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Common Faculty Questions
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 Source, Verifiability, and Calculations
 Frequently-questioned Measures D
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Frequently questioned Measures
 GRE scores (when imputed)
 Academic careers R
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 Per-capita publications and citations
 Percent of faculty with research

 Alignment of NRC fields with MIT and peer
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 Alignment of NRC fields with MIT and peer 
programs
 Multiple fields per program U
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Multiple fields per program
 Some institutions had multiple programs 

per field
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Common Questions Regarding Weights
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 Institution specific or same for peers?

March 4, 2011 Convocation of the Assessment of 
Research Doctorate Programs

 How to interpret negative weights?



P
R

E
S

Various ways of visually presenting the rankings (1)
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Various ways of visually presenting the rankings (1, cont’d)
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Various ways of visually presenting the rankings (2)
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 Range of rankings as compared to peers
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Various ways of visually presenting the rankings (3)
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 Range of rankings for all MIT programs
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 Z-scores with weights and MIT values
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Common Faculty Questions and Concerns Regarding Rankings
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 Difference between regression and survey 
approaches O
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 MIT tended to do better on R rankings
 Individual programs focus on different 
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ranking combinations.
 Role of Peer Review in assessing quality
 Difficult to discern role of reputation in the Difficult to discern role of reputation in the 

NRC methodology
 Faculty respect peer-review and are open to y p p p

a more reputational measure
 Absence of well-regarded programs at top 
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Common Faculty Questions and Concerns Regarding Rankings (cont’d)
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 Interdisciplinarity
 Mechanism used by NRC for measuring 

I t di i li it f t il

O
N

O
F

R
A

Interdisciplinarity of programs was not easily 
understood

 Faculty lists caused the most angst even though the A
N

K
IN

G
S

department approved their list at the time of the study 
 Puzzling indicators
 Student work spaceStudent work space
 Health insurance
 Number of student activities offered 

I t ti l t d t lit tit International students: quality vs. quantity
 Percent of faculty with grants
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MIT has a well established and well accepted program review 
process that has been in place since 1875.  Thirty one committees 
primarily focused on individual academic departments meet 
bi i ll d t d i t th C ti d

&
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biennially and operate as advisory groups to the Corporation and 
Administration.  Prior to each meeting, three reports are prepared as 
reference materials:  Ten Year Profile of Programs, Strategic 
Indicators and Student Assessment and Outcomes
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Indicators and Student Assessment and Outcomes.

 Faculty demographics and productivity
 Student outcomes EW

AT
M

 Student outcomes
 Instructional and research indicators
 Financial indicators
 Admissions

M
ITAdmissions

 Time to degree and Doctoral cohort analysis
 Graduate program rankings
 Summary responses to selected student survey questions

March 4, 2011 Convocation of the Assessment of 
Research Doctorate Programs

y p y q



N
R

CData from Other Sources C
 D

A
TA

&

Data type Alternate Source Rationale

Faculty Productivity Academic Analytics • Detailed publication 
and citation data &

 P
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• Timely publication of 
data

R
AM

R
EVIStudent and Faculty AAU Data • Timely publication of EW

AT
M

Diversity Exchange, IPEDS data
• Flexibility afforded 

through use of CIP 
taxonomy M

ITPhD Cohort Analysis and 
Time-to-Degree

AAU Data 
Exchange

• Timely publication of 
data

• Flexibility afforded 
through use of CIP 
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Conclusion
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 Faculty members are both drawn to and 
skeptical of the rankingsskeptical of the rankings
 Catalyst for internal conversations about 

availability and usefulness of program-level 
data
 Advanced local understanding of appropriate 

measures of quality data collection andmeasures of quality, data collection, and 
metrics used for program support
 Great variation in faculty response from deepGreat variation in faculty response, from deep 

interest to disassociation
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