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NRC release 4/21/11 vs. 9/20/10 
Lou McClelland, U of Colorado Boulder 	IR@colorado.edu 
L:\IR\NRC\2010Results\Compare201009_201104a.docx 
Sent to NRC 4/23/11 

This examines changes in measures used in rankings and other measures released in the “big Excel,” such as number of faculty.    And at changes in Excel layout and measures included.  

Method: Call the releases A and B.  Match A and B data by program ID.  Do A to B comparisons on all fields or variables.  Ignore tiny differences due to rounding, Excel display, etc.  Focus first on fields NRC said had systematic changes.  Categorize changes found.   

Look for four types of changes 
“Demographic” – in institution and program names, and NRC field 
Changes that fit what NRC said were systematic changes 
Changes in a few cases, that seem outside what NRC said were systematic – these are presumably due to institutional comment and NRC revision of values deemed to have been in error due to NRC error 
Systematic changes that don’t fit either of the above.  

This does NOT look at the rankings at all.  The March 2011 convocation established that for many schools the individual measures, not the rankings, were of most utility.  And no one wants to issue revised rankings without understanding on what the revisions are based.  

Yellow highlights: Things I think NRC should do.  

Program names and fields 
· Still 5004 programs, 1-1 match on program ID 
· No changes in institution name 
· Program name:  45 changes other than capitalization – See BeforeAfterProgramName.pdf  - includes 
· “and” for “&” and vice versa 
· Changes in spacing before/after punctuation like ‘-‘ and ‘:’ 
· Changes in other abbreviations to longer or shorter 
· Some apparent spelling changes, like Sackler to Cackler 
· Some adding info like name of a school, more info at end of name; and some simplification 
· One swap, within Northeastern U, of 2 flavors of Electrical and Computer Engineering 
· NRC should state the number and nature of program name changes 
· Field 
· NRC says (in email) “at the request of a few institutions, a few programs changed from one field to another.” 
· 20067447 moved from Biochemistry to Earth Sciences / UC Davis program “Soils & Biogeochemistry (Soil Science)” 
· 20012890 moved from Applied Math to Math / U LA Lafayette, program “Mathematics” 
· 20013789 moved from Biochemistry to Integrated Biology / Ohio U “Biological Sciences” 
· 20044949 moved from Math to Applied Math / Renssalear program “Mathematics” 
· 20051796 moved from Astrophysics to Physic  / U OK 
· Empirically – ditto, found as above.  We added institution and program name to list above sent by NRC. 
· NRC should issue a public  list of all field changes 

Layout of the Excel – same measures in same order with same column heads.  Exceptions
· Completion rate: added that it’s 8 yrs in humanities, 6 in all others, to column head 
· Non-Asian minority as pct of total – for faculty and for students – added “domestic” to column head (denominator is total domestic) 
· Pct of students with external fellowships – changed column head to “Pct of first year students” 
· Added 4 new measures right after pct of students w RA, TA, in columns AX-BA:
· Percent of First Year Students with Institutional Fellowships Alone 
· Percent  of First Year Students with a Combination of Fellowships and Traineeships
· Percent of First Year Students with Both Internal Fellowships and Internal Assistantships
· Percent of First Year Students with Multiple Internal Assistantships
· See comments on pct with RA, TA, below 
· All remaining measures, on student activities, start 4 columns further right 
· NRC should list all such changes!  

Numbers and demogs of faculty and students 
· There are no changes in values or in missing/not, for 
· fac_total_n 
· fac_core_new_n 
· fac_allocated_n – This means that any changes in “per allocated faculty” measures must be due to changes in numerators not denominator 
·  fac_asst_prof_pct 
· fac_tenured_pct 
· stu_enrolled_n 
· stu_frstyr_n  - see also discussion below under firstyr w full support. 
· stu_ra_pct 
· stu_ta_pct
· Pct with RA and TA – no changes.  However, these two measures are known to have been calculated incorrectly by NRC from program questionnaire item E8.  Pct with RA, for example, was calculated only from % with RA's only; those with combinations including RA's were excluded from the numerator.  Affects programs differentially depending on extent of combinations vs. solo RA or TA.   
· Following this text is an October 2010 email exchange on this, among U VA, U Michigan, and NRC, where NRC pledged to include alternate calculations including combinations.  The example is U of M mechanical engineering, which showed zero percent RA and TA in the 9/2010 release – misleading because they have many students with RA’s and TA’s in combination with other support.  The 4/21/11 release still shows zero pct for both RA and TA.  
· The new measures added by NRC to the spreadsheet (listed under Excel layout, above) are all based on item E8 and are related to the issue of combinations.  However, none appear particularly useful, and none calculate the proportion with an RA alone or in combination with something else, or a TA ditto.  The pct with RA and TA measures should either be recalculated and relabeled, or relabeled and supplemented with calcs of “Pct w RA with or without other support” and “Pct w TA with or without other support.” 

Comparisons on the 20 measures used in the rankings – with SAS var names 
With NO CHANGE 
fac_grants_pct  - no change 
time_to_degree  - no change 
fac_minority_ur_pct  - no change
fac_female_pct - no change
stu_minority_ur_pct - no change
stu_female_pct - no change
stu_internat_pct - no change
stu_graduated_n - no change
fac_interdisc_pct - no change
stu_external_support_pct - no change
stu_workspace_indic - no change
stu_health_insure_indic - no change
stu_activity_cnt- no change.  We did not look at individual student activity fields. 

With CHANGE 
fac_pubs_per_allocated – 4 changes, 2 Princeton, 2 Buffalo, all increases – 1 a hair (Princeton math), 3 substantial (Princeton operations research, Buffalo mechanical and aerospace engineering).  Presumably corrects NRC errors.    NRC should list and verify all measures  corrected for all programs, with basis of correction.  

fac_cites_per_pub 
NRC said “Publications for 2002 used to obtain citations per publication had been mislabeled in all non-humanities fields. 2002 publications were corrected, and the “citation per publication” variable (which is averaged over the years 2000 to 2006) was re-calculated.”
No change for any Humanities program 
Others: Change for 89% of programs but changes are tiny, plus or minus .1, in 2/3 of programs.  
Median change is zero 
Increases up to +5 cites/publication, most are < 1.0 
Decreases of up to -1.1 cites/pub 
All this fits the description that something had been amiss in the initial calcs, and was corrected 

fac_awards_per_allocated 
NRC said: “The NRC undercounted honors and awards. Data for this variable were re-compiled from faculty lists and the variable was re-calculated.”  If this were the only change, awards per allocated should be same or higher for every program.  (We know N allocated did not change) 
The base distribution of the new is really bizarre, with real zero’s up to 52 awards (or award points, really, weighted for import) per allocated faculty (Harvard chem. physics) 
Changes on 50% of programs 
Change:
<1%, 18 programs, went down.  How so?  Maybe a school complained that an award was assoc’d with person X at another school/program instead of with person Y at their own, and it was moved?  Maybe errors were discovered when correcting the systematic undercount?  NRC should explain. 
80% increased by 1 award/allocated or less  - average .2 
Some increased much more – 10 or more awards/allocated.

stu_frstyr_full_supp_pct  
NRC said “This variable had been given the value “0” when a program had no first year students. We now use an asterisk to indicate that a program has no first year students. When no data were reported, there is an "N/D".”
The asterisks in the 4/21 Excel are in four the new “pct of first year students with” measures, only.  All four measures are asterisks on exactly the same programs.  Almost all of those programs have non-missing values for pct with RA and TA, for N first-year students (and not zero either), and for pct of first-year w full support.   Thus we do not understand the NRC statement. 
Change 
86 programs changed by more than .01.  Of these  
4 changed from one non-zero value to another.  Presumably these were corrections of NRC errors.  Please verify: 	
Missouri Geosciences, from 100% to 91%
Missouri Public Affairs, from 67 to 71%.  
Texas EE from 100% to 79%
Loma Linda Physiology, 92% to 94% 
82 that were zero, now 70-95%, to 100%, couple under 70% 
About an equal number started at zero and did NOT change.   
Please describe more fully what changed and why in terms of individual program-questionnaire items.  

stu_grads_acad_plans_pct  
NRC said it made systematic changes:  “The response rate to this question, which was calculated from the NSF Survey of Earned Doctorates, varied considerably across programs. It was agreed that a more accurate measure based on survey data was percent of respondents with academic positions or post-docs, not percent of total Ph.D.s. This variable was re-calculated with the changed definition.”
If this were the only change, every program would be unchanged or higher, with an unchanged numerator and a same or lower denominator 
Prior definition: Doctoral records file from Survey of Earned Doctorates (SED), 2001 thru 2005.  Academic includes post-docs.  Proxied at field average if not available.  Used but not displayed if N is 4 or less.
Appears that the “proxied at field average” and/or “not displayed if N is 4 or less” also changed in the 4/21/11 release.  
NRC should clarify. 
Actual:  Almost all ships rose 
Median/mean increase about 0.32 
About 35 cases went down more than 0.01.  E.g. USC .83 to .67 for Classics.  A couple went from something to zero.  Spread across over 20 schools, many programs (mostly but not all humanities).  Probably due to something about N<4 and/or missing.   
About 4700 cases went up more than 0.01.  As much as up over 0.90.  
111 cases went from N/R to 100%.  
Who changed most – schools with lower SED response rates.  Among the AAU, increases were greatest for Cal Tech and Harvard, then MIT, Princeton, Stanford, Chicago, and Yale, then the rest of us.  

completion_rate : Over 60 changes, of three kinds 
1 in Computer Science at UT, missing to 65%.  Presumably corrects an NRC error.  
Eight at Yale, all increases.  Other programs at Yale showed no change.  What is the deal? 
56 in field Art History, which is all 56 of the 58 programs in the field.  
Median = -.16 
25% of programs increased, as much as .54 
Over half decreased, with change as much as -.72
Within Art History, before and after completion rates are unrelated
This must be an NRC error either in initial release or in 4/21/11 release (or both).  This deserves an explanation.  

collects_outcomes_indic – 1 change, U Kansas civil/petroleum engineering, no to missing.   Presumably corrects an NRC error.    Please verify. 

gre_score – 1 change: Wayne State civil engineering, 300 to 725.   Presumably corrects an NRC error.  Please verify.

 
Associated files 
L:\IR\NRC\FromNRC\ResDocTableWin20110421.xlsx 
L:\IR\NRC\2010Results\BeforeAfterProgramName.pdf
L:\IR\NRC\2010Results\NRC_SASdataset_prep_2011AprilRevisions_v2.sas
L:\IR\NRC\2010Results\nrc_data20110421.sas7bdat
L:\IR\NRC\2010Results\BeforeAfter.sas
L:\IR\NRC\2010Results\Compare201009_201104a.docx – this document 
L:\IR\aaude\NRC\MeasuresIssuesGrid.xlsx 


Email exchange on calculation of RA and TA percentages – October 2010 

From: Voytuk, Jim [mailto:JVoytuk@nas.edu] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 26, 2010 10:05 AM
Subject: RE: University of Michigan - RE: GTA/GRA counts

Maia,

We have not constructed additional variables at this point.  After talking to you I realized that we planned to add a variable in response to another inquiry.  That variable was a combination of E8c and E8i and not E8G, E8H and E8i.  We will be adding both of these to the file and I will try to generate the data later today for you.

Jim

From: Bergman, Maia Sent: Tuesday, October 26, 2010 9:13 AM
Subject: University of Michigan - RE: GTA/GRA counts

Dear all,

University of Michigan brought this concern to NRC’s attention with a note to Dr. Charlotte Kuh representing questions from our Mechanical Engineering department.
Because the University of Michigan Mechanical Engineering Program data shows 0% support from TA and 0% support from RA in the public release workbook, but our Mechanical Engineering had considerable support from ‘combinations’ of financial support types, we felt there was a serious underrepresentation of students’ financial support in the public release data.   We suggested that the current columns’ definitions elaborate that ‘percent of students with research assistantships’ as well as ‘percent of students with teaching assistantships’ indicate that they were representing E8(e) – Research assistantships only or E8(d) Teaching assistantships only (respectively) – if that was this derivation of the data in the public release workbook.  

Further, we contacted Dr. Jim Voytuk by phone last Friday as a follow-up, and came away from that phone conversation with the understanding that NRC was working to add an additional column of data representing the ‘combinations’ of student financial support types to the public release workbook.   In addition, Dr. Voytuk had mentioned sharing our institution’s added column data with us this Monday or Tuesday.

We don’t have details of exactly which ‘combinations’ are to be included, but perhaps Dr. Voytuk can further elaborate for us.
Sincerely, Maia (Bergman) and Merle (Feldbaum) – Rackham Graduate School, University of Michigan

 

From On Behalf Of Wolcott, David 
Sent: Monday, October 25, 2010 4:27 PM
To: 
Subject: [AAUDE_NRC] GTA/GRA counts

I have a question as to how the NRC calculated “percent of students with research assistantships” (column AV) and “percent of students with teaching assistantships” (column AW).  Based on spot checking, I’m fairly certain they used E8e and E8d, respectively, as a percentage of “total number of students.”   Is anyone aware whether the NRC has confirmed this? 

Of course, using the data in such a manner omits the “funding combinations” in E8g, E8h, and E8i.  For one of our programs, the “percent of students with research assistantships” is 3.8% when, in reality, it’s approximately 90%.  The data weren’t included in the rankings; but, by including them at all, the NRC paints a fairly inaccurate picture of assistantship funding.  

Regards,
Dave Wolcott
  
	----------------------------------------------------------------

	David A. Wolcott
	

	Assistant Vice President for Graduate Studies

	Office of the Vice President for Research

	University of Virginia
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