounded 

questions was mailed electronically to project directors for the Upward Bound projects 

at the schools listed in Appendix B.  A survey is a method of collecting data that 

involves asking questions of respondents.  Surveys are efficient and useful tools for 

providing detailed and precise information about a population or phenomenon.  

Additionally, surveys may yield unanticipated findings (Singleton & Straits, 2005). 

Surveys do present limitations for research in that a respondent may not provide 

accurate descriptions of what they feel and do, but instead provide socially acceptable 

answers.  However, respondents are more likely to provide heightened response quality 

and candid answers on web-based surveys than other types of surveys (Sheehan, 

2001).  The web-based survey instrument I designed provided me with information and 

data about the measurement objectives used by Upward Bound project directors.   

The survey was created and sent (via electronic mail) using Google Docs.  Web-

based surveys allow for data collection that is easy, cost-effective, and nonthreatening 

(Cook, Heath & Thompson, 2000).  Google Docs is one of the most widely used on-line 

survey programs (Gehringer, 2010).  This program was selected because it provided an 

intuitive interface to develop the survey and was easy to use.  The data were 

automatically captured in Microsoft Excel to reduce errors and data entry was virtually 

eliminated.   

Great care and attention was given when designing the survey so as to increase 

response rates as suggested by the National Post-School Outcomes Center: tailor the 
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survey to the intended audience, make the survey user-friendly, create a survey that is 

visually appealing, and focus only on the essential questions (Smith & Bost, 2007).   

The answers to each of the survey questions provided me with data that helped 

to answer the research questions in the following ways: 

 

Type of Institution 

Survey Question 1 allowed me to classify institution type by linking the school’s 

name with the Carnegie Classification.  This information provided the necessary 

information to answer Research Question 2: Are outcome measures chosen differently 

by people employed at different types of institutions? 

  

Professionalism: Experience 

Survey Questions 2 – 5 allowed me to answer part of Research Question 3: 

What measures of professionalism are included when deciding upon outcome 

measures?  The length of service to the Upward Bound program and the experience 

gained during that time relate to professionalism as the project director has had more 

opportunity to become more knowledgeable about the program, the students, the 

community, and selecting outcome measures.  These survey questions provided a 

measure of the Upward Bound project director’s experience with the program.   

 

Professionalism: Professional Associations 

Survey Question 6 allows the respondent to indicate how many professional 

organizations he or she is a part of.  This information allowed me to determine if 
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respondents have experience in professional associations and answer Research 

Question 3: What measures of professionalism are included when deciding upon 

outcome measures? 

 

Professionalism: Training 

Responses to Survey Questions 7 and 8 report the amount of training (if any) the 

Upward Bound project director received relevant to choosing measurement objectives.  

Training is a mark of professionalism (Berman, 1999).  Thus, variations in responses 

are part of determining professionalism.        

 

Professionalism: Stakeholder Involvement 

Survey Questions 9 and 10 investigate if stakeholders are involved in helping 

choose measurement objectives, and if they are, how many stakeholders are involved 

in the process?  Using this information, I was able to answer Research Question 4: How 

does the number of stakeholders involved affect satisfaction levels with the outcome 

measures selected?   

 

Professionalism: Innovation 

The literature on professionalism related to public decision making indicates that 

decisions will change based on changing circumstances as professional public 

managers are given discretion to exercise innovation.  Innovation is seen as a departure 

from the status quo.  Survey Questions 11 - 27 indicate the level of innovation or 

maintaining the status quo that is present as measurement objectives are chosen for 
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the Upward Bound projects.  Using the data from these questions I was able to answer 

Research Question 5: Based upon the views of those involved, could the outcome 

measures be changed in order to more accurately measure program success? 

   

Professionalism: Education 

Upward Bound project directors were asked to indicate their level of education in 

Survey Question 5.   

 

Validity of Measurement Objectives 

Survey Questions 13, 16, 19, 22, 25, 28, 31 helped me answer Research 

Question 5: Based upon the views of those involved, could the outcome measures be 

changed in order to more accurately measure program success?   These survey 

questions asked the respondent to indicate whether or not he/she feels that the 

measurement objectives accurately reflect program success and allows the project 

director to indicate if other measures would better serve this purpose.   

 

Professionalism: Office Environment 

Survey Questions 29 and 30 pertain to the number of meetings concerned with 

measurement objectives and the feelings the respondent has towards raising issues or 

problems in the workplace.   
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Timeline 

The IRB application was approved on November 17, 2010 through the minimal 

review process.  The pilot survey was sent on November 30, 2010, responses were 

returned by December 6, 2010.  An explanatory letter (see Appendix C) was sent via 

USPS and electronic mail to project directors on December 2, 2010.  Response rates to 

electronic surveys increase if an introductory letter is first sent via USPS (Kaplowitz, 

Hadlock & Levine, 2004).  The survey was sent to the full sample of project directors on 

December 8, 2010.  A reminder e-mail was sent on December 14, 2010 (see Appendix 

D).  Reminders have been found to help increase response rates on web-based surveys 

by 25% (Sheehan, 2001).  Responses were returned to me by December 17, 2010.   

 

Analysis 

A mixed methods approach was used to analyze the data.  My purpose for using 

a mixed methods approach was to draw upon the strengths and minimize the 

weaknesses of quantitative and qualitative reasoning (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004).  

Rossman and Rallis (2003) identified seven steps that were used to guide the analysis 

of the data.  I followed these steps (1) organizing the data; (2) becoming familiar with 

the data; (3) generating categories and themes; (4) coding the data; (5) interpreting the 

data; (6) searching for alternative explanations; and (7) writing the remainder of the 

dissertation.  These steps, as indicative of qualitative research, were not necessarily 

followed linearly.   

Additionally, content analysis and correlation were used to study the data.  

Content analysis was used to study and interpret the data obtained from the open-
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ended questions on the surveys.  Content analysis provides new insights and improves 

understanding for social phenomena (Krippendorff, 2004).  Content analysis is “a 

careful, detailed, systematic examination and interpretation of a particular body of 

material in an effort to identify patterns, themes, biases, and meanings” (Berg, 2009, p. 

338).  Specifically, I conducted the content analyses by coding the data into the 

categories identified in my literature review pertaining to professionalism.  I also looked 

for other themes that emerged from the data.   

The way in which outcome measures are chosen by the project directors is 

represented by an indicator I created through a content analysis by combining the ways 

in which outcome measures were chosen for each of the five indicators of achievement 

for the Upward Bound program (GPA, standardized test scores, retention to the Upward 

Bound program, matriculation into a postsecondary institution, and college/university 

graduation).  As I reviewed and analyzed the data, I created five categories for the 

responses.  These five categories included: “Benchmarking,” “Tradition,” “Target 

Schools Performance,” “Historical Performance,” and “Unsure.”  Data were coded as 

part of the “Benchmarking” category if the respondent indicated that outcome measures 

are chosen by comparing their outcome measures against other Upward Bound projects 

and then adjusting based on the practice of others.  Data were coded as part of the 

“Tradition” category if the respondent indicated that outcome measures are chosen by 

using the same measures they have used in the past.  In other words, the outcome 

measures are the same as previous years.  Data were coded as part of the “Target 

Schools Performance” category if the respondent indicated that the outcome measures 

are chosen by exploring the performance of students in the target schools served by the 
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Upward Bound Project.  For instance, the respondents may examine the graduation and 

drop-out rates or the assessment test scores for the target high schools and then 

choose outcome measures based on these numbers.   

Data were coded as part of the “Historical Performance” category if the 

respondent indicated that the outcome measures are chosen by investigating what they 

have chosen in the past and adjusting objectives either up or down according to the 

past performance of the Upward Bound Project.  For instance, if the project did not 

reach their measurement objectives, then they might choose slightly lower outcome 

measures for the next grant proposal.  Data were coded as part of the “Unsure” 

category if the respondent indicated that he/she does not know how they choose the 

outcome measure, the respondent indicated that the Upward Bound Project does not 

indicate an outcome measure for the specified objective, or that outcome measures are 

mandated by the U.S. Department of Education.  The representations and meanings 

contained in answers to the survey questions helped me to create these categories.  I 

aggregated these categories and themes and was able to draw conclusions about the 

decision making process pertaining to choosing the measurement objectives.   

 Due to the small sample size of my study, I used Fisher’s exact probability test 

(n ≤ 26) to determine if there was an association between how outcome measures were 

chosen and the different types of institutions represented in the study, satisfaction with 

outcome measures chosen, and indicators of professionalism when choosing outcome 

measures.   In studies with a small sample size, it is preferable to calculate a 

significance level based on the exact distribution of the test statistic (Pallant, 2007). This 

enables the researcher to obtain an accurate p value.  In order to use the Fisher’s exact 
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probability test, I first investigated the frequency distributions for the data and reported 

the related contingency tables.     

I used a chi-square test to investigate the strength of the association when 

Fisher’s exact probability test indicated an association in the data.  Since the results 

from my survey resulted in categorical data, these are the best tests to demonstrate an 

association between the concepts if one exists (Pallant, 2007).  I was interested in 

knowing if certain variables varied together.  While I could not demonstrate causality, 

discovering any correlation or association added to the theory building in my research 

since previously no research existed that investigated these types of questions.  Future 

research will be able to build on my findings and can seek to demonstrate causality.  
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CHAPTER 4 

FINDINGS AND RESULTS 

This chapter presents the findings and results of the research project.  First, a 

description of the characteristics of the respondents is given.  Next, the respondents to 

the survey are described in terms of type of institution represented and indicators of 

professionalism demonstrated.  Then, the responses are detailed and described in 

terms of the major research question and sub-research questions.  Finally, I present the 

quantitative results  

There were 21 respondents to the survey resulting in a response rate of 24%.  

Although this is a low response rate, the representativeness of the respondents in terms 

of types of institutions and professional indicators selected by the respondents did not 

vary from the composition sought by design.  For instance, the sample was composed 

of 17% minority serving institutions and 19% of the respondents were at minority 

serving institutions.  The small number of respondents does not allow for broad 

generalizations of the results but I have been able to closely look at this data and detect 

associations that seem to impact the evaluation practices.   Although the response rate 

is low, similar results have been reported in past research involving pre-college 

programs (Grimmett, Bliss, Davis & Ray, 1998; Rothman, Maldonado & Rothman, 

2008).   

Nineteen of the respondents were Upward Bound project directors or the 

equivalent title used on the specific campus.  For instance, one respondent was the 

Director of College Access for their campus.  This person is the equivalent of an 

Upward Bound project director at another institution, but the specified college campus 
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used a different name to refer to the office housing the Upward Bound program.  One of 

the respondents to the survey was the assistant director for Upward Bound and one 

respondent was the co-director for Upward Bound.   

 

Types of Institutions 

As shown in Table 6, Upward Bound officials at public institutions represented 

67% (n = 14) of the respondents and those at private institutions represented 33% (n = 

7) of the respondents.  Upward Bound officials at primarily white serving institutions 

represented 81% (n = 17) and those at minority serving institutions represented 19% (n 

= 4) of the respondents.  Upward Bound officials at institutions in a sub-urban setting 

represented 67% (n = 14) of the respondents and those at institutions in an urban 

setting represented 33% (n = 7) of the respondents.  Upward Bound officials at 

institutions located in the northeastern United States made up 19% (n = 4) of the 

respondents.  Fourteen percent (n = 3) of the respondents were from the north central 

part of the U.S.  Upward Bound officials at institutions located in the southern made up 

38% (n = 8) of respondents.  Finally, Upward Bound officials at institutions located in the 

western U.S. made up 29% (n = 6) of the respondents.  The institutions that employ 

those who responded to the survey provided a good representation of the schools 

where surveys were sent.  For instance, 66% of the institutions were publicly controlled 

and 67% of the respondents were employed at publicly controlled institutions. 
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Table 6 
 
Survey Respondents Number and 
Percentage by Type of Institution by: 

 Institutional Control 

 
Number of 
Respondents Percent 

Private 7 33 

Public 14 67 

Total 21 100 

   Student Population Served 

 
Number of 
Respondents Percent 

Minority Serving 4 19 

Primarily White 
Serving 

17 81 

Total 21 100 

   County Population 

 
Number of 
Respondents Percent 

Urban 7 33 

Suburban 14 67 

Total 21 100 

   Geographic Region in the U.S. 

 
Number of 
Respondents Percent 

Northeastern US 4 19 

North central US 3 14 

Southern US 8 38 

Western US 6 29 

Total 21 100 
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Indicators of Professionalism of the Respondents 

As shown in Table 7, of the Upward Bound project directors who responded to 

the survey, 14% (n = 3) stated they were involved with choosing outcome measures for 

Upward Bound for less than 1 year.  Twenty-nine percent (n = 6) were involved with 

choosing outcome measures for Upward Bound for 1 to 5 years.  Twenty-four percent (n 

= 5) were involved with choosing outcome measures for 6 to 10 years, and 33% (n = 7) 

were involved with choosing outcome measures for Upward Bound for more than 10 

years.   One hundred percent of the Upward Bound project directors who responded to 

the survey have completed a graduate or professional degree.  Twenty-nine percent (n 

= 6) of respondents indicated that they were involved in 1 to 2 professional associations, 

66% (n = 14) were involved in 3 to 4 professional associations, and 5% (n = 1) were 

involved in 5 or more professional associations.   
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Table 7 

Professionalism of the Respondents 

Experience Choosing Outcome Measures 

  Frequency Percent 

Less than 1 year 3 14 

1 - 5 years 6 29 

6 - 10 years 5 24 

More than 10 years 7 33 

Total 21 100 

   Completed Graduate Degree 

  Frequency Percent 

Yes 21 100 

   Membership in Professional Associations 

  Frequency Percent 

1 - 2 Associations 6 29 

3 - 4 Associations 14 66 

5 or more 
Associations 

1 5 

Total 21 100 

 

     

Decision-Making Style and Institution Type 

Are outcome measures chosen differently by people employed at different types of 
institutions?  

Survey Question 9 asked the respondent if he or she was solely responsible for 

choosing outcome measures or if it was done through a committee.  I used Fisher’s 

exact probability test to investigate whether or not an association existed in the data.  

When comparing private and public institutions, those at private institutions used 

committee decision-making about 27% of the time, and those at public institutions used 
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a committee to make decisions about 73% of the time.  With an alpha level of .10, this 

association is not statistically significant (2 (1, N = 21) = .382, p = .44). 

 When comparing minority serving institutions and primarily white serving 

institutions, minority serving institutions use a committee to choose outcome measures 

approximately 18% of the time and primarily white serving institutions use a committee 

approximately 82% of the time.  With an alpha level of .10, this association is not 

statistically significant (2 (1, N = 21) = .011, p = .67).  When comparing institutions in an 

urban setting to those in a suburban setting, program directors in institutions in an urban 

setting use committee style decision-making approximately 64% of the time, and 

schools in a suburban setting use committees approximately 36% of the time.  With an 

alpha level of .05, the association is statistically significant (2 (1, N = 21) = 9.55, p = 

.003).      

    When comparing institutions across geographic regions, program directors in 

schools in the northeastern U.S. use a committee to choose outcome measures 

approximately 27% of the time, while those at schools in the north central U.S. use a 

committee approximately 9% of the time, those in schools in the southern U.S. use a 

committee approximately 18% of the time, and schools in the western U.S. use a 

committee to choose outcome measures approximately 46% of the time.  Two of these 

relationships proved to be statistically significant.  The association between the 

institution being located in the southern U.S. and decision-making style used by the 

program directors through use of a committee is statistically significant with an alpha 

level of .10 (2 (1, N = 21) = 3.88, p = .063).  The association between the institution 

being located in the western U.S. and the decision-making style of the program 
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directors through use of a committee is statistically significant with an alpha level of .10 

(2 (1, N = 21) = 3.23, p = .094).  Figure 2 shows the percentage of each institution type 

that uses a committee to choose outcome measures.     

 

Outcome Measures for Indicators of Achievement and Institution Type 

 The association of how the different achievement indicators (GPA, standardized 

test scores, retention to the UB program, matriculation into postsecondary institutions, 

and college graduation) are chosen at different types of institutions related to control of 

the institution (public or private) are shown in Table 8.  When the institution is public, 

benchmarking was used 43% of the time, tradition was used 67% of the time, target 

27% 

9% 

46% 

Northeastern
U.S.

North central
U.S.

Southern U.S.

Western U.S.

64% 

36% 

Urban Setting

Suburban
Setting

18% 

82% 

Minority
Serving
Institution

Primarily
White Serving
Institution

73% 

27% Public
Institution

Private
Institution

Figure 2. Use of a committee by selected institution types. 

18% 



61 

school performance was used 75% of the time, historical performance was used 60% of 

the time, and project directors were unsure 67% of the time.  None of these 

associations proved to be statistically significant, however.  When the institution is 

private, benchmarking was used 57% of the time, tradition was used 33% of the time, 

target school performance was used 25% of the time, historical performance was used 

40% of the time, and project directors were unsure 33% of the time.  Again, none of 

these associations were statistically significant.  

Table 8 

     How Achievement Indicators are Chosen by  
Institutional Control 

      Public Institution 

Total How Chosen? No Yes 

Benchmarking 
Count 4 3 7 

Percent 57% 43% 100% 

Tradition 
Count 3 6 9 

Percent 33% 67% 100% 

Target School 
Performance 

Count 4 12 16 

Percent 25% 75% 100% 

Historical 
Performance 

Count 2 3 5 

Percent 40% 60% 100% 

Unsure 
Count 3 6 9 

Percent 33% 67% 100% 

  

Table 9 shows how the different achievement indicators are chosen related to the 

type of student population served at the institution (i.e. historically black or minority 

serving, primarily white).  Benchmarking was not reported as being used by minority 

serving intuitions but was used 100% of the time by primarily white serving institutions.  

Tradition was used 11% of the time at minority serving institutions and 89% of the time 

at primarily white serving institutions.  Target school performance was used to select 
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outcome measures 25% of the time at minority serving institutions and 75% of the time 

and primarily white serving institutions.  Historical performance was used 40% of the 

time at minority serving institutions, and 60% of the time at primarily white serving 

institutions.  Finally, project directors were unsure about the process used 22% of the 

time at minority serving institutions and 78% of the time at primarily white serving 

institutions.  None of these associations proved to be statistically significant. 

Table 9 

     How Achievement Indicators are Chosen by  
Student Population Served at the Institution 

      
Primarily White 

Serving Institution 

Total How Chosen? No Yes 

Benchmarking 
Count 0 7 7 

Percent 0% 100% 100% 

Tradition 
Count 1 8 9 

Percent 11% 89% 100% 

Target School 
Count 4 12 16 

Percent 25% 75% 100% 

Historical 
Performance 

Count 2 3 5 

Percent 40% 60% 100% 

Unsure 
Count 2 7 9 

Percent 22% 78% 100% 

 

Table 10 shows the association between how the different achievement 

indicators are chosen and setting of the institution in terms of size of county population 

(suburban or urban).  When the institution is in a suburban setting, benchmarking was 

used 43% of the time, tradition was used 89% of the time, target school performance 

was used 69% of the time, and historical performance was used 60% of the time.  

Program directors did not know how their outcome measures were chosen 44% of the 
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time.  When the institution is located in an urban setting, benchmarking was used 57% 

of the time, tradition was used 11% of the time, target school performance was used 

31% of the time, and historical performance was used 40% of the time.  Program 

directors report that outcome measures were chosen but were unsure about how the 

methods were selected 56% of the time. With an alpha level of .10, the association 

between setting of the institution and choosing outcome measures in terms of 

achievement indicators (GPA, standardized test scores, etc.) according to tradition is 

statistically significant (
(1, N = 21) = 3.50,p = .078). 

Table 10 

    How Achievement Indicators are Chosen by  
Population of the County 

      Suburban 

Total How Chosen? No Yes 

Benchmarking 
Count 4 3 7 

Percent 57% 43% 100% 

Tradition 
Count 1 8 9 

Percent 11% 89% 100% 

Target School 
Count 5 11 16 

Percent 31% 69% 100% 

Historical 
Performance 

Count 2 3 5 

Percent 40% 60% 100% 

Unsure 
Count 5 4 9 

Percent 56% 44% 100% 

 

Table 11 shows the association between the geographic location of the institution 

(northeast U.S., north central U.S., southern U.S., and western U.S.) and how the 

different achievement indicators are chosen.  When the school is located in the 

northeast, project directors relied on benchmarking 29% of the time, tradition 33% of the 

time, target school performance 25% of the time, historical performance 20% of the 
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time, and unsure methods 11% of the time.  When the school is located in the north 

central U.S., project directors used benchmarking 29% of the time, tradition 11% of the 

time, target school performance 6% of the time, historical performance 20% of the time, 

and were unsure about their decision-making methods 11% of the time.   When the 

institution is in the south, project directors did not use benchmarking, but 44% reported 

measures were chosen by tradition, target school performance 50% of the time, 

historical performance 40% of the time, and 22% were unsure how measures were 

chosen.  In western U.S. schools, benchmarking was reported by program directors 

43% of the time, tradition was used 11% of the time, target school performance was 

used 19% of the time, historical performance was used 20% of the time, and 56% of the 

time the program directors were unsure how measures are chosen.   

 Three of these associations were statistically significant.  The fact that no school 

in the south used benchmarking is the first statistically significant association.  With an 

alpha level of .10 the association between not choosing outcome measures through 

benchmarking and the institution being located in the southern U.S. was also 

statistically significant (2 (1, N = 21) = 6.46, p = .015). With an alpha level of .10 the 

association between choosing outcome measures through target school performance 

and the institution being located in the southern U.S. was statistically significant (2 (1, N 

= 21) = 4.04, p = .063).  Finally, with an alpha level of .05 the association between being 

unsure how outcome measures were chosen and the institution being located in the 

western part of the country was statistically significant (2 (1, N = 21) = 5.62, p = .029). 
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Table 11 

How Achievement Indicators are Chosen by  
Geographic Region of the Institution 
 

   
Geographic Location 

How Chosen? Northeast North Central Southern Western 

Benchmarking 
Count 2 2 0 3 

Percent 29% 29% 0% 43% 

Tradition 
Count 3 1 4 1 

Percent 33% 11% 44% 11% 

Target School 
Count 4 1 8 3 

Percent 25% 6% 50% 19% 

Historical 
Performance 

Count 1 1 2 1 

Percent 20% 20% 40% 20% 

Unsure 
Count 1 1 2 5 

Percent 11% 11% 22% 56% 

         

What measures of professionalism are included when deciding upon outcome 
measures?   

Responses to Survey Question 7 identify whether or not respondents received 

training to learn how to select outcome measures.  Just under half (48%) indicated that 

they have received training in this area.  Survey Questions 11, 14, 17, 20, and 23 also 

provided relevant information to help answer this research question.  These survey 

questions asked the respondent to indicate how outcome measures were chosen for 

each of the five indicators of achievement: GPA, standardized test scores, retention to 

the Upward Bound program, matriculation into a postsecondary institution, and 

college/university graduation.  The results shown in Table 12 disaggregated the data 

and show what measures of professionalism are included when deciding upon each of 

the individual outcome measures related to the indicators of achievement.  As explained 

earlier, I created five categories for the responses after analyzing the data and 
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employing content analysis techniques.  These five categories are: “Benchmarking,” 

“Tradition,” “Target Schools Performance,”  “Historical Performance,” and “Unsure.”  

Table 12 shows how outcome measures were chosen for each of the five 

indicators of achievement.  The most frequently used way to choose outcome measures 

is based on the performance in the target schools.      

 

Table 12 

How Do Upward Bound Projects Choose Outcome Measures for the  
Five Indicators of Achievement?                                                                      

  

Bench- 
marking Tradition 

Target 
Schools Historical Unsure 

Achievement Indicator # %a # %a # %a # %a # %a 

1. GPAb 2 9 5 24 6 29 1 5 7 33 

2. Standardized Test 2 9 5 23 10 45 1 5 4 18 

3. Retention to UB 3 14 5 24 6 29 5 24 2 9 

4. Enrollment in PSEc 2 10 5 23 9 43 3 14 2 10 

5. College Graduation 5 25 4 20 4 20 2 10 5 25 

Total:    14   24   35   12   20   
a 
percentages total horizontally 

b
 grade point average 

c
 post-secondary education 

 n=21 
  

        
 

Innovation is also an indicator of professionalism.  Survey Questions 12, 13, 15, 

16, 18, 19, 21, 22, and 24 – 27 provide insight into the innovation demonstrated in the 

Upward Bound projects studied.  When asked when the measurement objectives were 

last changed, most respondents indicated that it had been more than three years since 

a revision.  Table 13 shows how often outcome measures have changed in relation to 

the five indicators of achievement.  Additionally, when asked if they would make 

changes, most respondents indicated that if they were given the opportunity to change 

something about an outcome measure, they would.  Overall, 69% (n = 14) of 
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respondents indicated that they would change something about an outcome measure if 

given the opportunity, while 31% (n = 6) indicated that they would not change the 

outcome measures.   

 

Table 13 

Frequency of Revision to the Outcome Measures for the  
Five Indicators of Achievement 

  
<1 year 1 - 3 years 3 - 5 years > 5 years 

Achievement Indicator # %a # %a # %a # %a 

1. GPAb 1 6% 4 24% 11 64% 1 6% 

2. Standardized Test 0 0% 3 14% 18 86% 0 0% 

3. Retention to UB 0 0% 2 9% 18 86% 1 5% 

4. Enrollment in PSEc 0 0% 2 10% 18 85% 1 5% 

5. College Graduation 0 0% 2 10% 14 74% 3 16% 
a 
percentages total horizontally. 

b
 grade point average 

c
 post-secondary education 

 n=21 

 

 

Some responses to the survey questions asking if respondents would change 

something about an outcome measure, if given the opportunity are quoted as follows.  

These are identified by the size of the institution, the control of the institution, the 

student population served, and the geographic location of the institution. 

 

I would not measure GPA as an objective.  If UB is evaluated based on student 
GPA's, then it is in our best interest to encourage students to take easy classes.  
However, we want our students to take rigorous classes which may push down 
the GPA's. (Program director at a large, publicly controlled, primarily white 
serving institution located in the west.) 

Yes...I would lower the percentage of participants expected to reach this 
objective, as we have found that our current number is overly ambitious, 
especially since we are located in a state where the standardized test scores 
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don't hold any weight over a student's academic progress.  Therefore, the 
majority of our participants don't have a vested interest in performing well on 
them. (Program director at a large, publicly controlled, historically black university 
located in the northeast.) 

Emphasis has not been placed on the severe effects of the economic downturn 
particularly related to family mobility-displacement- homelessness etc. (Program 
director at a large, privately controlled, primarily white serving institution located 
in the northeast.) 

 

 

Frequency of Changes in Indicators 

Ninety-five percent of respondents (n = 20) stated that outcome measures are 

adjusted with each new grant cycle (every four to five years).  As Figure 3 shows, 70% 

(n = 14) of respondents who stated that outcomes measures are adjusted with each 

new grant cycle indicated that they adjust based on whether or not the project achieved 

the outcome measures during the prior grant cycle while 10% (n = 2) indicated that they 

adjust based on new information obtained from the target schools (i.e. high school 

graduation and drop-out rates).  Five percent (n = 1) of respondents who stated that 

outcomes measures are adjusted with each new grant cycle indicated that they adjust 

based on new information received from the U.S. Department of Education and 15% (n 

= 3) of respondents indicated that they adjust based on all of the above criteria.   
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Figure 3. Reasons for adjustment to outcome measures. 

The final survey questions (29, 30) asked the respondent to indicate how 

frequently they participate in office meetings and how free they feel to raise issues or 

problems associated with outcome measures at these meetings.  As Figure 4 shows, 

20% (n = 2) of respondents indicated that they participate in office meetings on an as 

needed basis, 30% (n = 3) of respondents meet 1 to 4 times each month, 30% (n = 3) of 

respondents meet 1 to 4 times per year and 20% of respondents (n = 2) indicated that 

they participate in office meetings each time they prepare a new grant for the program.   
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Figure 4. Frequency of meetings. 

 

Figure 5 shows that 92% of respondents (n = 12) stated that they felt quite 

comfortable or very free to raise issues or problems about outcome measures.  Eight 

percent (n = 1) indicated that they felt neutral about raising issues or problems.  None of 

the respondents felt hesitant or unable to raise issues or problems.   

 

2 

3 3 

2 

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

As Needed 1 - 4 times per
month

1 - 4 times per year Each Grant Cycle

Frequency of Meetings Held for 
Measurement Selection/Review 



71 

 

Figure 5. I feel able to raise issues and problems at meetings. 

 

How does the number of stakeholders involved in setting the targets affect satisfaction 
levels with the outcome measures selected? 

Survey Questions 9 and 10 asked the respondent to provide more information 

pertaining to what individual(s) or entities are involved in the process used to select 

outcome measures.  Forty-eight percent (n = 10) of respondents stated that they are 

solely responsible for choosing the outcome measures for their Upward Bound projects, 

while 52% (n = 11) stated that a committee is involved in choosing outcome measures 

for the program.   

As indicated committees are used 52% of the time.  Respondents noted several 

configurations that committees might take.  I have created five categories of committees 

from these responses: Upward Bound Staff, Professionals, High School Staff, 

Students/Families, and Department of Education.   Several different individuals were 

identified as being part of the process when choosing outcome measures when the 

Director is not solely responsible for choosing the measures.   
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Upward Bound Staff 

Sixty-four percent (n = 7) of respondents who stated that a committee is 

responsible for choosing outcome measures indicated that they involve “Upward Bound 

Staff” in the selection process.  This category includes Assistant Directors, Upward 

Bound tutors, program staff, or Upward Bound counselors.  It is important to point out 

that this response includes only Upward Bound Staff who work with the program at the 

same institution as the respondent.  For respondents that consulted with Upward Bound 

Staff at other college campuses the responses are reported in the “Professionals” 

category. 

Professionals 

 “Professionals” is another group identified as being part of the decision-making 

process when a committee is used.  Committees were deemed to be composed of 

“Professionals” when Upward Bound Staff at other institutions, college and university 

professors, professional consultants, and research staff at the institution of higher 

education were included in decision-making.  Twenty-seven percent (n = 3) of 

respondents who stated that a committee is responsible for choosing outcome 

measures indicated that they involve “Professionals” in the decision process.   
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High School Staff 

A category called “High School Staff” captures respondents who listed high 

school personnel such as: teachers, principals, and guidance counselors as being 

involved with choosing outcome measures.  Thirty-six percent (n = 4) of respondents 

indicated that they include “High School Staff” in the decision-making process as they 

select outcome measures.   

Students/Families 

 Eighteen percent (n = 2) of respondents who stated that a committee is 

responsible for choosing outcome measures indicated that they involve 

“Students/Families” in the decision-making process.  These committees included both 

students and/or family members of an Upward Bound participant.   

Department of Education 

Finally, the “DOE” category includes participants from the U.S. Department of 

Education.  Nine percent (n = 1) of respondents indicated that the U.S. Department of 

Education is involved as they choose the outcome measures.  Table 14 provides a 

graphic representation of the data related to the individuals or entities involved when the 

Upward Bound director uses a committee for choosing outcomes measures.   
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Table 14 
 
Committee Composition       

Individuals/Entities # % 

Upward Bound Staff 7 64% 

Professionals 3 27% 

High School Staff 4 36% 

Students/Families 2 18% 

DOE   1 9% 

 

The use of a committee is associated with the desire to use other outcome 

measures.  Approximately 73% of respondents using a committee have a desire to use 

other indicators to measure success for the program, and 27% of respondents do not 

have a desire to use other indicators.  Fisher’s exact probability test was used to 

determine if there was an association between use of a committee to choose outcome 

measures and desire by respondents to use other indicators of program success. When 

the Upward Bound project uses a committee to select outcome measures, they are 

more likely to feel that other indicators would better represent the success of their 

program than those specified by the U.S. Department of Education.  With an alpha level 

of .10, the association was statistically significant (χ2 (1, N = 21) = 3.83, p = 0.06). 

 

Based upon the views of those involved, could the outcome measures be changed in 
order to more accurately measure program success? 

The responses to Survey Question 28 provide an answer to this research 

question.  Although 38% (n = 8) of respondents did not answer this question, 15% (n = 

2) of the respondents who did answer indicated that the outcome measures could not 
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be improved in order to more accurately measure program success.  One of the two 

respondents stated,  

No.  The purpose of UB is college enrollment (and graduation).  Any other 
measures are "process" measures that tend to be inconsistent from one project 
to another and are time consuming to measure. (Program director at a large, 
publicly controlled, primarily white institution located in the west.) 

 

  Eighty-five percent (n = 11) of respondents who answered this question indicated 

that the outcome measures could be changed in order to more accurately measure 

program success.  Often times the respondents who responded in this way indicated 

that more intangible type objectives would be useful to help demonstrate program 

success in a more valid way.  Some of the responses are listed below. 

Student's maturity, motivation, social skills, self-esteem, attitude, and 
responsibility are a few of the changes we observe in our students which cannot 
be measured by the required objectives set forth by the [Department] of 
Education. (Program director at a small, publicly controlled, primarily white 
institution located in the south.) 

Increased participation in a rigorous curriculum (honors, AP, and dual 
enrollment). (Program director at a large, publicly controlled, historically black 
university located in the northeast.) 

Informal measures: Student and family satisfaction, student ambition in terms of 
attempting more difficult courses and aspiring to/applying to higher caliber 
universities, student success in meeting [state high school exit exams] standards, 
student engagement in coursework during our UB summer residential program. 
(Program director at a large, publicly controlled, primarily white institution located 
in the west.) 

When a student graduates from high school and enters the military, it is not 
recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.  This would be considered a 
success to our program.  Most of our students who enter the military do very well 
and are very successful. (Program director at a large, publicly controlled, 
primarily white institution located in the south.) 
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The number (percentage) of student participants that are listed on the 'Honor 
Roll' and 'National Honor Society’. (Program director at a large, publicly 
controlled, primarily white institution located in the west.) 

No qualitative data measures are in use.....sadly these sometimes reflect better 
the impact of the program. (Program director at a large, privately controlled, 
primarily white institution located in the northeast.) 

The number of former participants who continued on to graduate or professional 
school. (Program director at a large, publicly controlled, primarily white institution 
located in the west.) 

 

Overall, the findings show that most respondents would like to include other 

measures of success when evaluating the Upward Bound program.  Upward Bound 

project directors reported that the current measures required by the U.S. Department of 

Education do not allow the full story to be told when describing and reporting the 

impacts of the program.  Project directors observe positive changes in participants that 

are not captured by standardized test scores, improvements in GPA, or college 

matriculation. 
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CHAPTER 5 

ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION 

My findings provide answers to the major research question: How are the 

outcome measures for the Upward Bound program chosen?  The research project was 

conducted with the recognition that our federalist system of government provides for 

shared governance structures, and shared power and delegation of control to lower 

levels of government.   

The most recent Upward Bound grant application as created by the federal 

government only instructs project directors such that the outcome measures should be 

‘measurable, ambitious and attainable’ (U.S. Department of Education,  2007).  This 

directive has resulted in a great deal of variation between Upward Bound projects in 

terms of the outcome measures chosen.  The current evaluation process for Upward 

Bound does not provide relevant information for interested stakeholders to judge 

whether or not the program is meeting its objectives due to similarities in findings of 

success although there is not a consistent standard of success.  The goal for this study 

has been to investigate the evaluation processes and measurement objectives used in 

Upward Bound to provide relevant information that brings transparency to the process.   

 The answers to my research questions show that outcome measures are chosen 

differently by people employed at different types of institutions.  In particular, there are 

statistically significant differences in the way outcome measures are chosen when the 

institution is in a suburban setting and when the institution is in the southern or the 

western part of the U.S.  The data also indicate that there is an association between 

choosing outcome measures through use of a committee when the institution is located 

in a suburban setting.  There are associations between choosing outcome measures 
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through use of a committee and the institution being located in the south and the west 

as well. 

 While there are no obvious reasons to explain these findings, using a committee 

to make decisions is expected to create a shared vision and strengthen the relationship 

between bureaucrats and those being served by the program.  Additionally, committee 

use for decision-making should encourage an organization that is more flexible and 

responsive since involving individuals and groups external to the agency necessarily 

means that the formal chain of command and hierarchical structure is suspended in 

order to consider the views of those outside the organization. 

 When there is no committee used to choose the outcome measures for Upward 

Bound, project directors may miss the advantages realized when those in the 

community served by the program are able to inform him or her about what is 

happening in the local environment.  By using a committee decision-making structure 

those who serve on the committee can also be viewed as allies with project directors to 

help convince elected officials of the continuing need for the program as fiscal budgets 

are renewed.  This is a sign of good public management and professionalism as public 

managers work to incorporate a multitude of voices into the decision-making process.  

This type of activity adds transparency, representativeness, and accountability to public 

programs.      

There was no statistically significant association with the type of institution 

(public, private, primarily white serving, or minority serving) and how outcome measures 

are chosen.  However, the data did show that when the institution is public the outcome 

measures are almost three times as likely to be chosen using a committee than when 
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the institution is private.  And, a primarily white serving institution is almost five times as 

likely to use a committee for choosing outcome measures as a minority serving 

institution.  Additionally, when comparing primarily white serving institutions with 

minority serving institutions 100% of primarily white serving institutions reported using 

benchmarking, but no minority serving institution indicated using benchmarking.  

Obviously project directors at minority serving institutions seek advice and input from 

individuals at both majority serving and minority serving institutions, but minority serving 

institutions are smaller in number across the nation and thus, cannot as easily reference 

other institutions with similar missions and racial and cultural composition when 

choosing outcomes.  Organizational characteristics can affect the outcome measures 

chosen.      

It is interesting that neither the control of the institution nor student population 

was statistically significantly associated with how outcome measures are chosen.  Both 

of these characteristics are often linked to the institution’s mission.  I anticipated that 

institutions with a clear missional goal of serving the same types of students serviced by 

Upward Bound would be more likely to involve a committee or demonstrate some other 

similarity when choosing outcome measures.  For instance, the historical mission of one 

historically black university in the south where one of the respondents works is that the 

institution operates in such a way to focus on the well-being of the ‘poorer classes.’  

Thus, one would expect to see a concerted effort to include these groups in the 

decision-making process regarding outcomes so that those at the local levels can effect 

change in their local environment.  While the current mission statement for the 
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University goes beyond this, the school still recognizes the importance of its founding 

mission.     

Mission statements often help people connect their individual or unit level work 

with the goals of the larger organization (Weiss & Piderit, 1999).  Mission statements 

have been mandated by the federal government for program evaluation purposes.  The 

Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 requires federal departments and 

agencies to write a mission statement before developing strategic plans and measuring 

performance and many state legislators and/or governors have required state agencies 

to write mission statements as part of the budgeting or strategic planning process 

(Weiss & Piderit, 1999).  Mission statements can also shape the way people think about 

their work.  For these reasons, I expected to see commonalities in how outcome 

measures are chosen in institutions (such as minority serving institutions) that have a 

mission statement similar to that of the goals of Upward Bound.  

 The way in which outcome measures are chosen related to the five indicators of 

program achievement (GPA, standardized test scores, retention to the UB program, 

matriculation into postsecondary institutions, and college graduation) also helped to 

answer my research question.  The most frequently cited way to choose outcome 

measures was based on target school performance.  This indicates that those deciding 

upon outcome measures are taking care to be informed about the target population 

being served (i.e. new public administration) and are also cognizant of what can 

realistically be accomplished with available resources (i.e. new public management).  

There was a statistically significant association between a school being located in the 

south and reports of not using benchmarking.  There was also a statistically significant 
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association between choosing outcome measures in terms of achievement indicators 

according to tradition and the institution being located in a suburban setting.  The 

association between choosing outcome measures through target school performance 

and the institution being located in the southern U.S. was statistically significant.  

Finally, the association between choosing outcome measures through unsure means 

and the institution being located in the western part of the country was statistically 

significant. 

 There are no apparent reasons for these findings, but the Upward Bound officials 

at 5 of the 8 schools in the South and 10 out of 14 institutions located in a suburban 

setting are also involved in three or more professional associations providing these 

individuals with the opportunity to network with their peers as a necessary part of 

collaborative decision making and maintaining contact with those in the local 

environment.  Professional associations are one medium that allow for the development 

of professionalism and professional values (Berman, 1999; Plant, Stalebrink & 

Vasavada, 2010).  Additionally, there is research that indicates that organizational 

characteristics (i.e. size, setting, etc.) can affect outcome measures of policies, 

programs, and institutions of higher education (Berger & Braxton, 1998).  Thus, the 

professionalism gained through professional associations and networking is influencing 

the processes used to choose outcome measures.   

More research is necessary to fully understand this finding but additional 

research designed to measure these characteristics would be a good first step.  There 

appear to be regional differences in decision-making style.  The differences may be 

attributed to cultural differences that are manifested as the directors attend regional 
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conferences and interact with their peers in close proximity.  Cultural and regional 

differences do exist in the U.S. and these differences do have real impacts on the 

decision-making of groups and individuals. 

What measures of professionalism are included when deciding upon outcome 
measures?   

One measure of professionalism includes the characteristics of the individuals in 

the organization.  The data showed that all project directors possessed a graduate or 

professional degree, slightly more than half of the respondents were involved in 

choosing outcome measures for the Upward Bound program for more than five years, 

and almost 3/4 of respondents were involved in three or more professional associations.  

Just under half (48%) of respondents also received training to learn how to choose and 

craft valid outcome measures.  This information demonstrates that Upward Bound 

project directors are “professionals” as has been described in the literature review.  

Individual professionalism is an indicator of competency and indicative of leadership 

capacity, effective performance, technical knowledge, and commitment to achievement. 

Public managers are more likely to be innovative as they develop policy if they 

are more professional (Sabet & Klinger, 1993).  When using innovation as an indicator 

of professionalism, we see that Upward Bound officials are often in favor of changing 

the outcome measures.  The respondents said that outcome measures could be 

improved through using different tests, by encouraging Upward Bound projects to 

maintain high standards, and by being cognizant of outside factors (such as a 

depressed economy), and how these may influence the success of the program.  There 

is much to be learned from this finding.  None of the responses suggested that local 

control was being used to alter policy significantly yet innovation through environmental 



83 

scans may result in practices that could improve eventual outcomes.  One example 

would be to “innovate” or change standards associated with GPA increases or 

decreases when the economy sours.  For instance, one survey respondent indicated 

that they might need to change outcome measures during economic downturns 

because students in this program may face homelessness, mobility or other forms of 

displacement.  Another example might be that participants in this program may need to 

take on part-time jobs during an economic downturn to contribute to the finances of the 

household as parents and other adults in the home may be laid off.  A part time job or 

homelessness may result in lower GPAs for participants, but the Upward Bound 

program can still be used as a tool to encourage college matriculation and graduation 

for the students as a way to one day insulate the participants from the tides of the 

economy.   

How does the number of stakeholders involved in setting the targets affect satisfaction 
levels with the outcome measures selected? 

As part of the War on Poverty, the Office of Economic Opportunity created 

Community Action Programs which included local community members as decision-

making constituents for the programs.  Stakeholders are included in evaluation 

decision-making “to broaden the interpretive base” and to be mindful of 

representativeness concerns (Kelly & Maynard-Moody, 1993; Thomas & Palfrey, 1996).  

It could be expected that as larger numbers of individuals are involved with choosing 

outcome measures for Upward Bound, satisfaction levels with the chosen outcomes 

would go up because interested stakeholders had input into the decisions being made 

(Henry, Dickey & Areson, 1991; Thomas & Palfrey, 1996).  Most of the Upward Bound 

projects (52%) in my sample used a committee structure to choose outcome measures 
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for their program.  Members of the committee included such individuals as Upward 

Bound Staff, faculty members at the college or university, high school guidance 

counselors, parents, and Upward Bound participants.    

Stakeholder involvement in choosing outcome measures for Upward Bound did 

not necessarily lead to higher satisfaction levels, however.  When a committee was 

used to select outcome measures, 73% of respondents indicated a desire to use other 

measures of success for the program.  When a committee structure was not used, just 

30% of respondents felt that other measures would more accurately measure program 

success; and 70% were fully satisfied with the measures.  This seems counterintuitive 

but in some respects it makes sense that as more individuals are involved in choosing 

the outcome measures it is harder to please all the concerns raised by these 

individuals.   

This dissatisfaction might also be due to the fact that some achievement 

indicators are already determined by the U.S. Department of Education.  Even though 

decision-makers can change the individual target goals, some achievement indicators 

(GPA, standardized test scores, retention to the program, matriculation into college, and 

graduation from post-secondary education) cannot be changed despite the fact that 

multiple stakeholders are involved in choosing particular outcome measures.  The 

dissatisfaction may not necessarily come from the decisions made by the committee, 

however, but instead comes from dissatisfaction with the measures mandated by the 

U.S. Department of Education.  As indicated in the findings section, respondents often 

indicated that more qualitative type measures could help tell the full story of the 



85 

outcomes and achievements of Upward Bound.  This is justified more fully by the results 

discussed in relation to the next research question. 

The use of a committee to choose outcome measures ensures that more voices 

are brought to the table and considered as decisions are made.  This can lead to more 

innovative decisions as new viewpoints are considered and a broader understanding of 

the local context may be garnered since many different segments of the community are 

represented.  Committee decision-making is also a way to add transparency to the 

process and provides a form of oversight for the Upward Bound program.  I would 

recommend that the committee style of decision-making be encouraged.  Most of the 

individuals that are included when a committees is used exhibit characteristics of 

professionalism.  For instance, college faculty members and high school guidance 

counselors have strong educational backgrounds.  This professionalism provides some 

of the same benefits of having a professionalized director for the program and should 

strengthen the outcome measures chosen.  When high school staff are included as part 

of the committee, the outcome measures also can more accurately reflect the potential 

for success as these participants understand the constraints and opportunities present 

in the local environment.  

Based upon the views of those involved, could the outcome measures be changed in 
order to more accurately measure program success? 

Most of the respondents (85%) who answered the survey question related to 

other outcome measures being better able to indicate success of the program indicated 

that they would change the outcome measures if given the chance.  Responses were 

related to the difficulty of comparing results, the lack of measures for “intangible” 

indicators of success, and other measures that indicate student success such as 
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military service after high school graduation.  As one respondent indicated, using certain 

measures such as standardized test scores administered for the state does not allow for 

ease of comparing Upward Bound projects across states, since they do not use the 

same standardized tests.  This respondent indicated that a standardized test such as 

the ACT or SAT would allow for better comparisons between programs.  This is the 

exact issue that spawned this research.  When outcomes are not uniformly measured, it 

is difficult to use them as an objective tool for evaluation.   

Other respondents would like to see evaluation measures that capture student 

improvement in other areas (besides GPA, standardized test scores, retention to the 

program, college matriculation and college graduation).  These included measures of 

improvement in self-esteem, rigor of courses taken, and ambition.  The following direct 

quotes from answers to the survey question provide an example of the types of change 

those involved in the program suggest to more accurately measure program success.  

Respondent are described in terms of the size of the institution, the control of the 

institution, the student population served, and the geographic location of the institution. 

I would select a test that is standard across the US such as the SAT or ACT, 
using state NCLB [No Child Left Behind] tests means this objective is not 
comparable across the states. (Program director at a large, publicly controlled, 
primarily white serving institution located in the northeast.) 

Maybe. The US [Department] of Education currently requires that objectives be 
based on the State required tests - usually the ones required for NCLB [No Child 
Left Behind].  We used to administer our own standardized tests which gave us 
better data for working with the students.  In this test heavy climate, however, 
they kids don't want to take one more test, so we no longer give them. (Program 
director at a large, publicly controlled, primarily white serving institution located in 
the west.)  
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Yes, given the economic times we are seeing more students enlist in military or 2 
year community colleges.  We might consider lowering our number [in terms of 
post-secondary enrollment] to meet this new economic shift. (Program director at 
a large, publicly controlled, primarily white serving institution located in the 
northeast.) 

   

While these outcomes do prove to be difficult to measure and would make it hard 

to compare different programs against one another, measures of these types could be 

useful for the individual programs.  These short-term outcomes may lead to the longer-

term outcomes that could then be measured such as college matriculation and 

graduation.  For example, as a student experiences increases in self-esteem, does he 

or she enter college five years or fewer after high school graduation?  Currently, the 

program only recognizes college admission and matriculation beginning the fall after 

high school graduation but other indices of success might also be helpful.    

 These findings are especially interesting given that 100% of respondents were 

successful in reaching their outcome measures as written in their Upward Bound grant 

(Bernick & Thompson-Holt, 2008).  In other words, these Upward Bound projects are 

already successful based on the achievement indicators required by the U.S. 

Department of Education.  They are reaching their intended goals in terms of GPA, 

standardized test scores, retention to the Upward Bound program, college matriculation 

rates, and college graduation rates.  Despite this, the respondents indicated that other 

measures could more accurately or wholly reflect the success of the program.  This 

might indicate that local level actors would like more control over the evaluation of the 

program which is in keeping with the new public management style of government.  For 

instance, many respondents indicated that they would like to report increased rigor in 
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courses taken by participants as being indicative of program success.  This might be a 

better measure than reporting GPA (as one project director pointed out) since the 

project officials may be tempted to have students take less rigorous courses in order to 

more easily meet the outcome measure associated with GPA.  Doing this, however, 

does not prepare students for the demands of courses in post-secondary education.  

Project directors are likely to have a keen understanding of the problems facing 

participants and given their professionalism, they can be given this discretion in 

decision-making to help Upward Bound reach its intended goals.   
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CHAPTER 6 

RECOMMENDATIONS, LIMITATIONS, AND CONCLUSION 

Recommendations 

There are four practical implications and recommendations to draw based on the 

findings of my research.  These are: a more keen recognition of the complexity of 

organizational performance in the Upward Bound program, the necessity for a 

discussion about an evaluation design that allows for comparing of the results between 

Upward Bound projects, mandated training for choosing outcome measures for Upward 

Bound project directors, and the development of a narrative portion for the Annual 

Performance Report submitted by Upward Bound projects.  This is an opportune time to 

provide practical recommendations and feedback on policy implications in light of 

interest from the U.S. Department of Education indicated through a letter addressed to 

all potential applicants for grants funded under the FY 2011 Upward Bound programs.  

This letter states that the U.S. Department of Education is currently in the process of 

soliciting public comments on proposed changes to regulations for Upward Bound.  

These changes may include modifications to the objectives section of the selection 

criteria used by evaluators to score applications, new program definitions, and revised 

outcome criteria that will be used to measure program and project performance.   

Results of my research also have implications for education policy focused on 

social equity outcomes in federal level programs that involve decentralized powers and 

shared decision making.  Upward Bound staff do rely on their professional norms and 

practices when they choose outcome measures.  They often involve professional 

stakeholders in the decision making process, are likely to be innovative as they choose 
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outcome measures, and are knowledgeable about how their local environmental 

conditions can affect the program.  Just as previous research shows, these bureaucrats 

depend on their technical expertise in order to perform the necessary duties of their 

jobs. 

Given that this was a small, qualitative study, individual readers are advised to 

assess the relevance of my recommendations for their particular program and setting.   

 Recognize that organizational performance in the public sector is complex (Andrews 

& Boyne, 2010) 

Upward Bound is a program that is designed to overcome the educational 

shortcomings of populations who are currently unprepared or underprepared for post-

secondary education, namely first generation and low-income students.  Upward Bound 

and other programs like it are hard to evaluate using the same indicators because of the 

complexity of the problems they are trying to solve.  This complexity also makes it 

difficult to create causal linkages between program inputs and activities and the desired 

outcomes.     

 As my research shows, those individuals charged with implementing and 

evaluating the program would change the way it is being evaluated due to this 

complexity.  Upward Bound directors, if given the choice, would recognize this 

complexity and incorporate it into the evaluation process.  Most of the respondents 

indicated that they would include other measures of success for the program in addition 

to those mandated by the U.S. Department of Education.  These suggested measures 

include an objective related to participant self-esteem, rigor of courses taken, entry into 

the military, and an improved attitude towards education of the participant.  While these 
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may not be easy to measure or useful for demonstrating causal linkages between the 

objective and college matriculation, they do provide an indicator of organizational 

performance.  By recognizing this complexity and allowing its inclusion in public 

program creation, implementation, and evaluation the fullness of organizational 

performance will be acknowledged in the public sector.  By better understanding the 

extent of program complexity, more reasonable expectations and evaluations can be 

crafted. 

One way to recognize this complexity is to allow for stakeholder input when 

crafting outcome measures so as to capture the divergent viewpoints that may exist 

between different individuals or groups of stakeholders.  Currently, stakeholder input is 

achieved through the committee decision-making style used in many of the projects 

participating in this study.  Stakeholder involvement has become a popular way for 

policy makers and others concerned with the outcomes of public policy to create 

measurement processes and objectives that are meaningful and valid (Leach, Pelkey & 

Sabatier, 2002).  Evaluation and program monitoring that involves stakeholders in the 

decision-making process allows individuals and groups with a vested interest the 

opportunity to become involved in planning and executing an evaluation.   

This is not the only way to include stakeholders, however.  Another alternative to 

committee decision-making might be an advisory panel that could be used to encourage 

input from high school staff, participants, and parents.  This panel could create 

informative memos addressed to the Upward Bound project directors for consideration 

in crafting outcome measures.   



92 

 Consider designing an evaluation system that allows for the comparing of results 

between Upward Bound projects 

The complexity of the problems being addressed by Upward Bound makes it 

difficult to compare results between projects.  Indeed this was confirmed in Bernick and 

Thompson-Holt’s 2008 study.  The U.S. Department of Education cautions that Upward 

Bound projects are not comparable and unwarranted conclusions being drawn such as 

one project being especially poor performing.  In reality this project might be bringing 

very poorly performing students to a position where high school graduation is possible 

when it once was not and perhaps college matriculation later down the road.  In a 

document explaining how to interpret outcomes of the program, the reader is instructed 

to consider that a project may have lower than average success rates because the 

project may be serving more students with a high risk of academic failure, who have low 

educational aspirations, and/or who have low levels of readiness for enrollment in 

postsecondary education (Program Performance Plan, 2010).  While it is important to 

recognize these realities, it would also be beneficial to open the door to discussions and 

the sharing of information between projects to learn what works and what does not for 

the various programs.  The new public management framework indicates competition 

can lead to higher quality as well as more efficient and effective programs.     

If across the board measures are to be instituted, they need to be standardized.  

Several survey respondents made this recommendation.  One respondent indicated that 

the measurement objective pertaining to standardized test scores should use a test that 

is standardized across the nation to measure this outcome.  As the respondent 

indicated, currently, tests associated with No Child Left Behind are often being used to 
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indicate performance on standardized tests for the Upward Bound program.  Yet these 

tests are not standardized across the states.  This has resulted in objectives that are not 

comparable across Upward Bound projects.  Using tests such as the ACT or SAT would 

allow for better standardized comparisons.   

Another way to allow for comparisons between programs would be to categorize 

the projects in terms of the participants’ risk of academic failure.  Projects could then be 

compared within these categories and between categories by creating a rating system 

that takes into account projects that serve more at-risk participants (i.e. students with a 

high risk of academic failure, who have low educational aspirations, and/or who have 

low levels of readiness for enrollment in postsecondary education).  For instance, the 

approximately 1,000 projects funded in FY 2010 could be classified into three different 

categories: projects serving greatly at-risk participants (those with an extremely high risk 

of academic failure, very low educational aspirations, and grossly low levels of 

readiness for postsecondary education), projects serving moderately at-risk participants 

(high risk of academic failure, low educational aspirations, and low levels of college 

readiness), and projects serving at-risk participants (higher risk of academic failure, 

lower educational aspirations, and lower levels of college readiness as compared to 

their mainstream peers). While the operationalization of these terms would need to be 

worked out in legislation or program policy, these categories could allow for more 

comparisons between programs. 

     

 Mandate training for choosing outcome measures and measuring program 

performance 
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Currently, there is no training mandated for Upward Bound officials in terms of 

choosing outcome measure or measuring the chosen outcomes.  Additionally, just 

under half of respondents in this study (48%) actually received any training to learn how 

to choose and craft outcome measures.  If we are to rely on the professionalism of the 

individuals who administer the Upward Bound program, mandated training is called for.  

The professional administrator uses his or her professional norms to provide competent 

services despite competing interests (Kearney & Sinha, 1988) and one way to instill 

professional norms is through training.  Training efforts would be expected to insure that 

project directors are choosing outcome measures that are consistent with the 

expectations of the enacting legislation for the Upward Bound program.  Moreover, 

training would allow directors to effectively create the additional measures they feel are 

necessary to determine program success in addition to those required by the U.S. 

Department of Education.  When bureaucrats (i.e. Upward Bound project directors) are 

more professional they are likely more aware of the necessary processes and 

procedures needed to transform policy goals into practice (Shumavon & Hibbeln, 1985).  

For this reason, it is advisable to continue to encourage a professionalized cadre of 

Upward Bound projects directors capable of choosing outcome measures that reflect 

the results of the program.   

 

 Include a narrative portion for the Annual Performance Report submitted by Upward 

Bound projects 

Most of the survey respondents included in this research indicated that they 

would like to include other measures of success for their program.  This despite the fact 
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that they were already succeeding as defined by the U.S. Department of Education.  

Those involved in the program recognize other values as being significant in the 

program and for the participants.  For instance, a student’s ambition may not allow him 

or her to matriculate into post-secondary education (which is the stated goal for Upward 

Bound), but it might still be a positive outcome and potentially lead to college 

matriculation at a later date.  This does not lend itself to ease of measurement, but 

could still be useful to stakeholders and researchers who are interested in this program.  

 Including a narrative portion for the Annual Performance Report would allow 

project directors the opportunity to report these positive outcomes that do not fall within 

the bounds of the five prescribed indicators of achievement issued by the U.S. 

Department of Education.  Allowing a narrative section for the evaluations would have 

the added benefit of taking advantage of the expertise of the project directors who are 

able to recognize the full benefits of the program to participants.  If the crafting of the 

evaluation were improved in this way, Upward Bound staff would have a clearer 

understanding of how to choose and measure outcomes. 

 

Limitations 

As with other research projects, there are limitations associated with my study.  

One limitation for this study was the shortcoming inherent in the purposive sample.  This 

type of sampling is not chosen at random and may present validity problems.  For 

example, the results of my study cannot be generalized to the larger population of 

Upward Bound projects.  However, my goal was not to generalize to other Upward 

Bound projects, but instead was meant to provide an understanding of the phenomenon 
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of interest (Yin, 2009).  Merriam (2009) indicates that a better consideration for 

qualitative research is “transferability.”  This can be thought of as how well the user or 

reader can transfer the findings to his or her own situation.  In order to facilitate this, I 

provided rich descriptions of the findings to allow me to evaluate and use the results.    

Purposive sampling also allowed me to seek input from predefined groups for 

specific reasons and purposes.  The purpose for the chosen sample in this research 

was to ensure that variation existed in the types of institutions that were included in the 

study.  The project directors were intentionally chosen to be representative of the 

different types of programs and settings.  It was important to include data relevant to the 

evaluation of diverse settings and environments for analyzing Upward Bound.   

Another limitation of my study is inherent to survey research.  It is not flexible and 

confines the respondent to the survey tool.  For example, 15 out of 31 questions 

included in my survey did not allow the respondent to provide an answer outside of the 

bounds of the pre-determined choices listed on the survey instrument.  Also, surveys do 

present limitations for research in that a respondent may not provide accurate 

descriptions of what they feel and do, but instead provide socially acceptable answers.  

However, research indicates that web-based surveys do encourage more candid 

answers (Sheehan, 2001).  Thus, I adopted this approach to reduce the likelihood of 

inaccuracy.  In addition, just over half of the survey questions were open ended 

questions to allow respondents the freedom to answer the survey questions in a way 

that was comfortable for them and allowed them to provide feedback in their own words.  

While there was the possibility of socially acceptable answers being provided on my 

survey, the questions contained on the tool did not ask for information that could be 
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considered sensitive.  For example, none of the information shared had the potential to 

result in disciplinary action for the project directors.      

Another limitation is the political nature of performance and program evaluation.  

On April 14, 2011, the White House and the Congress agreed to cut funding for TRIO 

(of which Upward Bound is a part) by $26.6 million for Fiscal Year 2011.  If the 

programs are not funded then the project director will not have a job.  The nature of the 

topic may have inhibited some participants from even answering the survey for fear that 

my study may report negative findings regarding the success of the program.  However, 

I tried to minimize this as much as possible by reiterating that the goal of my study was 

not to formally evaluate the program, but instead to understand one small part of the 

evaluation process.  Also, as required by IRB, respondents were assured that their 

identity would never be disclosed.   

 

Future Research 

More research is necessary to fully understand how outcome measures are 

chosen for Upward Bound.  A more comprehensive study would be larger.  My study 

offers a deeper understanding of the insight of Upward Bound project directors and their 

thoughts on the evaluation process of Upward Bound.  It also provides a level of 

understanding that would not have been possible without a mixed-methods study.  A 

much larger sample, however, could have the added benefit of increased external 

validity and generalizability.  After achieving a more thorough understanding of how 

outcome measures are chosen, other or better measures might be adopted to further 

the success of the Upward Bound program participants. 
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Future research could also investigate how different Upward Bound programs 

choose outcome measures dependent upon whether or not they are meeting their 

objectives as currently stated.  As I discovered, all the respondents in this study who 

indicated that they would change the indicators of success if given the chance are 

successful as the program is already being measured.  It is interesting that even those 

programs that are achieving the goals as accepted by the U.S. Department of Education 

would change how the program is evaluated.  This deserves future research.  Is there a 

difference between those programs that can already be considered successful and 

those that are underperforming in terms of how they choose outcome measures? 

A longitudinal study would also be beneficial to investigate if outcome measures 

are chosen differently over time and as changes are instituted at the federal level with 

the U.S. Department of Education.  This type of comparison research could shed some 

light on how outcome measures are chosen and benefit evaluation studies of the 

Upward Bound program and others like it.  Also, further research is needed to 

understand why some Upward Bound projects are prone to use a committee when 

deciding upon outcome measures and others rely solely on the director to make those 

decisions.  For the respondents in this study, the results were roughly evenly divided 

with regard to this decision-making style.  Involving stakeholders in choosing outcome 

measures can have implications for the effectiveness of the evaluation and the 

satisfaction with the evaluation process.  A better understanding of why a committee is 

used or not would be an important contribution for future research.       
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Conclusion 

Due to the complexity of the problems being addressed by Upward Bound and 

other programs like it, these types of social programs may benefit from focusing on one 

small part of the program that can be improved (Behn, 2011).  This dissertation project 

has focused on one small part of the program – the process by which measures of 

organizational performance are crafted. 

Upward Bound is a federally sponsored program and a great deal of discretion in 

decision making about how to set outcome measures is determined by the 

administrators at the local level.  Bureaucrats may be more accountable to the policy 

directives when they make decisions that rest on professionalism.  The “preservation of 

a democratic system depends upon the competence of experts in government” 

(Kearney & Sinha, 1998, p. 571).      

While the Upward Bound program has been evaluated a number of times, the 

findings are unclear as to the success of the program (Garms, 1971; Hunt & Hardt, 

1969; McLure & Child, 1998; Myers & Schirm, 1999; O’Brien et al., 2000).  Part of this 

inconsistency may be due to the fact that goals and measurement objectives vary for 

the different projects because of the discretion given to project directors.   

In answering the major research question, How are the outcome measures for 

the Upward Bound program chosen?, I found that different types of institutions and 

those in different geographic regions choose outcome measures in different ways.  I 

also learned that Upward Bound Officials possess professional characteristics (e.g. 

education and experience) that may influence the way in which outcome measures are 

chosen.  Upward Bound Officials are most often looking to the performance of the target 
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high schools when deciding upon outcome measures.  Outcome measures are changed 

approximately every three years.  Outcome measures are most often changed because 

of past achievement of the project.  Most outcome measures are chosen through use of 

a committee.  The members of these committees most often include: participants, 

parents, secondary education school officials, Upward Bound staff internal and external 

to the project, college professors, and professional consultants.   

The contributions of this dissertation include: a better understanding of how 

outcome measures are chosen, information about evaluation processes, transparency, 

a consideration of the impacts professionalism has on the crafting of evaluation 

measures, and a consideration of the validity of the evaluation measures from the 

vantage point of those who set the outcome measures.  Elected officials, taxpayers, 

parents, participants, project directors, and others want to know what value is provided 

by the programs they fund, participate in, and devote their working lives to.  Evaluations 

can provide data about what works and does not work for public programs.  Evaluation 

data can help leaders and policy makers make evidence-based policy decisions.  This 

dissertation and the prior research that spawned it is an example that constituents and 

stakeholders of all kinds are increasing requesting data on public program performance 

and independently assessing the results of these public programs (Wholey, Hatry & 

Newcomer, 2004).  Issues of accountability have been a major force for these increased 

demands for program evaluation information and data.   

The first task for a systematic evaluation is to select appropriate evaluation 

questions to solicit the information that will fulfill the intended goal(s) for the evaluation.  

When there are multiple stakeholders interested in the evaluation results (as is the case 
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for Upward Bound) this can be a difficult feat.  Policymakers and those charged with the 

responsibility for evaluation must be sure to balance the “feasibility and cost of possible 

evaluations against the likely benefits of those evaluations” (Wholey, 2003, p. 33).   
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APPENDIX A 

SURVEY QUESTIONS TO PROJECT DIRECTORS 
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This survey is designed to gather information from you about the measurement 
objectives used to identify success in the Upward Bound program. There are no right or 
wrong answers to the questions and your participation is strictly voluntary. In the survey 
the phrase “measurement objectives” refers to one or more of 5 often used indicators of 
success in programs such as Upward Bound. These include GPA, standardized test 
scores, retention to the program, enrollment in postsecondary education, and college 
graduation rates.  I am seeking input from the person primarily responsible for setting 
measurement objectives for the Upward Bound project at your institution.  If you are not 
the person primarily responsible for setting measurement objectives, please respond to 
the e-mail you received and indicate that this is not primarily your responsibility.    
 

By checking this box, I agree to participate in the study.  
 
 

1. What is the name of the college or university where this Upward Bound project is 

being hosted? 

 

2. What is your title? 

 
3. How long has the Upward Bound program been in existence at this institution? 

a. Less than 5 years 

b. 5 – 10 years 

c. More than 10 years 

 

4. How long have you taken part in the Upward Bound program in setting program 

measurement objectives? 

a. Less than 1 year 

b. More than 1 year but less than 5 years 

c. More than 5 years but less than 10 years 

d. More than 10 years 

 

5. What is the highest level of education you have completed? 

a. High School Diploma or GED 

b. Some College 

c. 4-Year College Degree 

d. Graduate or Professional Degree 
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6. How many professional associations are you involved in? 

a. 0 

b. 1-2 

c. 3-4 

d. 5 or more 

 

7. Have you received training to help you select measurement objectives for your 

Upward Bound project? 

a. Yes (If yes, please answer question 8) 

b. No (If no, skip to question 9) 

 

8. If you answered yes to question 7, approximately how many hours of training have 

you received to help you select measurement objectives? 

a. 6 or fewer hours 

b. More than 6 hours 

 

9. What process do you use to select measurement objectives? 

a. I am solely responsible for selecting outcome measures 

b. A committee is involved with selecting outcome measures 

 

10. If you answered ‘b’ to question 9, who is involved with selecting the measurement 

objectives (please indicate the title or position of the person(s), not the name)? For 

instance, high school guidance counselors, citizens, students, etc. 

 

11. How was the measurement objective pertaining to ‘GPA’ chosen for the Upward 

Bound project? 

a. I/We benchmark against other host institutions to choose our outcome 

measures 

b. I/We used the same outcome measures as we have traditionally chosen in 

the past 

c. I/We primarily used high school graduation and drop-out rates from our target 

area to choose the measurement objectives 

d. I/We randomly selected the outcome measures 

e. Other, please explain 

 

12. When was the measurement objective pertaining to ‘GPA’ last revised? 

a. Less than 1 year ago 

b. More than 1 year but less than 3 years ago 

c. More than 3 years but less than 5 years ago 

d. More than 5 years  
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13. Given the opportunity, would you change anything about the measurement objective 

pertaining to ‘GPA’? 

a. Yes, please explain 

b. No 

 

14. How was the measurement objective pertaining to ‘standardized test scores’ 

chosen for the Upward Bound project? 

a. I/We benchmark against other host institutions to choose our outcome 

measures 

b. I/We used the same outcome measures as we have traditionally chosen in 

the past 

c. I/We primarily used high school graduation and drop-out rates from our target 

area to choose the measurement objectives 

d. I/We randomly selected the outcome measures 

e. Other, please explain 

 

15. When was the measurement objective pertaining to ‘standardized test scores’ last 

revised? 

a. Less than 1 year ago 

b. More than 1 year but less than 3 years ago 

c. More than 3 years but less than 5 years ago 

d. More than 5 years 

 

16. Given the opportunity, would you change anything about the measurement objective 

pertaining to ‘standardized test scores’? 

a. Yes, please explain 

b. No 

 

17. How was the measurement objective pertaining to ‘retention to the program’ 

chosen for the Upward Bound project? 

a. I/We benchmark against other host institutions to choose our outcome 

measures 

b. I/We used the same outcome measures as we have traditionally chosen in 

the past 

c. I/We primarily used high school graduation and drop-out rates from our target 

area to choose the measurement objectives 

d. I/We randomly selected the outcome measures 

e. Other, please explain 
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18. When was the measurement objective pertaining to ‘retention to the program’ last 

revised? 

a. Less than 1 year ago 

b. More than 1 year but less than 3 years ago 

c. More than 3 years but less than 5 years ago 

More than 5 years 

 

19. Given the opportunity, would you change anything about the measurement objective 

pertaining to ‘retention to the program’? 

a. Yes, please explain 

b. No 

 

20. How was the measurement objective pertaining to ‘enrollment in postsecondary 

education’ chosen for the Upward Bound project? 

a. I/We benchmark against other host institutions to choose our outcome 

measures 

b. I/We used the same outcome measures as we have traditionally chosen in 

the past 

c. I/We primarily used high school graduation and drop-out rates from our target 

area to choose the measurement objectives 

d. I/We randomly selected the outcome measures 

e. Other, please explain 

 

21. When was the measurement objective pertaining to ‘enrollment in postsecondary 

education’ last revised? 

a. Less than 1 year ago 

b. More than 1 year but less than 3 years ago 

c. More than 3 years but less than 5 years ago 

More than 5 years 

 

22. Given the opportunity, would you change anything about the measurement objective 

pertaining to ‘enrollment in postsecondary education’? 

a. Yes, please explain 

b. No 
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23.  How was the measurement objective pertaining to ‘college graduation’ chosen for 

the Upward Bound project? 

a. I/We benchmark against other host institutions to choose our outcome 

measures 

b. I/We used the same outcome measures as we have traditionally chosen in 

the past 

c. I/We primarily used high school graduation and drop-out rates from our target 

area to choose the measurement objectives 

d. I/We randomly selected the outcome measures 

e. Other, please explain 

 

24. When was the measurement objective pertaining to ‘college graduation’ last 

revised? 

a. Less than 1 year ago 

b. More than 1 year but less than 3 years ago 

c. More than 3 years but less than 5 years ago 

More than 5 years 

 

25. Given the opportunity, would you change anything about the measurement objective 

pertaining to ‘college graduation’? 

a. Yes, please explain 

b. No 

 

26. Are measurement objectives adjusted with each new grant cycle? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

 

27.  If the measurement objectives are adjusted with each new grant cycle, what criteria 

are used to make adjustments? (choose all that apply) 

a. Adjustments are made based on whether or not the project achieved the 

outcome measures during the prior grant cycle 

b. Adjustments are made based on new information obtained from the target 

schools (i.e. high school graduation and drop-out rates) 

c. Adjustments are made based on new information obtained from the U.S. 

Department of Education 

d. Other, please explain 

 

28. Are there other measures that you feel would indicate the success of your program? 
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29.  If a committee selects the measurement objectives, how often are regularly 

scheduled meetings held? 

a. Weekly 

b. Bi-monthly 

c. Monthly 

d. Quarterly 

e. Other 

 

30. Do you feel able to raise issues and problems about the measurement objectives at 

meetings? 

a. Not at all 

b. Hesitant to do so 

c. Neutral 

d. Quite comfortable to do so 

e. Very free to do so 

 

31. Do you feel that your Upward Bound project has been successful? 

a. Yes, please explain 

b. No, please explain
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COLLEGES/UNIVERSITIES CONSIDERED IN THE SAMPLE
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State State

AR MN 

NC
AZ

CA NE

NV

NY
CO

CT
OH

FL

PA

Lincoln University
GA

TX

University of Texas, El Paso
IL

UT

MA VA

MD

ME WA

MI WI

University of Arkansas

Northern Arizona University
Embry Riddle Aeronautical University
Dine College
Arizona State University

California Lutheran University

Harding University
Philander Smith College
University of Central Arkansas
University of Arkansas, Pine Bluff

University of San Diego
University of California, Berkeley  

University of Florida

National Hispanic University
Sonoma State University
Adams State College
University of Colorado
Fort Lewis College
University of Connecticut 
Fairfield University
Sacred Heart University
Florida A&M University
Florida State University
University of South Florida

Massachusetts Institute of Technology

University of Miami
Clark Atlanta University
Fort Valley State University
Mercer University
Savannah State University 
University of Georgia 
University of Illinois, Chicago 
University of Illinois
University of Chicago
Robert Morris University
University of Massachusetts, Boston

Michigan State University 
Wayne State University

University of Minnesota, Duluth
University of Minnesota
College of St. Benedict/St. John’s
St. Olaf College
Appalachian State University
Fayetteville State University
North Carolina A&T University 
North Carolina State University

Bowdoin College
University of Maine
University of Southern Maine

University of Maryland 
Morgan State University
University of Maryland, Eastern Shore

Case Western Reserve

University of North Carolina 
Creighton University
University of Nebraska 
University of Nevada, Reno 
University of Nevada, Las Vegas 
City University of New York, City College

Virginia State University
University of Virginia
Evergreen State College

Texas Southern University
Texas Christian University

University of Texas, Arlington
Southern Utah University 
University of Utah
Weber State University

University University

Old Dominion University 
Roanoke College
Virginia Tech University

Cleveland State University
The Ohio State University 
Harcum College
Pennsylvania State University 

Temple University
Southern Methodist University 

Columbia University
Fordham University 
Pace University
New York University
Baldwin Wallace College

University of Washington
Washington State University
Beloit College
Marquette University
University of Wisconsin
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December 2, 2010 

 

Dear Upward Bound Project Director, 

My name is Amy Holt and I am a PhD candidate at the University of North Texas.  I am 

working on my dissertation and your input is expected to provide a valuable data source 

for my project.  I am interested in learning more about how the Upward Bound program 

operates, especially the evaluation component.  I want to point out that I am not trying to 

prove that your project is successful or not successful.  What I am trying to learn is how 

you choose the measurement objectives for your project.  You have been specifically 

chosen because of the vital role you fulfill in the organization and for the expert 

knowledge you possess.     

On Wednesday, December 8, I will be sending you a survey through electronic mail.  

The survey will come through my gmail account (amyholt.unt@gmail.com) to allow me 

to use Google Docs to conduct the survey.  Please look for it in your spam mail just in 

case.  Participation in this survey is completely voluntary.  The survey is 31 questions 

long and should take about 20 minutes to fill out.  I hope that you will be available to 

complete the survey by December 17, 2010.  If you are not the person primarily 

responsible for selecting measurement objectives, can you please let me know? 

I would like to also take this opportunity to thank you for all the hard work you do for 

students who otherwise may not be exposed to the idea of going to college!  I was a 

first-generation and low income student and truly value the work you do.  You may 

direct any questions you have for me to the e-mail address listed below.   

Sincerely, 

 

Amy C. Holt, MPA 
amy.holt@unt.edu 
 
Major Professor: Dr. Lisa Dicke 
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December 14, 2010 

 

Dear Upward Bound Project Director, 

 
My name is Amy Holt and I am a PhD candidate at the University of North Texas.  I am 
working on my dissertation and your input is expected to provide a valuable data source 
for my project.  On Wednesday, December 8 I sent you a survey pertaining to the 
measurement objectives for your Upward Bound project.  This survey information will 
provide essential information for my dissertation.   I am interested in learning more 
about how the Upward Bound program operates, especially the evaluation component.  
I want to point out that I am not trying to prove that your project is successful or not 
successful.  I am trying to learn how you choose the evaluation standards for your 
project.   
 
The survey is 31 questions long and should take about 20 minutes to fill out.  I hope that 

you will be available to complete the survey by December 17, 2010. 

I would like to also take this opportunity to thank you for all the hard work you do for 

students who otherwise may not be exposed to the idea of going to college!  You may 

direct any questions you have for me to the e-mail address listed below.   

Sincerely, 

 

Amy C. Holt, MPA 
amy.holt@unt.edu 
  

mailto:amy.holt@unt.edu
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Institutions located in the north central 
University of Illinois, Chicago   
University of Illinois    
University of Chicago    
Robert Morris University    
Michigan State University     
Wayne State University    
University of Minnesota, Duluth   
University of Minnesota    
College of St. Benedict/St. John’s   
St. Olaf College    
Creighton University    
University of Nebraska  
Baldwin Wallace College 
Case Western Reserve 
Cleveland State University 
The Ohio State University 
Beloit College 
Marquette University 
University of Wisconsin  
 
Institutions located in the west 
Arizona State University    
Dine College    
Embry Riddle Aeronautical University  
Northern Arizona University   
University of San Diego    
University of California, Berkeley   
California Lutheran University   
National Hispanic University   
Sonoma State University    
Adams State College    
University of Colorado    
Fort Lewis College    
University of Nevada, Reno   
University of Nevada, Las Vegas 
Southern Utah University 
University of Utah 
Weber State University 
Evergreen State College 
University of Washington 
Washington State University     
   
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Institutions located in the northeast 
University of Connecticut     
Fairfield University    
Sacred Heart University    
University of Massachusetts, Boston 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology Bowdoin 
College    
University of Maine    
University of Southern Maine  
City University of New York 
Columbia University    
Fordham University     
Pace University    
New York University 
Harcum College 
Pennsylvania State University  
Lincoln University   
Temple University   

Institutions located in the south 
University of Arkansas    
Harding University    
Philander Smith College    
University of Central Arkansas 
University of Arkansas, Pine Bluff   
Florida A&M University    
Florida State University    
University of South Florida    
University of Florida    
University of Miami    
Clark Atlanta University    
Fort Valley State University   
Mercer University    
Savannah State University    
University of Georgia     
University of Maryland     
Morgan State University    
University of Maryland, Eastern Shore  
Appalachian State University   
Fayetteville State University   
North Carolina A&T University    
North Carolina State University  
University of North Carolina 
Southern Methodist University 
Texas Southern University 
Texas Christian University 
University of Texas, El Paso 
University of Texas, Arlington 
Old Dominion University 
Roanoke College 
Virginia Tech University 
Virginia State University 
University of Virginia
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