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Bem-vindo!

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Michael Dooris introduced himself and welcomed all to the workshop.  He shared a comment that John Amaeche, who recently met with Business and Finance Department, made about diversity work:  1) An organization’s ability to advance successful diversity initiatives and institutional transformation largely depends upon the buy-in and commitment of white males, who still hold many of the power levers within most organizations; and 2) We are all diverse—we are more complicated than the little demographic boxes will show.  At a recent conference of the Association for Institutional Research, Pat Teranzini, senior scientist and professor of education at Penn State, pointed out that data collection is part of organizational intelligence—but not data for data’s sake.  Data collection that gives a clear picture can inform decision making for purposes of improvement, such as areas to consider in recruiting.  



Institutional Research in Action!



Information overload….?



What data analysis methodologies are most useful for 
planning and decision-making?

The Silver Bullet

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Unfortunately, there is no silver bullet—there are many methodologies with their own similarities and differences, and each system of planning and decision making must make use of the one(s) that make most sense for their particular set of goals and measures.



What data analysis methodologies are most useful for 
planning and decision-making?

Appreciative Inquiry

Balanced Scorecard

Strategy Mapping

Baldrige National 
Quality Program

“CEO”

etc.!

Presenter
Presentation Notes
All of these methodologies are helpful, even methods that may not  be considered “classical” means to measure success, and probably, in the future, many other methods will emerge.  The methodology is simply a tool, a path to connect the data with the strategy. What we are looking for is mission-centered planning, improvement, and assessment. Considerations are: elements, stakeholders, types of data (multifaceted, quantitative, qualitative).



Strategic planning 
done poorly can be “a 
ritual rain dance… 
directed at improving 
the dancing, not the 
weather.”

Brian Quinn, 1994

Presenter
Presentation Notes
With limited resources—units cannot afford to spend time on strategic planning that does not lead to improved performance, the discovery of best use of resources, or that lends itself to measuring outcomes that matter.



Planning

Values,
Mission, 

Vision, Goals

Integrating Planning, Improvement and Assessment

Improvement

Assessment

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Whatever methodology is adopted, it must work within the parameter set above: planning, assessment, and improvement must reflect the values, mission, vision, and goals of the unit.



Indicators and Planning at the University Level
(www.psu.edu/president/pia)

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The Penn State Strategic Plan is updated every year as a matter of course. The updates ensure that the University is moving in the direction originally envisioned.  “Fulfilling the Promise” is the present iteration of Penn State’s strategic plan.  Indicators must be formed with a reason or you do not know where to go. <http://www.psu.edu/president/pia/strategic_planning/strategic_planning_brochure/full_report.pdf>For example, exit interviews grew from the desire to explore data that showed differences in retention for women and men.  Penn State conducted the exit interviews to explore what this difference might be attributable to and, in fact, the reasons given for leaving differed for women than men.  To understand this data, it was important to see if the University’s experience was different when compared to other peer universities. This was difficult due to lack of standardization, both with regard to the data (it is not a standard practice to collect this information) and with regard to the conventions of collecting the data item (e.g., time periods).  However, the comparison allowed Penn State to understand that the same thing was happening elsewhere – very similar results for the same demographics revealed the same trends – allowing PSU to conclude that the issue was rooted in systemic/cultural/political considerations, which led to efforts to improve Penn State’s rate of retention for women faculty.



“Strategic Indicators: Measuring and Improving 
University Performance”

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The “Strategic Indicators: Measuring and Improving University Performance” document shown here can be found at <www.psu.edu/president/pia/indicators/indicators2007.pdf>  and is a companion to “Fulfilling the Promise.” This document reflects the deliberation of five focus groups charged with defining indicators that measure the goals put forth in “Fulfilling the Promise.”  The data collected in response to these indicators are both direct and indirect, some data are regularly available, and others require development of surveys and other instruments.  Ten years ago, senior administrators identified these indicators as important aspects of the University’s strategic planning endeavor.



Criteria for Selection of Penn State’s University-Level 
Strategic Indicators

(annual, 1998-present)

1. Important
2. Improvement-oriented
3. Reflect stakeholder needs
4. Credible
5. Communicable
6. Desired direction
7. Sensible cost:benefit relationship
8. Accountable units
9. Sustainable over time

Presenter
Presentation Notes
“Strategic Indicators: Measuring and Improving University Performance” <http://www.psu.edu/president/pia/indicators/indicators2008.pdf > (latest available as of 5/2008), outlines the questions used to guide the process of developing relevant University-wide strategic indicators (developed 10 years ago, and the number of indicators has grown over time), and units are encouraged to adopt these inquiries for their unit-level measures in response to the Framework’s challenges, for example:Does the measure reflect an important diversity related dimension?Are data on this measure likely to lead to improvement? (collection of benchmark data may help determine goals and desired direction)Does the measure reflect stakeholder needs? (is it possible to solicit input directly from a targeted group?)Do key stakeholders view the measure as credible? (inclusion of key stakeholders in the process may make sense)Can the measure be communicated to and understood by a wide audience? (simplify the measure where possible)Is direction clear? When data show an increase or decrease, is it readily apparent that this indicates success?Cost/benefit analysis – is the effort used to develop a measure worth it when looking at what may be revealed by the gathered data?Will the measure be sustainable over a period of years – does this measure lend itself to longitudinal analysis reflecting the unit’s performance within the challenges put forth in the Framework?Remember – data that reflect the unit’s performance within the Framework are at times readily available—while other data, such as climate data under Challenge 2, may require greater resources and time for development. Units are encouraged to organize their indicators around the University’s General Strategic Plan – which appears online through the office website <http://www.psu.edu/president/pia/indicators/indicators2008.pdf>, and through Educational Equity’s website, and is updated every year.  



1. Enhance academic excellence through the support of high-
quality teaching, research, and service.

2. Enrich the educational experience of all Penn State students 
by becoming a more student-centered University.

3. Build a more inclusive, civil, and diverse University learning 
community.

4. Align missions, programs, and services with available fiscal 
resources to better serve our students and their 
communities.

5. Serve society through teaching, research and creative 
activity, and service.

6. Develop new sources of non-tuition income and reduce costs 
through improved efficiencies.

Penn State’s Strategic Goals, 2006-07 through 2008-09

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Goal 3 is especially important to this audience – Goal 3 indicators are all relevant to what units can look towards in developing their unit-specific strategic indicators.  Within each Challenge, the unit must identify its goal, and the University-wide strategic indicators set forth under Goal 3 may be adapted and disaggregated to reflect the unit-specific contribution under that specific challenge. The data will be most useful if used as a starting point within the unit—looking for improvement over time within the unit. The data are less helpful at the unit level as a tool to compare units, give the very different parameters within which each unit works.



Presenter
Presentation Notes
This is an example of a strategic indicator for Penn State’s first goal: Enhance academic excellence through the support of high quality teaching, research, and service. Data reflecting SAT scores is not the greatest indicator and is not easy to change, but the data are readily available and so were included.  



SPIs for Goal 3: Create a more inclusive, civil, 
and diverse university learning community.

• Full-time faculty from under-represented groups
• Full-time employees from under-represented groups
• Students from under-represented groups
• Penn State Pulse survey results on civility and 

community
• Participation in study abroad, public scholarship, and 

service learning
• Diversity-related courses

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Above are the University-wide strategic indicators specifically geared towards goal 3, which includes a diversity component. In looking towards diversity within the University-wide general strategic plan, there are three areas that contribute to diversity: Visual Individual comfort; security in expression of selfCommunity acceptance



Full-time faculty from under-represented groups

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Disaggregating measures based upon race/gender is a reasonable starting point – however, units should try to think outside the box to see if other categories make sense within their system and for their population.



Tenured Provisional Other Total

University Park 1,324 387 1,360 3,071

Comm Campuses 549 290 594 1,433

Great Valley 20 9 11 40

Dickinson/Law 22 1 14 37

College of Medicine 189 80 485 754

Total 2,104 767 2,464 5,355

Other
47%

Provisional
14%

Tenured
39%

Penn State’s Full-Time Faculty –
Fall 2007

Presenter
Presentation Notes
University-wide, there are about 5,400 full-time faculty employed, and almost half are within the tenured or provisional categories. This benchmark data gives a size and scope picture that reveals a larger picture when data is further disaggregated into gender and race/ethnicity categories.



Penn State’s Full-Time Faculty by Gender - Fall 2007

Male 2017 (66%) 843 (59%) 539 (71%) 255 (67%) 3654 (65%)
Female 1054 (34%) 590 (41%) 215 (29%) 126 (33%) 1985 (35%)
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
These data indicates the makeup of full-time faculty by gender.  The data provide a starting point for further analysis to determine if the University is doing well in relation to faculty availability and in relation to other similarly situated University employers. 



Penn State’s Full-Time Faculty by Ethnicity - Fall 2007

Non-Minority 2550 (83%) 1228 (85%) 585 (78%) 356 (93%) 4719 (84%)
Minority 521 (17%) 205 (15%) 169 (22%) 25 (7%) 920 (16%)

University Park Comm 
Campuses

College of 
Medicine

Other (GV, 
DSL, PCT)

Total

0

1000

2000

3000

4000

5000

6000

University
Park

Comm
Campuses

College of
Medicine

Other (GV,
DSL, PCT)

Total

Non-Minority

Minority

Source: 2007-08 Chronicle Almanac (Fall 2003 data, US Dept of Ed)

Presenter
Presentation Notes
These data indicate the makeup of full-time faculty by ethnicity. The information provided by disaggregating the data in this way are simply a starting point for further analysis to determine if the University is doing well in relation to faculty and other similarly situated University employers. When looking for progress, these data do not reveal much – that is, they do not explain experiences, the direction the University is headed, the tenure process, or whether recruitment and retention efforts are successful or lacking.  However, collection of these basic data will begin the process of gathering longitudinal data to measure the success of efforts to recruit and retain faculty from diverse racial/ethnic groups.  



Tenure success rates, especially re: minority status and gender

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Tenure success rates are more sensitive data – after the full-time faculty member is hired, what are the chances that the individual will be granted tenure?  Do the tenure rates differ by gender or race/ethnicity? What can this table reveal in terms of the University’s success under Goal 3? 



Tenure Progression

2000 cohort of newly appointed assistant professors tracked through 2007:

190 entrants  114 received tenure 

Tenure Rate = 60%

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Tenure progression represents the benchmark—when the University began to track faculty in the 2000 through 2007 time period (the most recently completed cohort), This analysis revealed that 40% of those faculty members hired in 2000 did not get through the system. These data are not routinely collected; many universities cannot tell you their tenure rate.  Penn State has been collecting these data for 10 years (10 cohorts completed).  This year was typical—overall 57% of entrants move to tenured status. With this benchmark, it is now interesting to look at how equitably tenure is granted.



Penn State’s Cumulative Tenure Rates:
Cohorts that Entered in 1991 through 2000

Entrants 550 900 257 1153 1410
Tenured 251 547 134 664 798

Rate 49% 61% 52% 58% 57%

Female Male Minority Non-minority All
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
The tenure rate, when disaggregated, reveals inequity over the 10 year period in question, especially with regard to women (49% compared to 57% for all faculty). What this does not reveal are the reasons why.  Colleges and campuses can collect similar data that may reveal a closer look at what contributes to unit-specific tenure rates for targeted groups. 



Uhhh….

Tenure success rates, especially re: minority status and gender

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Comparison of tenure rates indicate inequity in tenure rates with regard to gender and minority status, but these rates do not reveal the reasons why. What are the factors in play, and are these factors a reflection upon the decision-makers, and thus, the University? At the college and campus level, units are encouraged to collect similar data that may reveal an even more sensitive analysis about tenure rates for targeted groups in comparison to the overall tenure rate and to develop methods of discovering the contributing factors. 



Tenure Rates at Ten Research Universities
1997-98 Entrants and Their Tenure Achievement Through 2004-05

Nine Peer Universities Penn State

Entrants Tenured % Entrants Tenured %

Total 1,222 650 53% 160 87 54%

Female 458 222 48% 52 25 48%

Minority 110 52 49% 28 15 54%

Florida     
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Presentation Notes
Comparing the tenure rates of other universities (remember that many universities do not collect data on tenure rates) reveals that Penn State’s tenure rates for women are broadly reflected and that Penn State is actually doing better with regard to the tenure rates for members of minority groups.  Please understand that there are problems inherent in these comparisons due to lack of standardization. Peer university tenure rates, while selected for comparison due to broad similarities (i.e. size and amount of research), may be problematic in other ways, such as differing time periods in calculating the rate, etc.



Associate Professors Years in Rank

Year # Associate Professors Average 
Years in Rank

2002 858 6.8

2003 885 6.7

2004 912 6.7

2005 920 6.7

2006 929 6.7

2007 970 6.6
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Another interesting source of information in trying to understand the bigger picture is the demographic make-up of lesser-ranked associate professors and how long the professor remains at that rank. 



Faculty 
Turnover

Presenter
Presentation Notes
How do faculty turnover rates relate to the bigger picture?



Turnover



Turnover



“National data on the turnover rates of 
tenured faculty is not readily available” 

(R.G. Ehrenberg, National Bureau of Economic 
Research Working Paper, June 2002)

Faculty 
Turnover

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The faculty turnover rate would further broaden the picture, but unforturnately, no benchmark data (national data) are available to make comparisons in analyzing Penn State’s progress.  A similar profile may be adopted from Cornell’s Academic Labor Market statistics and AEP’s Faculty Salary Report/Studies.  



Turnover Rates for Full-Time Faculty & Staff
Penn State, 2005-06

University-wide

4.5%
3.2%

13.1%

4.2%

8.1%
7.0%

5.7% 5.4%

0.0%
2.0%
4.0%
6.0%
8.0%

10.0%
12.0%
14.0%

Ten
ure

-lin
e p

rof

Ten
ure

-lin
e a

ss
oc

 pr
of

Ten
ure

-lin
e a

ss
t p

rof

All t
en

ure
-lin

e

Othe
r a

ca
dem

ic

Exe
c/a

dm
in/ac

 ad
min

Staff (
inc

l T
ec

h S
vc

)

Ove
ral

l

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Penn State has compiled faculty and staff turnover rates using Office of Human Resources data.  It shows that Penn State can expect about a 5% turnover rate.  Death and retirement are eliminated from the turnover rate, so this rate can also be regarded as the opposite of the retention rate.
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Age Distribution of Full-Time Faculty
Penn State, University-Wide, 1997-2007

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

60 & above 375 365 400 459 515 550 612 627 664 691 781

Total 3974 3914 3996 4704 4861 4940 5034 5055 5190 5196 5335

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Provost Erickson presented this information to Penn State’s Board of Trustees.  The age distribution graph shows that 15% of full-time faculty are approaching retirement age.  This trend represents a challenge for the University because universities across the nation may be experiencing the same phenomenon.  While we will have the opportunity to replace the retirees, there are implications in terms of broader initiatives for replacing retiring faculty. We need to further explore, for example, faculty poaching, competitive salaries, state of the art lab and lab equipment, and number of graduate students available in the hiring pool.  We are competing with top public and private institutions.



And now a message from our bean-counting department…



AAUDE and the Association of American Universities
PUBLIC
Indiana *
Iowa State 
Michigan State *
Ohio State  *
Penn State  *
Purdue *
Rutgers
Stony Brook
Texas A&M
University at Buffalo
The University of Arizona
California, Davis
California, Berkeley
California, Irvine
California, Los Angeles
California, San Diego
California, Santa Barbara
Colorado, Boulder
Florida
Illinois, Urbana Champaign *
Iowa *
Kansas

Maryland - College Park
Michigan *
Minnesota *
Missouri -Columbia
Nebraska-Lincoln
North Carolina, Chapel Hill
Oregon
Pittsburgh 
Texas - Austin
Virginia
University of Washington
Wisconsin-Madison

PRIVATE
Brandeis 
Brown
California Institute of Technology
Carnegie Mellon 
Case Western Reserve
Columbia 
Cornell
Duke
Emory

Harvard 
Johns Hopkins
Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology
New York University
Northwestern*
Princeton
Rice
Stanford 
Syracuse
Tulane
University of Chicago
University of Pennsylvania
University of Rochester
University of Southern California
Vanderbilt 
Washington University in St. 
Louis
Yale

CANADIAN
McGill University
University of Toronto

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Participants of the Association of American Universities Data Exchange (AAUDE) – Faculty salary data is part of the data exchange.



2001 – 2007
Penn State lost faculty to or negotiated 

against:
• Every other CIC university – including the University of 

Chicago and Northwestern

• Ivy League universities – including Brown, Columbia, 
Cornell, Harvard, Penn, and Yale

* Other premier institutions – The University of Auckland, 
the Stowers Institute for Medical Research, McMaster 
University,  Carnegie Mellon, Stanford, Tulane, 
Vanderbilt, Virginia . . . 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The University is trying to attract women and faculty from diverse racial/ethnic groups – but so are all of the other institutions. Most of the time, Penn State is competing with top research institutions.  



Women Faculty Members at Penn State and National 
Availability – U.P. Colleges
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
These data may paint a grim picture, but they cannot be analyzed in a vacuum.  The Office of Affirmative Action creates a report every year comparing Penn State’s profile of women and minorities with the production of Ph.D.’s in a three year period, which becomes the measure of “national availability.”  This graph shows that Penn State is ahead of the national availability in eight areas.



Minority Faculty Members at Penn State and 
National Availability – U.P. Colleges
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
The Office of Affirmative Action data show that Penn State is ahead of the national availability in 9 areas for minority faculty members, though this differs for individual colleges and warrants a closer look at the unit level.  For example, Asians may be “overrepresented” in some areas, and disaggregating this statistic further will demonstrate whether there are other targeted populations that are below the national availability data.



Faculty Salaries:
Penn State’s Rank within the Big Ten
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Salaries play a big role in the University’s ability to compete.  In 1985, there was virtually no difference between in the salaries of the top public schools vs. the private institutions.  However, in the late ‘90’s, Penn State’s salaries dipped in relation to peer Big Ten universities, (the university went from the top three (3) to the lower half (½) within the Big Ten) and as a result, lost 1-2% of its faculty due to non-competitive salaries. Improved commitment to salaries after this late 90’s lapse had a resulting impact on diversity, bringing Penn State into the top three (3) or four (4) within the Big Ten.



Average Faculty Salaries, 2006-07
The Public – Private Disparity

(source: AAUP/Academe, March-April 2007)
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Penn State is at 70% of salaries at private institutions.  Private institutions have larger endowments and have a lot more money, so the aging of faculty and the need to replace retirees will become a tremendous challenge.



Endowment Market Values and One-Year Change: June 2007
(Source: NACUBO as reported in the Chronicle of Higher Ed; in billions)

1. Harvard $34.6 19.8%
2. Yale $22.5 25.0%
3. Stanford $17.2 21.9%
4. Princeton $15.8 21.0%
5. U of Texas $15.6 18.0%
6. M.I.T. $10.0 19.3%
7. Columbia $7.1 20.4%
8. Michigan $7.1 25.4%
9. Pennsylvania $6.6 24.9%
10. Texas A&M  $6.6 16.8%
11. Northwestern $6.6 26.5%
12. U of California $6.4 16.2%
13. U of Chicago $6.2 27.5%
14. Notre Dame $6.0 34.7%
15. Duke $5.9 31.4%

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The comparison of the size of endowments is very telling.  All of these institutions have greater flexibility about how they spend their money – putting Penn State in a tough position.



TMI?

Presenter
Presentation Notes
How can all of this information be put into context – the many layers of contributing factors vary widely with regard to the control Penn State can exercise in order to make any impact. 



No silver bullet, but there is…..



SMART language for planning & measurement

SMART
Specific

Measurable
Achievable

Results-oriented
Time-bound

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The direction planning is the result of asking questions – the more questions you ask, the greater the possible data items.  Much of this is common sense—1) Define specific goals;  2) Measure progress against your goal; 3) When you determine goal, you must keep in mind the extent of the unit’s ability to control the factors contributing to that goal – it must in fact be achievable; 4) It is important to keep in mind during the planning process (and not after the fact) that the programming must have measurable outcomes (results-oriented planning) (good examples of measurable outcomes are increased graduation rates, increased in number of students within  a targeted populations, increase in need-based aid, and so on; and 6) Time-bound—repeat the process every couple of years to measure if your unit’s efforts are moving toward the goal. 



Changing gears……



Goal 3. Create a more inclusive, civil, and diverse 
University learning community….

Presenter
Presentation Notes
These data can be used to demonstrate the process of defining what constitutes a successful outcome.  The data gathered give a picture of the demographics for undergraduate students.  Further inquiry leads to the question of whether or not there is a disparity in graduation rates – once we get the students in the door, do they graduate at different rates?  The data show inequities.  This point leads to a question about socio-economic impact.  Can the differences in rates be attributable, at least in part, to socio-economic status? 



A THUMB ON THE SCALE? ABILITY, INCOME, AND DEGREE COMPLETION IN A 
PUBLIC UNIVERSITY

Michael J. Dooris
Marianne Guidos

Office of Planning and Institutional Assessment
The Pennsylvania State University

Presented at the North East Association for Institutional Research Annual Conference
Philadelphia, PA, November 2006

Acknowledgment. This analysis represents an ongoing collaboration with Anna 
Griswold, Penn State’s Assistant Vice President for Undergraduate Admissions and 
Executive Director for Student Aid, and her staff.

Abstract

This paper examines academic ability, ability to pay, and degree completion for 
bachelor’s degree students at a large, selective public university.  We ask: How does 
the path to a degree compare for low-income and high-income students of similar 
academic ability? Does income act as a “thumb on the scale?” The evidence analyzed 
here suggests that it does, and that the disadvantage to lower-income students is 
more pronounced than some prominent higher education observers claim. 

Affordability, Participation, and Degree Completion

The literature on access and affordability presents two competing views. Some 
say that lower-income students are increasingly being priced out, especially from top-
tier institutions. Others argue that participation is largely a success story for higher 
education.

The View that Lower-Income Students Are Being “Priced Out”
National data suggest that participation and persistence have long been related 

to income, and that the situation has become more pronounced since the late 1970s 
and early 1980s. For example, overall participation rates moved from about 70 
percent to about 90 percent for students from the top income quartile during that 
period, while fluctuating at around 50 percent or so for the bottom income quartile 
(Fitzgerald & Delaney, 2002). 

Carnevale and Rose (2003) have provided dramatic evidence on how ability to 
pay relates to access, especially in selective colleges and universities.  Consider the 
numbers 146, 74, and 3. The figure 146 represents the number of top-tier colleges 
and universities in the U.S.; this is based on several of the usual metrics, including 
entering students’ high school grades, SAT scores, and acceptance rates (those 146 
institutions include the university, Penn State that we focus on in this paper).  
Seventy-four percent is the proportion of students at these 146 highly selective

http://www.psu.edu/president/pia

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This study was done two years ago.  Looking at demographic data further disaggregated for socioeconomic status, the question became: To what extent does affordability/family income play into the graduation rate?  How level is the playing field across differing socio-economic status?  The data show that Penn State is not serving its low income students well.  



146

74

3

(Carnevale & Rose, 2003)

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Three significant numbers:  146 = the number of the  most selective colleges in the country (criteria); 74% of their students come from the upper income quartile; 3% are from the lowest income quartile.  The debate concerning the interpretation of this finding: 1) middle income students are being priced out or, stunningly 2) any access at all is a success story.  [Please keep in mind that some of the most expensive institutions are doing this better—Harvard fully supports any student whose family income is less than $200,000. ]



Are students being “priced out?”

• At every stage along the track to a bachelor’s 
degree, “family income plays a strong, positive 
role”

Postsecondary Ed OPPORTUNITY (T. Mortensen)



Or is access largely a “success 
story?”

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Define success?  Graduation rate or level of debt.  How do you know what to ask?  “A Rising Tide” is a study of “The Current State of Higher Education in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.” For Penn State we know that, every year, the entering students shift to the right—the student population gets slightly wealthier every year.  So the follow up is . . . how similar or different are their respective paths once they get here?



Research Question
• How does the path to a degree 

compare for low-income and 
high-income baccalaureate 
students of similar academic 
ability? 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
To get to the answer, this question guides data collection.



Research Design
• 11,930 full-time baccalaureate freshmen

• Fall 1999 – Summer 2005

• Internal databases (transcript, financial 
aid...)

• Ability to pay: family income from FAFSA

• Academic ability: first-fall semester gpa



PSU 1999 Entering Cohort 
by U.S. Family Income Quintiles

N = 9,326 (11,930 - 2,604 with no FAFSA)
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Ability to Pay, Academic Ability, and 
Graduation Rates
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Ability to Pay, Academic Ability, and 
Six-Year Graduation Rates
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Ability to Pay, Academic Ability, and 
Six-Year Graduation Rates
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20% 36%

Academic 
Ability

Ability to Pay
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“Hi ability 
low-income“

“Hi ability 
high-income”

Presenter
Presentation Notes
About 15% of differences in graduation rate can be attributed to the ability to pay, for both high academic ability and low academic ability students.



Ability to Pay, Academic Ability, and 
Six-Year Graduation Rates

72% 89%

20% 36%

Academic 
Ability

Ability to Pay
Low

High

High

...and, for low-gpa students.....



Logistic Regression: Degree Completion (full model)

Variable Odds Ratio
Age in Fall 1999 (14-45) 0.942
Gender (female = 0) * 0.894
Minority (minority = 0) 0.960
First generation (no = 0) 0.899
Residency (PA = 0) *** 0.783
First-fall semester gpa (0.00-4.00; full-point increments)*** 3.156
HS class rank in percentiles (2-99) *** 1.009
SAT score (50-point increments) 0.989
Total financial aid (in $1,000s) 0.994
Family income (in $10,000s) *** 1.048
On- or off-campus (off-campus = 0) *** 2.295
Campus (non-University Park = 0) *** 1.849

Model χ 2 = 1622.7212 *** * p<.05
Nagelkerke R2 = 0.3573 ** p<.01
Concordant (predicted to observed) = 80.6% ***  p<.001
d.f. = 12

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Using multi-variable analysis, we can ask if income is a player, or do outcomes reflect something else.  Statistical significance is indicated by the amount the odds ratio varies from 1.  



Logistic Regression: Degree Completion (full model)

Variable Odds Ratio
Age in Fall 1999 (14-45) 0.942
Gender (female = 0) * 0.894
Minority (minority = 0) 0.960
First generation (no = 0) 0.899
Residency (PA = 0) *** 0.783
First-fall semester gpa (0.00-4.00; full-point increments) *** 3.156
HS class rank in percentiles (2-99) *** 1.009
SAT score (50-point increments) 0.989
Total financial aid (in $1,000s) 0.994
Family income (in $10,000s) *** 1.048
On- or off-campus (off-campus = 0) *** 2.295
Campus (non-University Park = 0) *** 1.849

Model χ 2 = 1622.7212 *** * p<.05
Nagelkerke R2 = 0.3573 ** p<.01
Concordant (predicted to observed) = 80.6% ***  p<.001
d.f. = 12

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The best indicators of influence upon graduation are in red (differ most from 1). Family income is significantly and positively related to the likelihood that a student will graduate. For every $10,000 increase in family income, the student is 5% more likely to graduate. Living on campus almost doubles the chance that the student will graduate – and logically, it may be lower income students who are living off campus, commuting, and holding a job.  



… sensing that the teachable moment may be passing …



Related analyses: adult learners, student flow, 
attrition/retention/graduation….

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Further sources of information:  Myth—Penn State is data rich but information poor.  This is not true.  Several reports are prepared on a regular basis for use in Faculty Senate meetings.



Solving the “glass half full?” 
conundrum….



The world of Institutional Research



Thank you!

Obrigado!

Danke
Grazie!

Dêkuji

Toda
Merci

Domo arigato

Gracias!



Questions and Comments

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Data Warehouse resource: Arts and Architecture – Dan Larsen researched “What happens to students who start in science?” After a query, the Data Warehouse <http://ais.its.psu.edu/data_warehouse/index.html> provided data to develop a “Student Flow Model” – which is available for colleges and campuses <www.psu.edu/president/pia/planning_research/reports/studentflow2005.pdf>.Turnover Costs – using the business world as a model, recruiting/retention is a wise investment. More money up front will save money later because turnover is costly.Quality Endeavors Newsletter – updates to the strategic plan are highlighted in its newsletter <http://www.psu.edu/president/pia/newsletter/index.htm>.Control for cost of living – are their differences in cost of living between urban areas compared to the cost of living in the areas surrounding the various Penn State campuses?Micro data vs. macro data – looking closely at programming at the unit level and keeping track of your own data and identifying suitable comparative cohorts can reveal whether the chosen approach is working and whether the program should be continued in its present form.  
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