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In late September, 2014, Purdue Provost Debasish Duta charged a small committee, the Academic Program Excellence and Rankings (APER) task force, with the task of looking at some of the important university ranking systems. The stated goal of the task force was to help “the Purdue community arrive at a shared understanding of the key indicators of institutional excellence that directly or indirectly impact national and global rankings.” (See Appendix A for the full charge to the advisory group.)

This report outlines the findings of the APER advisory group. It provides answers to a set of specific questions posed by Provost Dutta in his charge to the group, and it makes a series of recommendations about how Purdue as an institution might use rankings as a tool for driving institutional excellence. In developing this report, the APER advisory group surveyed many of the widely recognized university ranking systems, and it assessed where possible the key drivers of the different systems. The group also consulted broadly Purdue stakeholders about their views of university rankings and their importance to Purdue as an institution. Appendix B summarizes the stakeholders consulted in developing this report.

Key findings. 

1. For Purdue as an institution, rankings matter. For better or worse, many thought leaders and stakeholders (internal and external) use rankings as a surrogate for quality. The consequences can be profound. For instance, global rankings are used by some foreign governments to determine institutional eligibility for partnerships.

The importance attached to academic rankings varies widely among different stakeholder groups. Faculty, students, and alumni in College of Engineering and the Krannert School of Management are generally more focused on rankings than are their counterparts in other colleges. The Dean of the Graduate School reported that prospective graduate students are focused on discipline-oriented rankings, such as the US News & World Reports “Best Graduate Schools” rankings. The Vice President for Enrollment Management characterized the various ranking systems as important sources of information for some potential undergraduate students, but also expressed that many of the “old guard” rankings (e.g., US News & World Reports “Best Colleges Rankings”) are fading in importance as information sources.

2. The number of rankings systems is proliferating rapidly. During just the roughly two-month period that the APER task force worked on this report, “Linked In” published a new university ranking system and US News & World Reports (USNWR) published its first “World University Rankings.”

3. As the number of rankings systems increases, the relative importance of any single ranking system as a measure of perceived institutional quality may decrease.

4. The mix and nature of quality metrics, quantitative and qualitative, vary tremendously among the different ranking systems. Appendix C summarizes the inputs for several of the most widely known ranking systems. In some cases, metrics that push an institution up in one system can push it down in another!

5. [image: image4.png]


Qualitative reputational measures are important inputs in most ranking systems. The more established ranking systems tend to rely on reputational reports from established academic leaders. Many of the new systems are quite democratic in the way they solicit and collect qualitative information, some even relying on information provided through social media sites.

6. The APER advisory group believes that, if Purdue aims to move up in the institutional rankings, a focus on qualitative reputational measures is more likely to produce short-term gains than a focus on quantitative metrics. A long-term strategy should incorporate a focus on both quantitative and qualitative inputs.

7. Although Purdue does not currently have a strong institution-wide focus on rankings, there are units within the university that track and analyze rankings that directly intersect with their domain responsibilities. For instance, Enrollment Management tracks a number of high-profile rankings systems, and it assesses the extent to which prospective students use rankings as an informational source. The Graduate School tracks rankings systems that are important to prospective graduate students. There is very little communication of these tracking efforts with the broader university community.

8. Academic leaders have poor access to high-quality data on peer and aspirational peer institutions, making it difficult to conduct high-quality benchmarking exercises.

Recommendations:
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The APER advisory group endorses the idea that Purdue as an institution would benefit by paying closer attention to rankings, but strongly advocates doing so in such a way that does not compromise mission or core values. The advisory group offers six specific recommendations for the Provost’s consideration. The first recommendation, which the group views as most important, addresses the potential danger of letting a focus on rankings cause the institution to drift from core mission and values. The next four recommendations suggest how the university as a whole might build a culture of ranking-informed (not ranking-driven) decision making. The sixth recommendation suggests how academic initiatives, particularly those related to faculty hiring and research infrastructure, might be structured in such a way as to impact rankings.

The advisory group recommends the following:

1. That the Provost put into place a robust set of checks and balances to ensure that Purdue’s mission and core values are not compromised by increased institutional focus on rankings. The University’s academic leaders should work with the Provost to create a common, high-level definition of academic excellence. The academic units at the college and school/department levels should then be tasked by the Provost with creating their own unit--appropriate definitions of excellence, consistent with the university-level definition. At the school/department level, the Academic Program Assessment (APA) exercise is an excellent vehicle for creating and articulating such definitions. Once definitions of excellence are in place, Purdue will be well positioned to identify those ranking systems that are worthy of careful institutional scrutiny and monitoring, and it can attempt to address the drivers within those systems that are aligned with excellence as defined by Purdue. Also, any new budget

model should not create direct incentives or immediate rewards to the academic units for upward movement in any ranking.

2. That the Provost task an individual, office, or a newly-formed standing committee with regularly monitoring the academic rankings landscape. Responsibilities should include: (i) reporting on newly issued rankings systems, (ii) tracking changes in existing rankings systems, (iii) assessing the evolving prestige and influence of existing rankings systems, and

(iv) carrying out sensitivity analyses of quantitative inputs on rankings and identifying areas where the University is vulnerable to dropping or poised to rise in rankings.

3. That the Provost task an office or individual with validating and assessing the quality of the data that are reported to rankings systems that request them. This would include maintaining records of previously submitted reports, and tracking metrics that appeared to be changing rapidly with time.

4. That the Provost require the units reporting to his or her office to develop a plan for benchmarking key performance measures against an appropriate set of peer and aspirational peer institutions. The Provost should also task an ad hoc group with evaluating best practices in academic benchmarking, to include an assessment of benchmarking tools provided by outside vendors, including Academic Analytics.

5. That the Provost form a new standing Committee on Reputational Stewardship. The Committee would provide regular reports to the Provost on strategies for maintaining and building the reputations of units reporting to the Office. Examples of areas to be addressed are: (i) increasing the number of national and international awards to Purdue faculty and staff, (ii) identifying ways for Purdue faculty and staff to better project the University’s influence in venues such as mass media outlets, prominent panels and boards, and governmental and legislative bodies; (iii) developing effective tools for communicating institutional success and progress to thought leaders and decision makers whose opinions are influential in academic rankings, (iv) ensuring that the University monitors and influences (where possible) social media avenues that are influential in important rankings systems, and

(v) aggressive programs (such as the Presidential Lecture series) to bring important though-leaders to campus. The Provost should consider requiring his or her direct reports to provide an annual summary of activities designed to steward reputation in their areas of responsibility.

6. That the University consider the importance of attention-grabbing, reputation-enhancing actions whenever it develops initiatives for academic or infrastructure investment. Examples of actions that can cause thought leaders to take notice and modify impressions of institutional reputation include: hiring of high-profile, senior faculty from other institutions (as supported by the Leading Faculty program); hiring internationally prominent teams of researchers in well-defined important or emerging areas of inquiry; and constructing important, large new facilities to enable cutting edge research.

Responses to questions in the charge to the APER advisory group. 

The Provost’s charge to the APER advisory group asked the group to respond to nine questions. Answers to these questions are provided below.

1. What should we use rankings for? What should we not use rankings for?

Rankings are indicators of institutional stature, especially as stature is defined, measured, or perceived by “owners” of the ranking system in question. Rankings are also measures, however imperfect, of quality. For some external stakeholders and thought leaders, occasionally including funders, alumni, prospective students and faculty members, and government officials, perceptions of institutional quality are derived in part (sometimes to a high degree) from published rankings. For all of these reasons Purdue as an institution would benefit from sustained attention to high-profile ranking systems. Such attention could yield insights into areas where the university is genuinely strong or weak relative to its peers, as well as insights into areas where Purdue would benefit from doing a better job of influencing perceived reputation among important thought leaders.

The different ranking systems vary enormously in terms of the relative importance of quantitative metrics (number of degrees, attendance cost, research expenditures, and so on) and qualitative, subjective assessments. Occasionally, the same quantitative input that drives rankings up in one system drives them down in another! Generally speaking, the importance of subjective evaluations increases with drill-down to the unit level. For instance, US News and World Report rankings of the engineering disciplines are entirely subjective. Purdue should therefore be extremely reticent about using rankings in any significant way in merit review of administrators, or in budgetary allocations, unless the rankings are only reinforcing issues identified through other channels.

For ranking inputs that are based on quantitative, non-subjective metrics, it would make sense to identify which of those metrics are well-aligned with academic excellence as defined by Purdue, and to track those metrics carefully. Definitions of academic excellence should be well aligned with those used in the Academic Program Assessment exercise. This would be an important strategy for making sure that the “tail does not wag the dog,” that is, in ensuring that a focus on rankings does not push Purdue toward decisions that are inconsistent with core mission and values.

2. Which rankings should we consider?

All rankings systems make choices about which metrics to include and how to weight those metrics. None of the existing major rankings systems provide the mix of metrics we would choose. However, some come closer than others to a preferred set. Specifically, we found more compelling those rankings that put greater weight on faculty excellence.

Of the major rankings identified in Appendix C, Times Higher Education (THE) is the best in capturing faculty excellence. It incorporates reputational surveys of both teaching and research, success in attracting industry resources, and citation-based measures of research excellence. Other rankings such as Academic Ranking of World Universities (ARWU) also focus on faculty excellence, but put tremendous weight on measures (e.g. Nobel prizes) that are sufficiently rare as to be unreliable for measuring continuous change in quality.

It is important to also capture student excellence but here standard ranking systems fall woefully short. Many, such as USNWR, focus primarily on inputs (student SAT scores) rather than outputs, or associate quality with expenditures. Value-added measures, which capture the quality of student accomplishment after accounting for the quality of student input, are increasingly being used in evaluating primary and secondary education. While promising, the ability of the model to provide valid estimates rests on adherence to multiple assumptions that require both a high degree of statistical complexity as well as high-level expertise to interpret results. And in any case, no University rankings currently employ such measures.

3. Are disciplinary nuances adequately considered in the various rankings?

Most ranking systems, however, do not even attempt to capture disciplinary nuance, and are apt to treat the university under consideration as a monolithic whole. There are a few ranking systems (US News & World Reports “Best Graduate Schools” is probably the best example) that, by their very nature, capture some disciplinary nuance. These ranking systems tend to be watched closely by the units being ranked.

It is a key shortcoming of university ranking systems that they do not and simply cannot, adequately represent the priorities of comprehensive universities. The relative value of individual performance measures can vary greatly between colleges and even within a department.

The team redesigning the APA process recognizes this and gives programs the flexibility of highlighting which measures are most meaningful for their field. Alignment with the new APA process is critical in adequately identifying which of the rankings measures are useful on a case by case basis.

4. Are there any “under the radar” rankings or measures that Purdue should be tracking?

The number of new ranking systems will continue to grow as the publication companies compete with other information delivery methods for audience market share. Existing ranking methodologies are also tweaked from time to time, as publishers collected feedback from their constituents and fine tune their methods. Because the rankings landscape is changing so quickly, the APER advisory group felt that any identification of specific “under the radar” measures would be obsolete almost immediately.

As the university rankings landscape continues to evolve, Purdue would do well to add more structure to evaluating new (or revised) rankings. Steps that could be taken in the evaluation of the new/evolved ranking system could mirror the questions this APER taskforce asked as we evaluated existing rankings usefulness:

· Who is the rankings targeted audience?

· What is the assessment type (reputation-driven, data-driven or hybrid)?

· What are the key measures used in the ranking?

· What are they attempting to measure (e.g. undergraduate education, research quality, etc.)?

Other metadata could also be captured such as:

· Purdue’s ordinal and cardinal rankings.

· The ranking of our peers.

· Who are our near-peers in the ranking, etc.?

However, the greatest evaluation step is to compare the ranking’s measures to our own set of key indicators identified through the Academic Program Assessment. If alignment is found, the ranking system could be brought to the attention of the Deans through the ADC where further analysis could be done on the appropriateness of the measures for their respective colleges and schools.

Microcosms of these evaluation steps are happening today across the university in a very disjointed fashion. The new APA metrics give us a starting point to evaluate the utility of new rankings. Yet, we will need to clearly identify resources for evaluating new ranking systems and managing this repository of rankings metadata. Further, this rankings metadata system could be scaled for the colleges and schools to use for emerging rankings at the discipline level.

Another management step these resources could initiate is to coordinate with the Dean of Admissions and the Graduate School to update their respective surveys of incoming and exiting students as each of these units are also trying to stay abreast of leading informational resources for students.

Lastly, this group could coordinate with the appropriate central data-office(s) to ensure the data submitted to rankings agencies are comprehensive and accurately reflect the activities of the colleges and schools.

5. What are the key indicators that align with academic excellence?

The various ranking systems emphasize different metrics to derive their results; as examples, US News & World Reports “Best Colleges Rankings” (USNWR) emphasize the

undergraduate student experience, academic excellence, and research, whereas the Times Higher Education “World University Rankings” (THE) place a heavier focus on international reputation and the academic quality of universities with a heavier emphasis on doctoral students. This differential focus, along with widely divergent methodologies used to collect data, result in a lack of comparability across the ranking systems. However, considering select indicators from different systems may be helpful in understanding, evaluating, and addressing key aspects of university functions that impact the ability of the university to achieve its objective of academic excellence.

MacDonald [1] suggested that academic excellence must be viewed within the context of the institution’s mission and additionally identified the broad categories of academic talent (thought leaders, great teachers, outstanding researchers), research (the generation of new knowledge with appropriate infrastructure Fig. 1. MacDonald’s schema for academic

excellence [1].

support), learning resources, and governance (inspired leadership, professional autonomy) as critical components.

Similarly, in considering the characteristics of a world-class university, Salmi [2] and Altbach and and Salmi [3] stressed the complexity of the institution’s interrelated academic and societal roles in advancing technology as well as understanding and improving the human condition. They also identified key factors that contribute to recognition as a world-class university, a number of which are available across ranking systems. As no one ranking system is fully inclusive of all factors, identifying pertinent high-value metrics in a small set of ranking systems to highlight the unique aspects of Purdue may be useful.

[1] Altbach, P.G., & Salmi, J. (2011). The Road to Academic Excellence: The Making of World-Class Universities.

[2] MacDonald, K. (2014). Academic Excellence? Yes: All For it.

[3] Salmi, J. (2009). The Challenge of Establishing World-Class Universities. Washington, DC: World Bank.

6. What factors impact these indicators and push rankings up and down?

The key indicators that push rankings up and down vary tremendously among ranking systems. Appendix C summarizes the key indicators and their relative influence of several of the most prominent ranking systems.

7. Does institutional comprehensiveness (small/large footprint) have any relationship with overall institutional ranking?

Although it is difficult to define what constitutes a small/large footprint, comprehensiveness, for a university, for this report universities that have a small footprint were defined as: highly specialized and fairly narrow in their breadth of fields (e.g., MIT, CalTech, Rice; Carnegie Mellon, Georgia Tech); primarily focused on undergraduate education (e.g.,Wake Forest; Pepperdine; William and Mary); or, have a small enrollment and minimal research (e.g., Lehigh University, Boston College).

Small footprint universities were selected from USNWR that were higher on the ranked list (N = 19) than Purdue, #62. As seen in the table below, 13 of the 19 did not rank in the top 100 on the THE reputational ranking; one ranked in the 71-80 range; and five ranked near their rank in both USNWR and THE. Purdue, as did one other (MIT), ranked higher in THE than on USNWR. Association of American Universities (AAU) membership is also included in the table. Note: used in this comparison was the THE Reputational Ranking which is purely

qualitative. Elsewhere in this report the THE World Ranking is used which is a hybrid between quantitative and qualitative.
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8. What are strategies to address “reputational” measures?

Visibility matters. Faculty and administrators should capitalize on and create opportunities to interact with groups and individuals who influence rankings. At a minimum, this means an expectation that deans and department heads attend appropriate gatherings of their peers, and that faculty be strongly encouraged to be visible at meetings, to participate at forums and panels,

and generally to be mindful about the importance of presenting a positive view of Purdue to the academic community and other influential stakeholders.

The hiring of nationally or internationally prominent faculty members clearly can influence external perceptions of a department’s quality, as can massive faculty departures. National and international prizes and recognition to faculty and students are also important reputational measures, both as quantitative inputs to some ranking systems and as subjective influencers. It is probably so obvious as not to require stating, but initiatives such as the Leading Faculty program, as well as sustained and meaningful efforts to nominate faculty and students for important awards are likely to be effective strategies for building reputation. Recent successes at other institutions, for instance Georgia Institute of Technology, have demonstrated that massive show of purpose accompanied by focused research investment can influence institutional reputation.

The APER task force heard varying opinions about the usefulness of publications that are directly targeted at individuals that Purdue knows are asked to provide subjective opinions to ranking systems.

The Office of Enrollment Management receives many such publications during the submission window to the US News and World Report (USNWR) rankings, but much skepticism was expressed about their value. Some of the academic units expressed that such publications may be of some value, but that Purdue lacks the expertise to produce high-quality, research-focused publications for the appropriate target audiences.

The ever-growing importance of social media, and the explosion of un-curated postings on widely-read web sites, is increasingly important reputational drivers. It probably would be useful to ensure that some individual or office is tasked with monitoring important social media outlets.

9. How can results of the APER project be used in the restructured APA process or in the new budget model?

This issue is addressed in numerous places in this report. The APER advisory group strongly believes that any focus on rankings should be secondary to executing the university’s core mission and to staying true to its core values. Purdue as an institution should define for itself what excellence is and how to achieve it; upward movement in the rankings will follow. The advisory group is also in agreement that incentives and rewards in the new budget model should not be tied to upward movement in any rankings system.

Appendix A: Charge to the APER advisory group.

Since the founding of the American Association of Universities (AAU) in 1900, to which Purdue was invited to join in 1958, globally recognized excellence has been the cornerstone of American research universities. The excellence of our academic programs communicated through national and global rankings impacts our institution in many ways, e.g., enhances our ability to attract the best faculty and students, ensures competitiveness in research and global partnerships, boosts alumni pride and enhances private and corporate giving. Potential

students and their parents, particularly international, pay much attention to rankings. We know that rankings are debated and often do not convey what institutions might consider to be their unique value proposition. Limitations notwithstanding, several rankings have been around for decades and do communicate to the general public a simple and easy to grasp measure of institutional excellence.

I would like the APER project to help us arrive at a shared understanding of the key indicators of institutional excellence that directly or indirectly impact our national and global rankings (programs, departments, colleges and the University). The following will provide a starting point for your project, but I urge you to consider other issues that you think are important as you go deeper into the project.

1. What should we use rankings for? What should we not use rankings for?

2. Which rankings should we consider—USNWR, NRC, TMEH, AWRU (Jiao-Tong), etc.?

3. Are disciplinary nuances adequately considered in the various rankings?

4. Are there any “under the radar” rankings or measures of excellence that we should be looking at?

5. What are key indicators used in rankings that align with academic excellence?

6. What factors impact these indicators and push rankings up/down?

7. Does institutional comprehensiveness (small / large footprint) have any relationships with overall institutional rankings?

8. What are strategies to address “reputational” measures? (As they say, “you are known by the company you keep”)

9. How can the results of the APER project be used in the restructured APA process and/or in the new budget model?

As a final product, I seek responses to the above questions and any others that you develop during your work. I do not expect a lengthy report, but a few pages that succinctly convey the project team’s responses and underlying rationale. The report will be discussed at an ADC meeting leading to a plan for implementing the recommendations.

Appendix B: Stakeholders solicited for feedback.

Invited to meet with a member of the APER advisory group: Brent Drake, Chief Data Officer

Suresh Garimella, Executive Vice President of Research and Partnerships (meeting could not be scheduled)

Patricia Hart, Chair of the University Senate (meeting could not be scheduled)

Pam Horne, Associate Vice Provost for Enrollment Management and Dean of Admissions

Tim Luzader, Director of Purdue Center for Career Opportunities Amy Noah, Vice President for Development Mark Smith, Dean of the Graduate School

Invited to provide written feedback to the APER advisory group:

Jay Akridge, Dean of Agriculture

Gary Bertoline, Dean of Technology

Michael Brzezinski, Dean of International Programs

Frank Dooley, Interim Vice Provost for Undergraduate Academic Affairs

Leah H. Jamieson, Dean of Engineering

Christine Ladisch, Dean of Health and Human Sciences

Connie Lapinskas, Assistant Provost for Financial Affairs

Gerry McCartney, Vice President for Information Technology and Chief Information Officer

Rhonda Phillips, Dean of the Honors College

Alan H. Rebar, Senior Associate Vice President for Research

Willie M. Read, Dean of Veterinary Medicine

Craig K. Svensson, Dean of Pharmacy

G. Christine Taylor, Vice Provost for Diversity and Inclusion

Irwin H. Weiser, Dean of Liberal Arts

Laurel Weldon, Interim Vice Provost for Faculty Affairs

Appendix C: Catalog of rankings instruments surveyed by the APER advisory group. Part 1of 3.

	

	Targeted Audience e.g. Parents/Prospective Students, Higher Ed. Peers, Recruiters, etc.
	Parents / Students
	Higher Ed. Peers
	National Governments, Higher Ed. Peers
	Parents / Students

	Descriptive Summary e.g. "Undergraduate only, focused on affordability"
	Undergraduate, but provide a variety
	Focused on international reputation and academic quality of universities, with heavier focus on PhD students
	International universities, focused on academic acheivement of alumni and staff. Heavy STEM research focus.
	Focused entirely on financial return

	
	of rankings. Focused on student
	
	
	on investment, i.e. salary vs. tuition.

	
	experience, academic excellence,
	
	
	Recommends public universities.

	
	research.
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Assessment Type Reputation, Data-driven,

Hybrid
	Hybrid
	Hybrid
	Data-driven
	Data-driven

	Key Measures We will want to to map these back to the measures of excellence where there is alignment
	UG Academic Reputation
	Teaching
	Quality of Education
	4 Year Tuition and Fees, Class of 2009 Median Salary, Recent Graduate 4 Year Tuition and Fees, Class of 1997 Median Salary, Mid-career Graduate

AVE(Salary_Recent/Tuition_09, Salary_Midcareer/Tuition_97)

	
	Reputation Survey (22.5%) Retention
	Reputation Survey (15%) Staff-to-student ratio (4.5%) PhD-to-Bachelor ratio (2.25%) PhD-to-staff ratio (6%)

Univ. income per staff (2.25%) Research
	# of Alumni with Nobel Prizes and Fields Medals (10%) Quality of Faculty
	

	
	Six-year graduation rate (18%) Freshmen retention rate (4.5%) Faculty Resources
	
	
	

	
	
	
	# of Institution Staff with Nobel Prizes and Fields Medals (20%) # of highly cited researchers in 21 broad subject categories (20%) Research Output
	

	
	% of classes <20 students (6%) % of classes >50 students (2%) Faculty salary (7%)

% of faculty with top degree (3%) Student-faculty ratio (1%) % of faculty who are full-time (1%) Selectivity
	
	
	

	
	
	Reputation survey (18%) University research income (6%) Research output per staff (6%) Citations
	
	

	
	
	
	# of papers published in Nature and Science, 2008-2012 (20%) # of papers in Science and Social Science Citation Indices (20%) Per Capita Output of above
	

	
	
	# of citations, 2008 - 2013, and Reutersinfluence ranking (30%) Industry Income
	
	

	
	Average SAT/ACT scores (8.125%) Freshman in top of class (3.125%) Acceptance rate (1.25%)

Financial Resources
	
	
	

	
	
	Univ. research income from industry per staff (2.5%) International Outlook
	The weighted scores over the # of full-time academic staff (10%)
	

	
	Spending per student (10%) Graduation Rate
	International-to-domestic...

- Student ratio (2.5%)

- Faculty ratio (2.5%)

# of citations on papers with an

international co-author (2.5%)
	
	

	
	Over/under exp. grad. rate (7.5%) Alumni Giving Rate
	
	
	

	
	% of alumni who gave (5%)
	
	
	

	Level

Undergraduate, Graduate,

Online, etc.
	Undergraduate
	University-level

(Graduate and Undergraduate)
	University-level

(Graduate and Undergraduate)
	Undergradute

	Release Timing Month of year, specifiy if not an annual report.
	September
	October
	August
	Early Fall

Last published Sep. 2012, not annual

	Collection Timing Time of year data are

collected
	Spring / Summer (Survey)
	Spring (Survey)
	?
	?

	Purdue Ranking
	62
	102
	60
	8

	Purdue Historical Sparkline

Lower is better Plotted on scale of 1-120
	
	
	
	

	University Peer Rankings
	Georgia Tech: #35
	Georgia Tech: #27
	Georgia Tech: #99
	Georgia Tech: # 1

	
	Penn State: #48
	Penn State: #58
	Penn State: #58
	Penn State: #13

	
	Texas A&M: #68
	Texas A&M: #141
	Texas A&M: #96
	Texas A&M: N/A

	
	UC - Berkeley: #20
	UC - Berkeley: #8
	UC - Berkeley: #4
	UC - Berkeley: #10

	
	U of Illinois U-C: #42
	U of Illinois U-C: #29
	U of Illinois U-C: #28
	U of Illinois U-C: #5

	
	U of Michigan: #29
	U of Michigan: #17
	U of Michigan: #22
	U of Michigan: #32

	
	UT - Austin: #53
	UT - Austin: #28
	UT - Austin: #39
	UT - Austin: #3

	
	UW - Madison: #47
	UW - Madison: #29
	UW - Madison: #24
	UW - Madison: N/A

	Additional Big 10+ Public Peer Rankings
	Indiana: #76 Michigan State: #85 Ohio State: #54 Rutgers: #70

U of Iowa: #71 U of Maryland: #62 U of Minnesota: #71 U of Nebraska: #99
	Indiana: #150

Michigan State: #82 Ohio State: #68 Rutgers: #144

U of Iowa: #175

U of Maryland: #132 U of Minnesota: #46

U of Nebraska: #276-300
	Indiana: #101-150 Michigan State: #101-150 Ohio State: #64

Rutgers: #52

U of Iowa: #151-200 U of Maryland: #43 U of Minnesota: #30 U of Nebraska: #201-300
	Indiana: #12 Michigan State: #15 Ohio State: N/A Rutgers: N/A

U of Iowa: N/A U of Maryland: N/A U of Minnesota: N/A U of Nebraska: N/A

	Near Peers List a few institutions with similar rankings to PU, e.g. Ties & a couple ranked just above and a couple just below PU.
	BYU - Provo: #62 Clemson: #62

U of Maryland: #62 U of Pittsburgh: #62
	UC Boulder: #97 (Closest US univ.) Maastricht University: #101 University of Helsinki: #103 Universite Curie: #103

-13-

University of Warwick: #103 University of Zurich: #103
	Penn State: #58

King's College London: #59 Uppsala Univeristy: #60 Carnegie Mellon: #62
	U of Washington - Seattle: #6 Clemson University: #7 Colorado School of Mines: #9 UC - Berkeley: #10


Appendix C: Catalog of rankings instruments surveyed by the APER advisory group. Part 2 of 3.

	

	Targeted Audience e.g. Parents/Prospective Students, Higher Ed. Peers, Recruiters, etc.
	Students
	Parents / Students Recruiters
	Parents / Students
	Parents / Students

	
	
	
	
	

	Descriptive Summary e.g. "Undergraduate only, focused on affordability"
	Not an overall ranking. Out of 100s of the top universities, individual lists of categories are created. Aimed at quantifying student life.
	Aims to measure how recruiters for employers view a school. Weighted towards large universities.
	A mixed focus on academic quality and return on investment. Aims to be data-driven and customizable.
	Ranks only individual careers. Aimed at providing students information on career outcomes, based on data collected from LinkedIn profiles.

	Assessment Type Reputation, Data-driven,

Hybrid
	Reputation
	Reputation
	Data-driven
	Data-driven

	Key Measures We will want to to map these back to the measures of excellence where there is alignment
	Survey Sections:
	Recruiter Rankings

(Weighted by # of graduate hires)
	Student Body Caliber
	Desirability of Company

	
	About Yourself School Academics Students

Life at your School

------------------------------ Rankings Sections:
	
	SAT/ACT scores (High) Educational Resources
	Attracting employees Retention of employees Relevant Graduates

	
	
	
	Faculty compensation (Med) Expenditure per student (Med) Student-faculty ratio (Low) % of full-time teachers (Low) Degree Completion
	

	
	
	
	
	Past 8 years of graduates

Only graduates working in a field

% of relevant grads w/ desirable jobs

	
	Academics / Administration

Campus Life

Town Life

School Type

Politics

Quality of Life

Extracurriculars

Social Scene

School Selection:
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Freshmen retention rate (High) Six-year graduation rate (High) Expected v. actual grad rate (Low) Post-Graduation Earnings
	

	
	
	
	Student loan default rate (High) Starting salary boost (Med) Mid-career salary boost (Med)
	

	
	Academic excellence Opinions of parents / staff Wide representation
	
	
	

	Level

Undergraduate, Graduate,

Online, etc.
	Undergraduate
	Undergraduate
	Undergraduate
	Graduate and Undergraduate

	Release Timing Month of year, specifiy if not an annual report.
	August
	Last published Sep. 2012 Not annual
	September

(Probably annual; see note)
	First published October 2014 Not annual

	Collection Timing Time of year data are

collected
	Continuous
	?
	?
	?

	Purdue Ranking
	Top 379, #12 Jock Schools
	4
	179
	Not ranked, any category

	Purdue Historical Sparkline

Lower is better Plotted on scale of 1-120
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	University Peer Rankings
	N/A
	Georgia Tech: #7 Penn State: #1 Texas A&M: #2 UC - Berkeley: #15 U of Illinois U-C: #3 U of Michigan: #6 UT - Austin: #26-45 UW - Madison: #16
	Georgia Tech: #106 Penn State: #137 Texas A&M: #178 UC - Berkeley: #53 U of Illinois U-C: #94 U of Michigan: #60 UT - Austin: #121 UW - Madison: #111
	N/A

	Additional Big 10+ Public Peer Rankings
	N/A
	Indiana: #26-45 Michigan State: #26-45 Ohio State: #12 Rutgers: #21

U of Iowa: N/A U of Maryland: #8 U of Minnesota: #26-45 U of Nebraska: N/A
	Indiana: #229 Michigan State: #175 Ohio State: #162 Rutgers: #107

U of Iowa: #195

U of Maryland: #139 U of Minnesota: #164 U of Nebraska: #336
	N/A

	Near Peers List a few institutions with similar rankings to PU, e.g. Ties & a couple ranked just above and a couple just below PU.
	N/A
	Texas A&M: #2 U of Illinois U-C: #3 Arizona State: #5 U of Michigan: #6

_ 14
	UC - Santa Cruz: #177 Texas A&M: #178 Clemson University: #180 Fordham University: #181
	N/A
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Fig. 2. Characteristics of a


world-class	university:�Alignment of key factors.
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Key Measures We will want to to map these back to the measures of excellence where there is alignment





Targeted Audience e.g. Parents/Prospective Students, Higher Ed. Peers, Recruiters, etc.





Purdue Historical Sparkline


Lower is better Plotted on scale of 1-120





Near Peers List a few institutions with similar rankings to PU, e.g. Ties & a couple ranked just above and a couple just below PU.





Level


Undergraduate, Graduate,


Online, etc.





Descriptive Summary e.g. "Undergraduate only, focused on affordability"





University Peer Rankings





Release Timing Month of year, specifiy if not an annual report.





Assessment Type Reputation, Data-driven,


Hybrid





Collection Timing Time of year data are


collected





Additional Big 10+ Public Peer Rankings





Purdue Ranking N/A





Workplace Engagement


Engaged: Involved, enthusiastic, and loyal


Not engaged: Productive and


satisfied, but not connected Actively disengaged: Unhappy,


disconnected, bad performance Well-Being


Purpose: Liking what you do Social: strong relationships Financial: managed economic life Community: sense of engagement Physical: good health


Alumni Attachment


Was college a great fit? Professors who cared / mentored Feel prepared for life after college Time spent on campus Participation in clubs / extracurr. Projects / internships





Not a rankings system. Results of  survey data studying college type,  college experience, and graduate  success in life. 





May


(annual for 5 years, starting 2014)





Higher Ed. Peers





Hybrid





Undergraduate





February - March





N/A





N/A





N/A





N/A





International focus, with a heavy weighting on reputation surveys and few overall criteria. More aim towards students studying abroad.





Academic Reputation Survey (40%) Employer Reputation Survey (10%)  Student-to-Faculty Ratio (20%)  Citations per Faculty (20%)  International Student Ratio (5%)  International Staff Ratio (5%) 





September / October





Georgia Tech: #107 Penn State: #112 Texas A&M: #165 UC - Berkeley: #27 U of Illinois U-C: #63 U of Michigan: #23 UT - Austin: #79 UW - Madison: #41 





WUSTL: #99 (Closest US Univ.)


U of Adelaide: #100


U of Oslo: #101


Nagoya U: #103


Shanghai Jiao Tong U: #104


-15-





University-level


(Graduate and Undergraduate)





Indiana: #272


Michigan State: #195 Ohio State: #109 Rutgers: #279


U of Iowa: #269


U of Maryland: #122 U of Minnesota: #119


U of Nebraska: #551-600





Parents / Students International Students Higher Ed. Peers National Governments





Hybrid





Previous Year





102





For students to compare world universities. Heavier emphasis on research and reputation. Contrast with Times H.E., which also uses Thomson Reuters research data.





Global Research Reputation (12.5%)  Regional Research Reputation (12.5%)  Publications (12.5%) 


Normalized Citation Impact (10%)  Total # of Citations (10%) 


# of Highly Cited Papers (12.5%)  % of Highly Cited Papers (10%)  % of Internat'l Co-Author Papers (10%) # of PhDs Awarded (5%)  PhD-to-Academic-Staff Ratio (5%) 





Spring (Survey)





Georgia Tech: #61 Penn State: #52 Texas A&M: #86 UC - Berkeley: #3 U of Illinois U-C: #35 U of Michigan: #14 UT - Austin: #30 UW - Madison: #27





Tsinghua U: #67


Utrecht U: #68


Universite' Paris-Sud: #69


Rockefeller U: #71


---Other close US universities:


UC Irvine (#66), Carnegie Mellon (#74)





University-level


(Graduate and Undergraduate)





October


(Probably annual; see note)





69





Indiana: #114 Michigan State: #75 Ohio State: #34 Rutgers: #55


U of Iowa: #121 U of Maryland: #51 U of Minnesota: #29 U of Nebraska: #253





Parents / Students





Hybrid





N/A





�





Key Measures We will want to to map these back to the measures of excellence where there is alignment





Targeted Audience e.g. Parents/Prospective Students, Higher Ed. Peers, Recruiters, etc.





Purdue Historical Sparkline


Lower is better Plotted on scale of 1-120





Near Peers List a few institutions with similar rankings to PU, e.g. Ties & a couple ranked just above and a couple just below PU.





Level


Undergraduate, Graduate,


Online, etc.





Descriptive Summary e.g. "Undergraduate only, focused on affordability"





University Peer Rankings





Release Timing Month of year, specifiy if not an annual report.





Assessment Type Reputation, Data-driven,


Hybrid





Collection Timing Time of year data are


collected





Additional Big 10+ Public Peer Rankings





Purdue Ranking N/A





Workplace Engagement


Engaged: Involved, enthusiastic, and loyal


Not engaged: Productive and


satisfied, but not connected Actively disengaged: Unhappy,


disconnected, bad performance Well-Being


Purpose: Liking what you do Social: strong relationships Financial: managed economic life Community: sense of engagement Physical: good health


Alumni Attachment


Was college a great fit? Professors who cared / mentored Feel prepared for life after college Time spent on campus Participation in clubs / extracurr. Projects / internships





Not a rankings system. Results of  survey data studying college type,  college experience, and graduate  success in life. 





May


(annual for 5 years, starting 2014)





Higher Ed. Peers





Hybrid





Undergraduate





February - March





N/A





N/A





N/A





N/A





International focus, with a heavy weighting on reputation surveys and few overall criteria. More aim towards students studying abroad.





Academic Reputation Survey (40%) Employer Reputation Survey (10%)  Student-to-Faculty Ratio (20%)  Citations per Faculty (20%)  International Student Ratio (5%)  International Staff Ratio (5%) 





September / October





Georgia Tech: #107 Penn State: #112  Texas A&M: #165 UC - Berkeley: #27 U of Illinois U-C: #63 U of Michigan: #23  UT - Austin: #79 UW - Madison: #41





WUSTL: #99 (Closest US Univ.)


U of Adelaide:


#100 -16- U of Oslo: #101


Nagoya U: #103


Shanghai Jiao Tong U: #104





University-level


(Graduate and Undergraduate)





Indiana: #272


Michigan State: #195 Ohio State: #109 Rutgers: #279


U of Iowa: #269


U of Maryland: #122 U of Minnesota: #119


U of Nebraska: #551-600





Parents / Students International Students Higher Ed. Peers National Governments





Hybrid





Previous Year





102








