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What the NRC Report Says
...and Doesn’t Say

By DAVID S. WEBSTER AND TAD SKINNER

“All these guys in the faculty lounge talk about is where we are ranked;
if we could get this guy in our department or get that guy
in our department, maybe we can be ranked 15th.

Their aim in life is to be ranked 15th in the nation.”

A University of Illinois/Urbana-Champaign economics professor,
quoted by Charles J. Sykes in ProfScam: Professors and the Demise of Higher Education
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ith almost the regular-
ity of the United
States census and new
postscripts to Clark
Kerr’s Uses of the
University, academic
quality rankings of
PhD-granting pro-
grams in the arts, sciences, and engineer-
ing in American universities continue to
appear about every 10 years. The Ameri-
can Council on Education’s last ranking,
Kenneth D. Roose and Charles J. Ander-
sen’s A Rating of Graduate Programs,
was published in 1970, and the Confer-
ence Board of Associated Research
Councils’ five-volume An Assessment of
Research-Doctorate Programs in the
United States appeared in 1982 and early
1983. These were followed, last Septem-
ber, by the publication of Research-Doc-
torate Programs in the United States:
Continuity and Change, a massive vol-
ume containing information collected by
the National Research Council’s Com-
mittee for the Study of Research-Doctor-
ate Programs in the United States at the
Conference Board’s request.

The 1995 rating (hereafter called the
Report) includes more of almost every-
thing than did the 1982 rating (hereafter
called the Assessment). It covers 41 dis-
ciplines, compared to 32 for the earlier
one (up 28 percent); 274 institutions,
compared to 228 (up 20 percent); 3,634
programs, compared to 2,699 (up 35
percent); and its reputational ratings are
based on the judgments of 7,876 faculty
members who returned usable ratings,
compared to 5,019 (up 57 percent). It
also cost much more to produce—some
$1.2 million, compared to about
$500,000 (up 140 percent).

David S. Webster is associate professor of
educational administration and higher edu-
cation, and Tad Skinner is a graduate stu-
dent in education, at Oklahoma State
University-Stillwater. The authors thank
Brenda Brown, senior secretary at Okla-
homa State University-Stillwater, for her
outstanding work on this article, which in-
cluded setting up many of the tables. The
book containing the 1995 ratings is Re-
search-Doctorate Programs in the United
States: Continuity and Change, Marvin L.
Goldberger, Brendan A. Maher, and Pamela
Ebert Flattau, eds., Washington, DC: Na-
tional Academy Press, 1995 (hardcover:
$59.95 prepaid, plus $4 for shipping).
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The most important change between
the Assessment and the Report is that in
1982, tables displaying statistics for
programs in each discipline were invari-
ably arranged in alphabetical order by
name of institution, not by rank order.
That organizational scheme made it ex-
ceptionally difficult to determine how
institutions rated in any discipline. The
Report, on the other hand, arranges a
great many numbers in the much more
useful format of rank order, although
the NRC Committee did not go off the
deep end and lower itself to the point of
publishing the actual numerical rank-
ings—first, second, third, and so on—
that any program held.

As always with academic quality
rankings that contain both reputational
ratings and objective data, the for-
mer—particularly the rating based on
“Scholarly Quality of Program Facul-
ty”’—have attracted far more attention
than any of the objective data. To ar-
rive at its reputational ratings, the
Committee asked faculty respondents
to rate individual doctoral programs on
a scale of 0 (“Not sufficient for doctor-
al education”) to 5 (“Distinguished”).
It then discarded the two highest and
lowest ratings for each program, and
based each program’s score on the re-
sponses only of “faculty from institu-
tions that were from the upper half of
all programs in this field in the overall
Faculty Quality ratings.”

In addition to this reputational rating,
the Report also included an enormous
amount of data on other measures, as
follows: two other reputational ratings
(of “Program Effectiveness in Educating
Research Scholars and Scientists” and
“Change in Program Quality in the Last
Five Years”); eight measures concern-
ing faculty research ability, most of
them relating to matters such as publica-
tions, citations, and awards and honors;
two measures relating to doctoral stu-
dents; and seven about recent PhD re-
cipients, for a total of 20 measures. (For
disciplines in the arts and humanities,
the Committee used only two measures
of faculty research prowess, rather than
five as in other disciplines.)

Although the Report is much easier
to understand than the utterly unfath-
omable Assessment, it is still anything
but reader-friendly. More than 80 per-
cent of its 740 pages consist of tables
and figures. Its pages of text contain a

great deal of information about the
study’s design and a few discussions of
its findings, but the chapter on findings
covers only material about all the insti-
tutions included. It reports, for example,
only general findings, like “Top-rated
programs in most fields tend to have a
larger number of faculty and more grad-
uate students than lower-rated pro-
grams,” and “The vast majority of
research-doctorate programs included
in the study had faculty who received
some type of federal support for re-
search between 1986 and 1992.”

The Report does not, however, con-
tain so much as a word of discussion
about what will interest many readers the
most—how individual PhD programs’
ratings changed from 1981, when the As-
sessment’s reputational ratings were
compiled, to 1993, when the Commiittee
conducted its reputational ratings. That
is not all the Report leaves out. As
Daniel Zalewski put it in a recent piece
in Lingua Franca, “Its first 146 pages
form a sort of how-not-to manual, in
which the authors detail the hundreds of
things the data don’t reveal.”

FENTON’S CRITICISM

Allan M. Cartter’s 1966 An Assess-
ment of Quality in Graduate Education
(hereafter, the Cartter Report) and
Roose and Andersen’s 1970 Rating of
Graduate Programs both received some
of their most incisive criticism not from
social scientists but from the humanists
quoted by W. Patrick Dolan in his bitter
denunciation of reputational rankings,
The Ranking Game: The Power of the
Academic Elite (1976). The ranking that
Everett Carll Ladd, Jr., and Seymour
Martin Lipset published in 1979 found
its most acerbic critic not from among
social scientists but rather from the
world-class Yale mathematician and en-
fant terrible, Serge Lang, in his one-of-
a-kind book published in 1981, The
File: Case Study in Correction (1977-
1979). Continuing the tradition of rank-
ings’ most provocative critics appearing
from the most unpredictable places, by
far the most trenchant criticism of the
Report we have seen so far has come
from one David W. Fenton, a graduate
student in musicology at New York
University now writing his doctoral dis-
sertation on, of all things, “The Piano
Quartet and Quintet in Vienna, 1780-
1810.” All other critics of the Report
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with whose work we are familiar play
Salieri to this young expert on Mozart.

Working entirely from the Report’s
statistics for the discipline of music, he
points out some serious problems with
them, which he has indefatigably made
available on the Internet in more than
100 single-spaced pages of his own crit-
icism and others’ responses to it. (It can
be found at http://www.bway.net/~dfen-
ton/nrc_report/nrcintro.html.)

Fenton’s attack on the Report’s data
is devastating. He shows, for example,
that there are enormous disparities be-
tween the numbers of faculty members
teaching in many music PhD programs
as listed in the Report, and the numbers
as listed in the Directory of Music Fac-
ulties in Colleges and Universities, U.S.
and Canada, 1993-94 (hereafter, the Di-
rectory). For example, the Report lists
Indiana University’s School of Music as
having only six faculty members who
teach PhD students, while the Directory
lists it as having at least 18. It lists 83
such faculty members for the University
of North Texas’ College of Music, while
the Directory lists 15; 38 for Temple
University, while the Directory lists 11;
74 for the University of Illinois at Ur-
bana-Champaign, while the Directory
lists 21; and 32 at the State University of
New York at Stony Brook, while the Di-
rectory lists only 12.

What accounts for these (and many
other) enormous discrepancies between
the numbers listed in the Report and
those in the Directory? According to
Fenton, since the Committee’s instruc-
tions to the Institutional Coordinators in
charge of data collection at each institu-
tion listed clearly and without ambiguity
exactly what it wanted, the coordina-
tors—whose identity the National Re-
search Council won’t reveal—must
have made a great many errors. In the
case of Indiana University, which en-
rolls more music students, undergradu-
ates and graduates combined, than any
music school or department in the Unit-
ed States, he thinks the reason the Re-
port listed only six faculty—Iess than 10
percent as many as it listed for either the
University of North Texas or the Uni-
versity of Illinois at Urbana-Cham-
paign—is because the Report counted
only professors in music history and
musicology and omitted those in music
theory and analysis.

For Illinois at Urbana-Champaign,
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As always with
academic quality
rankings that contain
both reputational
ratings and
objective data,
the former have
attracted far more
attention than any

of the objective data.

on the other hand, the Report may have
counted not only all of its faculty in per-
formance, but also all of its adjuncts.
According to Fenton, in the case of
Temple’s music program—which offers
a PhD only in music education and has
just six faculty members—the Report’s
figure (38) must have included faculty
members teaching all Temple doctoral
students. SUNY-Stony Brook’s figure,
Fenton speculates, must have included
its music program’s entire faculty, not
just those who teach PhD students, and
must also have included—despite the
Committee’s instructions not to do so—
some part-time and emeritus faculty.
Fenton also points out that the Report
lists some strange figures concerning the
number of students in many PhD pro-
grams. It lists New York University, his
own institution, as having only two
graduate students in music, while the ac-
tual number in 1993 when the survey
was done was about 30 or 40. The num-
ber of PhD students the Report lists for
other music programs, he argues, in-
cluding those at the CUNY Graduate
School and University Center, the Uni-
versity of Rochester’s Eastman School
of Music, and the University of Texas at
Austin, all seem exceptionally high,
strongly suggesting that the Report’s
figures were based on all doctoral stu-
dents, or even all graduate students.
Furthermore, Fenton reports, the
Committee made absolutely no attempt
to check the accuracy of the figures
provided by the Institutional Coordina-

tors. An official of the National Re-
search Council told Fenton it would
have been impossible for the Commit-
tee to check the accuracy of data fur-
nished for more than 3,600 programs.
Nevertheless, Fenton argues, the Com-
mittee certainly could have attempted
to check the accuracy of a small sam-
ple—say, 5 percent—or about 180 of
the programs. In many cases, Fenton
argues, the numbers it published are so
far from reality, and would be so obvi-
ously wrong to anyone with even a ca-
sual knowledge of the discipline of
music, that simply eyeballing the data
would have revealed many errors.

It is very likely the Report contains
more errors, even far more errors, for
the discipline of music than for most, or
even all, other disciplines. This is be-
cause music doctoral programs often
grant more than one kind of doctoral de-
gree—not only the PhD, but also the
Doctor of Arts, Doctor of Musical Arts,
Doctor of Music, and Doctor of Educa-
tion, among others—with many or most
faculty in these programs instructing
both PhD students and other doctoral
students. Most disciplines included in
the Report, by contrast, confer only one
type of doctoral degree, the PhD. Still,
in at least one other discipline, more
than one kind of doctoral degree may be
granted by the same program. Some
programs in religion, for example, may
grant both the PhD and the Doctor of
Divinity degree.

At any rate, the figures that Fenton
challenges are those provided by the In-
stitutional Coordinators. Of the 20 dif-
ferent measures (17 for disciplines in
the arts and humanities) for which the
Report published data, only five were
based on data provided by the Institu-
tional Coordinators—those concerning
the number of faculty members, the per-
centage of full professors, the number
of PhDs recently produced, the number
of students, and percentage of female
students in each program.

The Report’s reputational ratings,
however, although obviously not sup-
plied by the Institutional Coordinators,
may also be tainted, because the coordi-
nators provided the faculty members
who rated each program with rosters
listing the names and academic ranks of
the tenure-track faculty members in
programs at the coordinators’ institu-
tions. If these rosters included more or

25
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fewer faculty members than were actu-
ally teaching in the programs, or if they
erroneously included or excluded the
names of well-known scholars, these
mistakes could certainly affect the repu-
tational ratings, as well.

THE HIGHEST-RATED
COMPREHENSIVE INSTITUTIONS

The Committee rated programs from
274 institutions on a five-point scale.
Institutions were rated if they offered
even one program from among the 41
disciplines the Report covered that met
the Committee’s eligibility criteria.
These criteria were based on how many
PhDs the program had granted from
1986 to 1992, and were liberal enough
so that those programs included in the
Report, taken together, were responsi-
ble for about 90 percent of the PhDs
conferred in their disciplines between
those years, with the proportions rang-
ing from 98 percent in electrical engi-
neering to 79 percent in religion.

To show how universities offering a
substantial number of PhD programs
compared with each other, we have list-
ed institutions the Committee rated in
15 or more disciplines in Table 1, ac-
cording to the mean of their programs’
ratings for “Scholarly Quality of Pro-
gram Faculty.” Most of the institutions
we eliminated from the table—those the
Committee rated in fewer than 15 disci-
plines—were universities with relative-
ly small graduate programs in the arts
and sciences, such as the University of
Vermont (10 programs), Wake Forest
(eight programs), and the University of
Maine (five programs). Others were
health sciences centers and medical
schools, schools emphasizing engineer-
ing and technology, and schools offer-
ing doctorates in only one discipline,
often theology or psychology.

In the tables in this article, we’ve in-
cluded ranks for the institutions based on
the following method: when two or more
institutions were tied in mean score, the
ranks at which they were tied were added
and the sum was then divided by the num-
ber of institutions that were tied. If two
institutions were tied for 20th and 21st
places, for example, 20 and 21 were add-
ed; the sum, 41, was divided by two; and
each institution was ranked as tied for the
position of 20.5. If three institutions were
tied for 20th, 21st, and 22nd places, they
were all ranked as tied for 21st.

26

TABLE I
“SCHOLARLY QUALITY OF PROGRAM FACULTY” BY MEAN

SCORE OF ALL PROGRAMS, FOR INSTITUTIONS WITH 15 OR
MORE PROGRAMS RATED

Number of
Mean Programs
Rank Institution Score Rated
1 Massachusetts Institute of Technology 4.60 23

Princeton University
Stanford University

_”_Umversuy of Pennsylvania

. University of Wisconsin-Madison 370 39
_ University of Texasat Austin 363

_ Emory University

Rutgers Umversrty New Brunswick

State University of New York
at Stony Brook

~ CUNY Grad. School and University Center 3.
____Umversrty of Maryland College Park
University of Southern Calrfomla

_ Vanderbilt University 2
University of Massachusetts at Amherst_

_Universityoffowa 2
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Number of
Mean Programs
Rank Institution Score Rated
52 University of Florida 292 32

60 Virginia Polytechnic Institute
and State University

79 Louisiana State University
and A&M College 2.41 27

Clemson University
Texas Tech University

CHANGE * MAY/JUNE 1996

The Committee grouped the 41
disciplines it covered into five broad
fields, as follows: arts and humanities;
biological sciences; engineering; physi-
cal sciences and mathematics; and so-
cial and behavioral sciences. The top 20
institutions in each field are shown in
Tables 2 through 6. (Note that the Re-
port listed institutions in order of their
mean scores only for individual disci-
plines, not for broad fields such as the
arts and humanities and the social and
behavioral sciences. Rank orders and
mean scores for the five broad fields
and for entire institutions [see Tables
1-6] were provided to us by Jean Fort,
Assistant Dean of Graduate Studies and
Research at the University of Califor-
nia-San Diego.)

There were large differences between
some universities’ ranks in these broad
fields and their ranks as a whole. For ex-
ample, Cornell rated ninth overall, but
only 26th in biological sciences; Colum-
bia, 11th overall, but 37th in engineering;
the University of Pennsylvania, 14th
overall, but 32nd in physical sciences and
mathematics; the University of Wiscon-
sin-Madison, 15th overall, but tied for
27th in arts and humanities; the Universi-
ty of Texas at Austin, 16th overall, but
33rd in biological sciences; the Universi-
ty of Washington, 17th overall, but 34th
in arts and humanities; Duke, tied for the
rank of 20.5 overall, but 34th in physical
sciences and mathematics and 47th in en-
gineering; and Brown, 25th overall, but
53rd in biological sciences.

PROGRAMS RATING MuCH
HiGHER THAN THEIR
INSTITUTIONS

The ratings of programs in all 41
disciplines were published in the
Chronicle of Higher Education (Sept.
22, 1995) and will not be reprinted
here. It is worth noting, however, that
some programs rated far higher than
did their university as a whole. Duke,
for example, which tied for the rank of
20.5 overall, fared much better than
that in the humanities. In the area of
languages and literatures, it ranked
second in comparative literature, sec-
ond in Spanish and Portuguese, third
in French, and was tied at 5.5 in En-
glish; it also ranked fourth in religion.
The University of California-Irvine
likewise fared much better in two lan-
guage and literature programs than it

27
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did overall. It ranked 27th overall, but
eighth in comparative literature and
10th in French. Other institutions that
did much better in particular disci-
plines than overall were the University
of Virginia (28th overall, but fourth in
English); CUNY Graduate School and
University Center (tied at 42.5 overall,
but fourth in music); the University of
Massachusetts at Amherst (49th over-
all, but fourth in linguistics); and the
University of Pittsburgh (tied for 52nd
overall, but with no fewer than two of
the five highest-rated philosophy pro-
grams—its philosophy program rated
second, and its program in the history
and philosophy of science, which split
off from Pitt’s philosophy department
in 1970, rated fifth).

In the social sciences, the University
of Arizona rated 30th overall, but was
fifth in anthropology; Penn State tied
for 35.5 overall, but was first in geogra-
phy; the University of Florida tied for
52nd overall, but was 11th in anthro-
pology; Washington State University
tied for 82nd overall, but was 32nd in
sociology; and Boston University rated
78th overall, but was 21st in economics
(up from 39th in the 1982 Assessment).
This rating—as great an improvement
as it represented—still raised the hack-
les of one Boston University economist TABLE 2
who claimed, in a sharply worded letter ToP 20 INSTITUTIONS IN ARTS AND HUMANITIES (OF THOSE
sent to all Committee members, that the THAT HAD AT LEAST FIVE OF THE 11 SUCH PROGRAMS RATED)
economics program actually deserved
to be rated much higher. His evidence
consisted partly of a study published in Rank
the December 1995 issue of the Journal
of Economic Literature, which rated
Boston University’s economics depart-
ment eighth in the United States in
pages published per faculty member in
eight leading economics journals from
1987 to 1991.

The University of California-Berkeley
(pictured) not only achieved the second

highest overall mean rating (4.49) of all

274 institutions rated, it had 36 programs &~
rated in the top 10 in their disciplines—

ahead of Stanford (32), Harvard (26),
Princeton (22), and MIT (20).

Number of

Mean Programs
Institution Score Rated

University of California-Berkeley

PROGRAMS RATING MUCH
LOWER THAN THEIR
INSTITUTIONS

The most astonishing disparity be-
tween an institution’s overall rating and
its score in any particular discipline in
the arts and humanities and the social
sciences may have occurred at Yale.
Yale ranked eighth overall, yet its phi-
losophy program—which in the Cartter
Report had rated third in the nation but
which never recovered after losing Wil-
fred Sellars, Adolf Grunbaum, and oth-
er philosophers to Pitt in the early

CUNY Graduate School
and University Center

28 CHANGE ® MAY/JUNE 1996
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TABLE 3

ToP 20 INSTITUTIONS IN BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES (OF THOSE THAT
HAD AT LEAST THREE OF THE SEVEN SUCH PROGRAMS RATED)

Number of

Mean Programs
Rank Institution Score Rated
1 University of California-San Francisco 4.67 5

18 University of Texas Southwestern
Medical Center 3.94 5

* Stanford is listed as having eight programs because it had two programs rated in cell and developmen-

tal biology, one in its School of Medicine and one in its School of Arts and Sciences.

In addition to being rated first in the
Biological Sciences (Table 3), the University
of California-San Francisco secured the
highest rating for program effectiveness
with its Molecular and General Genetics
program (Table 9).

CHANGE ® MAY/JUNE 1996
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When institutions with a substantial
number of PhD programs were compared
according to the mean of their programs’
ratings for faculty scholarly quality, MIT
(pictured) rated first—ahead of UC-
Berkeley, Harvard, CalTech, Princeton,
and Stanford (Table 1). In addition, MIT
was first in Engineering (Table 4), second
in Physical Sciences and Mathematics
(Table 5), and had three of the 12 programs
that scored the highest for program
effectiveness (Table 9).

30

ToP 20 INSTITUTIONS IN ENGINEERING (OF THOSE THAT HAD
AT LEAST FOUR OF THE EIGHT SUCH PROGRAMS RATED)

Number of

Mean Programs
Rank Institution Score Rated
1 Massachusetts Institute of Technology 4.65 7
g “Trivesir o Callome Berteioy R gt o
= A Stz{r‘if‘dr'dnUh’i{/‘éfSAity .............................................. . e
4 California Institute of Technology 431 g
s Comell University R — —

6  Princeton University
7

. Umversnyoflllmms R

Urbana-Champaign 4.05 7
g — Umversny ofMlchlgan RO 400 . 8 .
9 mmUmversnty of California- San D1ego 392 4
(U University of Minnesota 3.85 7
= R University TET s
= Umversny 5 g
S Umversny e Austm ¢ - s o
g s C‘a'fn”egle ot Umversnty s s
T Umversxty ochnnsylvama e T g
165 Uvmvermty of California-Santa Barbdra 370 4
e ‘Umversny e Madlson e o
7 e . Georgia e Technology i e
19 University of California-Los Angeles 350 6
s Péﬁﬁéyiv‘arﬁa’State Umvers1ty 344 8
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TABLE 5
ToP 20 INSTITUTIONS IN PHYSICAL SCIENCES AND MATHEMATICS

(oF THOSE THAT HAD AT LEAST FOUR OF THE EIGHT SUCH
PROGRAMS RATED)

Number of

Mean Programs
Rank Institution Score Rated
- University of California-Berkeley 8
g Massachusetts Institute of Technology 460 s
g California Institute of Technology 461\ P —
R Harvard University sy g
s Princeton University T g o

7 University of Chicago 430 7
8 Stanford University 22 1

15 University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 3.89 7
16 University of Wisconsin-Madison 381 8
17 Brown University 6

20 Rice University : 6
ot OO . ) 4L L (U, .. .. DRSO . SO Biiedion [niemrod]. roled hifihisiie

* Stanford is listed as having 10 programs because it had three programs that were rated in geo- Physicul Sciences and Mathematics

sciences—its programs in geosciences, geophysics, and applied earth sciences. (Table 5), had 22 of 29—or 76 percent—
’

**The University of Washington is listed as having nine programs because it had two in mathematics (one of its PIOGIINS rated among the top 10

in mathematics and one in applied mathematics) and two in the discipline of statistics and biostatistics in their dlsuplmes, behind UC-BerkeIey,

(one in statistics and one in biostatistics). Hcrvurd, and MIT.
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1960s—plummeted to tied for 59.5, be-
hind the philosophy programs at Tem-
ple, the University of Miami, and the
University of Nebraska-Lincoln, and in
the lowest 20 percent of all philosophy

TABLE 6
ToP 20 INSTITUTIONS IN SOCIAL AND BEHAVIORAL SCIENCES

(OF THOSE THAT HAD AT LEAST THREE OF THE SEVEN SUCH
PROGRAMS RATED)

programs the Report rated. Number of
Neither Stanford nor the University o Mean Programs

of Wisconsin-Madison fared nearly as Rank Institution Score Rated

well in the humanities as overall. Stan- 1 Harvard University 4.61 6

ford, while sixth overall, rated 15th in
music, 16th in classics, and 17th in
Spanish and Portuguese. The University
of Wisconsin-Madison, while 15th
overall, rated 22nd in English, 32nd in
linguistics (out of only 41 programs rat-
ed in this discipline), 32nd in music,
35th (of 38) in art history, and 37th (of
44) in comparative literature. Thus Wis-
consin-Madison—which ranked behind
only the University of Michigan in the
Big Ten Conference and was the fifth-
rated public institution in the entire sur-
vey—saw its programs in linguistics,
art history, and comparative literature
all rated in the bottom quarter of pro-

grams in their disciplines. 18 University of North Carolina

In the social sciences, programs that at Chapel Hill 3.55 7
rated considerably lower than their in- qg University of Texas at Austin™~~ 353 G
stitutions included Cornell’s (ninth 5g University of Tllinois at T
overall) anthropology program, 31st, Urbana-Champaign 3.50 7

and its sociology program, 35th; Pur- < R SR

Harvard (pictured), which ranked first in
the Social and Behavioral Sciences (Table
6), had 87 percent of its programs (26 of
30) rated in the top 10 in their disciplines.
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Of the 3,634 programs rated, Stanford'’s

TABLE 7

PHOTO BY EDWARD W. SOUZA/STANFORD UNIVERSITY NEWS SERVICE

(pictured) Computer Science program had
the highest mean score for faculty scholarly

THE 10 HIGHEST SCORES, PLUS TIES, FOR ‘“SCHOLARLY
QuALITY OF PROGRAM FACULTY”

quality (Table 7), and Stanford had the

Mean
:::::?nlxz‘::,n:’ (';' :.12,22‘.’::;::;?5 Institution Discipline Score
after UC-Berkeley’s 36 programs. Stanford University Computer
Science 4.97
University of California-Berkeley Chemistry 4.96
University of Chicago Economics 4.95
Harvard University Economics 4.95
University of California-Berkeley Mathematics 4.94
California Institute of Technology Chemistry 4.94
Princeton University ‘ Mathematics 4.94
Massachusetts Institute
of Technology Economics 4.93
Princeton University Philosophy 4.93
Massachusetts Institute '
of Technology Mathematics 4.92
Stanford University Economics 4.92
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TABLE 8

THE 10 LOWEST SCORES FOR “*SCHOLARLY QUALITY OF PROGRAM FACuULTY”

Mean
Institution Discipline Score
University of Southern Mississippi Cell & Developmental Biology 013
U.‘.!!.Y?F?!FXQ?@‘.‘?.S,'S?‘_ ...................... . Biochemistry & Molecular Biology ............................... 0.15
Georgia Institute of Technology ........................................ Coll & 'Dé\'/'é'l'ébﬁ'\'éh't'a'l Bidlbg'y .......... e
Northern Anzona Umversnty " Molecular & General Genetics S 0.17
Stevens lnstltute ofTechnology OO Psychology e, 0‘.2'0”'“
Nesthorn Arlzona University e, Blochemlstry’& Molecular Blology T
Okiahoma State Umversnty OO wComputerScnence e, O2l
Umvemty of Idaho - ”Molecular&Generdl Genellcs 024
University ofCahfomm St Gy ”Pharmacology e 025
Clark Umversny iintaeiotoietrivus SN Molecular&GeneralGenetlcs ............... 030

TABLE 9

THE 10 HIGHEST SCORES, PLUS TIES, FOR “PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS IN EDUCATING RESEARCH

SCHOLARS AND SCIENTISTS”

Mean
Institution Discipline Score
University of California-San Francisco Molecular & General Genetics 480
California Institute ofTechnology S Astrophysncs & Astronomy S 4.75
California Insmute ofTechnoIogy OSSO O OO Chemisiry SR 475 |
Massachusetts Institute of Technology ~ Molecular & General Genetics 475
Umvemty of California-San Francnsco S 'Blochemlstry & Molecular Blology 4T3 »
University of Calliformin. Berkeley S ””W'Chemlstry TS
‘Hﬁf\"‘éfdv'Uri'l'vé'r's'ity”” tballiedebin e SR Physncs ................................................................................ P
Massachisotts Instntute ofTechnology e T
Massachusetts In te of Technology e, ””“”””'Chemlstry e e, 470
Princaton Umversny g Y 469
Princeton University OO ””‘Mathematlcs OO 469
Pricotor University OO OSSOSO PhyS|cs i

due’s (29th overall) history program,
68th; and the University of Rochester’s
(31st overall) anthropology program,
tied for 66th (of 69).

FACULTY SCHOLARLY QUALITY,
PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS, AND
CHANGE IN PROGRAM QUALITY

Of the more than 3,600 programs the
Committee rated, the 10 (plus ties) that
rated highest for “Scholarly Quality of
Program Faculty” are shown in Table 7.
Ten of these 11—all except Princeton’s
philosophy program—are in quantita-
tive disciplines, with four in economics
and three in mathematics. The Universi-
ty of California-Berkeley, MIT, Prince-
ton, and Stanford are each represented
by two programs.

The 10 lowest-rated programs for
faculty scholarly quality are shown in
Table 8. Eight of these programs are in

CHANGE * MAY/JUNE 1996

the biological sciences, with none from
either the humanities or engineering.
Northern Arizona University, although
it had only eight programs included in
the Report, has two programs rated
among the bottom seven, both in bio-
logical sciences.

The programs with the 10 highest
scores (plus ties) for “Program Effective-
ness in Educating Research Scholars and
Scientists” are shown in Table 9. All 12
of these programs are in biological sci-
ences, physical sciences and mathemat-
ics, and economics. MIT and Princeton
are each represented by three programs;
the University of California-San Francis-
co and California Institute of Technolo-
gy are both represented by two.

The programs with the 10 lowest
scores (plus ties) for program effec-
tiveness—all received scores of 0 on
the scale of 0 to 5—are shown in Table

10. Twelve of these 15 programs are in
the biological sciences. The University
of Idaho is represented by three pro-
grams; no other institution houses
more than one.

The Committee measured how faculty
respondents observed the programs to
have changed in quality during the five
years prior to the survey, 1988 to 1993,
by having them indicate the programs in
their discipline that had improved in
quality; had declined in quality; and had
undergone little or no change. The Com-
mittee then translated the three types of
responses into +1, -1, and 0, respectively,
and converted the faculty responses into
mean scores. If all respondents indicated
that a program had improved in quality,
its score was +1; if all respondents indi-
cated that a program had declined in
quality, its score was -1. Since the 1995
rating included eight disciplines that were
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TABLE 10
THE 10 LOWEST SCORES, PLUS TIES, FOR “PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS IN EDUCATING RESEARCH

SCHOLARS AND SCIENTISTS”

Institution

Discipline

University of Alaska

Biochemistry & Molecular Biology 0.00

New Mexico Institute of Mining and
Technology

Northern Arizona University

not included in 1982, since the later rating
defined the disciplines in biological sci-
ences quite differently from the way the
earlier rating defined them, and since
even for disciplines that were included in
both ratings, some programs were includ-
ed only in one of them, the Report in-
cludes calculations of change for 1,916 of
the 3,634 programs (53 percent) in 27 of
the 41 disciplines (66 percent). The 10
programs that the greatest proportion of
respondents rated as having improved
from 1988 to 1993 are shown in Table

11. Six of these programs are in biologi-
cal sciences. The University of Califor-
nia-Santa Barbara is represented twice,
both times in engineering.

The 10 programs that the largest per-
centage of respondents thought had de-
clined in quality from 1988 to 1993 are
shown in Table 12. While the 11 arts
and humanities disciplines are nearly
absent from Tables 7 through 11, which
list only three such programs, three of
the 10 programs regarded by the greatest
proportion of respondents as having de-
clined in quality in the previous five
years are from arts and humanities. They
are philosophy at Yale, Spanish and Por-
tuguese at SUNY-Stony Brook, and
French at Johns Hopkins. Remarkably,
while French at Johns Hopkins is one of
the 10 programs that the most raters re-
garded as having declined in the previ-
ous five years, its rating for faculty
scholarly quality still somehow im-

36

Computer Science
Neurosciences

proved from 31st in 1982 to tied for 18.5
in 1995. (Note that if we had measured
change by comparing programs’ mean
scores or standard scores in the 1982 As-
sessment with those in the 1995 Report,
the programs listed as having improved
or declined the most would almost cer-
tainly have been quite different from the
ones shown in Tables 11 and 12.)

PROGRAMS WITH GREAT DISPARI-
TIES BETWEEN FACULTY SCHOLARLY
QUALITY AND PROGRAM EFFECTIVE-
NESS SCORES

As usual in reputational ratings of
PhD-level education in the arts, sciences,
and engineering, the Report showed a
very high correlation between the mea-
sures of faculty scholarly quality and
program effectiveness; of the 41 disci-
plines covered, the first 10 in alphabetical
order—from aerospace engineering to
civil engineering—had correlations
ranging from .95 to .98 and averaging
.97. However, for a small number of pro-
grams, there were large disparities. In 16
programs, or less than .5 percent of those
covered, their program effectiveness
score was at least one point higher on the
five-point scale than their faculty schol-
arly quality score. These programs are
shown in Table 13. Thirteen of these pro-
grams were from biological sciences; the
other three were all from social and be-
havioral sciences.

In four programs, or .1 percent of

those included, there was a disparity of
one point or more between the two mea-
sures, with faculty scholarly quality
scoring higher than program effective-
ness. These four programs are shown in
Table 14. Three of these four programs
are from arts and humanities.

THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFOR-
NIA’S OUTSTANDING RATINGS

The University of California (UC)
system rated extraordinarily well in
many areas, as did two of its campuses,
UC-Berkeley and UC-San Diego.

UC-Berkeley

UC-Berkeley rated exceptionally
high any way you look at the Report’s
figures. It achieved the second highest
overall mean rating (4.49) of all 274 in-
stitutions rated, below only MIT. It had
more programs rated in the top 10 in
their disciplines (36) than did any other
institution, ahead of Stanford (32), Har-
vard (26), Princeton (22), and MIT
(20). It also had the highest proportion
of its programs rated in the top 10 in
their disciplines (36 of 37, or 97 per-
cent), ahead of Harvard (26 of 30, 87
percent), MIT (20 of 23, 87 percent),
Princeton (22 of 29, 76 percent), and
Stanford (32 of 43, 74 percent)—the
only other institutions that had more
than 70 percent of their programs rated
in the top 10. Of Berkeley’s 37 pro-
grams included in the Report, five were
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first, or tied for first, in their disci-
plines. Berkeley was rated first in
chemistry and German and was tied for
the rank of 1.5 in mathematics as well
as in statistics (although it rated lower
in biostatistics) and for the rank of 2.0
in English. Twenty of its programs
were rated anywhere from second to
fifth (including any ties) in their disci-
plines, and 11 more were rated from
sixth to 10th. The only Berkeley pro-
gram that rated lower than 10th was
cell and developmental biology (13th).

UC-San Diego
UC-San Diego rated extraordinarily

CHANGE * MAY/JUNE 1996

well, particularly for an institution that
became a UC campus as recently as
1964. It was rated 10th in mean score
(3.93) for faculty scholarly quality—
higher than older and larger UCLA,
higher than any public university campus
in the United States except Berkeley, and
higher than such highly regarded private
universities as Columbia, the University
of Pennsylvania, and Northwestern. Two
of its programs—in neurosciences and
oceanography—rated first in the United
States. Three more programs at UC-San
Diego rated from second to fifth, and
nine more from sixth to 10th, for a total
of 14 of its 29 doctoral programs (48 per-

Of the University of California system’s
229 programs included in the study, an
impressive total of 119—or 52 percent—
rank in the top 20 in their disciplines.
The eight UC campuses with 15 or more
programs rated achieve a higher mean
score than do the much older 11 schools
in the Big Ten. UC-San Diego (pictured
left), rating 10th for faculty scholarly
quality (Table 1), passed not only older
and larger UCLA (pictured below), but
such highly regarded private universities
as Columbia, the University of Pennsyl-
vania, and Northwestern.

cent) that were rated in their discipline’s
top 10.

The UC System

Impressive as are the ratings of UC-
Berkeley and UC-San Diego, the show-
ing of the UC system as a whole is even
more remarkable. Of its 229 programs
included in the study, 119—or 52 per-
cent—rank in the top 20 in their disci-
plines. The nine UC campuses represent
only 3 percent of the 274 institutions
included, and the eight UC campuses
(all but UC-San Francisco) that have
15 or more programs rated represent
only 8 percent of the 104 institutions in
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Of the 10 programs that the greatest

proportion of respondents rated as having
improved from 1988 to 1993, the University

of Alabama at Birmingham (pictured)

shared a top mean score of +1 with Lehigh ¢
University, Loma Linda University, and the
University of New Orleans.

TABLE 11
THE 10 PROGRAMS THAT THE LARGEST PROPORTION OF RESPONDENTS THOUGHT HAD IMPROVED,

1988-1993

Institution Discipline Score

University of Alabama at Birmingham Ecology, Evolution, & Behavior +1.00
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TABLE 12
THE 10 PROGRAMS THAT THE LARGEST PROPORTION OF RESPONDENTS THOUGHT HAD DECLINED,

1988-1993
Institution Discipline Score
Boston University Neurosciences -1.00

University of California-San Francisco

State University of New York College
of Environmental Science and Forestry

Psychology

Indiana University

Physiology

State University of New York
at Stony Brook

Spanish & Portuguese Language

& Literature

Johns Hopkins University

TABLE 13

French Language & Literawre -0

PROGRAMS IN WHICH THE PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS SCORE WAS AT LEAST ONE POINT HIGHER
THAN THE FACULTY SCHOLARLY QUALITY SCORE

Institution

Discipline

Difference

University of Louisville

Molecular & General Genetics

Virginia Polytechnic Institute
and State University

this category. Remarkably, however,
these nine house 15 percent of the na-
tion’s top 20 programs, 19 percent of
its top 10 programs, and fully 20 per-
cent of its top five programs. Six of the
nine UC campuses placed one or more
programs in the top five in their disci-
plines, and eight of the nine—all but
UC-Riverside—placed one or more
programs in the top 10.

The eight UC campuses with 15 or
more programs rated, taken as a group,
achieve a higher mean score than do the
11 schools in the Big Ten. They score
an average of 3.55 in faculty scholarly

CHANGE ® MAY/JUNE 1996

quality, compared to the Big Ten’s
3.37, and 3.38 in program effectiveness,
compared to the Big Ten’s 3.32. This
performance is astonishing, considering
that the Big Ten universities, taken as a
group, are much older than the UC cam-
puses and have much larger faculties
(reputational rankings of doctoral pro-
grams generally correlate quite highly
with size of program faculty). It is all
the more astonishing when one consid-
ers that eight of the Big Ten universi-
ties—all except Indiana, Michigan
State, and Northwestern—are, accord-
ing to the Report, the highest-rated pub-

lic research universities in their states.

In the past 40 years or so, many
states that long had only one state uni-
versity campus have established one or
more other campuses, and some states
are developing their new campus(es) to
eventually achieve parity with the flag-
ship campus. As of now, however, none
of these non-flagship campuses has
achieved anything approaching parity
with any of the UC’s five highest-rated
non-flagship campuses, as shown in
Table 15.

Of the 12 non-flagship campuses that
have 15 or more programs rated, fully
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While the French program at Johns Hopkins

was one of the 10 programs regarded by

the greatest porportion of raters as having
declined in the previous five years, the
program’s rating for faculty scholarly
quality improved from 31stin 1982 to be
tied for 18.5 in 1995.

- ;j;"‘:.” 2
= i

seven are UC campuses. The highest-
rated non-flagship campus that is not
part of the UC system, the University of
Illinois at Chicago, falls behind five
non-flagship UC campuses. In addition,
the other four non-flagship campuses—
the SUNY campuses at Buffalo, Albany,
and Binghamton, and the University of
Wisconsin-Milwaukee—score below all
seven UC non-flagship campuses that
had 15 or more programs rated. Califor-
nia, with a 1994 population of about 31
million, thus had a state university sys-
tem in which five of its non-flagship
campuses with 15 or more programs in-
cluded rated above any similar campus-
es in such populous states as Texas (18
million), New York (18 million), Flori-
da (14 million), Pennsylvania (12 mil-
lion), and Illinois (12 million).

UC’s rating is all the more notewor-
thy considering that in 1978 California
passed Proposition 13, which lowered
property taxes and is regarded as having
severely hurt public higher education. It
is even more impressive considering that
the Committee polled faculty members
for its reputational ratings in May 1993,
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TABLE 14

PROGRAMS IN WHICH THE FACULTY SCHOLARLY QUALITY

SCORE WAS AT LEAST ONE POINT HIGHER THAN THE PROGRAM

EFFECTIVENESS SCORE

Institution Discipline Difference
AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA Johns Hopkins University = Classics L19
University of California-Irvine French
Language
AAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAAA &Literature 107
o Oniversity of California-Berkeley  Philosophy 100 .
' ' Drexel University Ecology,
Evolution,
& Behavior 1.00

just after UC had lost many of its most
senior faculty members due to the attrac-
tive financial incentives it had offered in
1990 and 1991 to induce faculty mem-
bers to retire early. (Since many other
major universities—especially public
universities—offered attractive buy-outs
to their most senior faculty just after the
Committee polled faculty members for
its reputational rating, the Report may
have been well out-of-date by the time it
was published last September.)

THE RATINGS OF CATHOLIC
UNIVERSITIES

Cass & Birnbaum’ s Guide to Ameri-
can Colleges (16th edition, 1994)
counts 194 Catholic-affiliated colleges
and universities, the largest body of re-
ligious institutions in the U.S. Three
Catholic institutions—Boston College,
Georgetown, and Notre Dame—rate
among the top 3 percent of all colleges
in terms of student selectivity (Barron’s
Profiles of American Colleges, 1994);
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TABLE 15§

-

NON-FLAGSHIP CAMPUSES* AND WHERE THEY RATE BY MEAN SCORE

Rank Among

Institutions With Rank Among

15 or More Rated Non-flagship

Doctoral Programs Campuses Institution

10 1 University of California-San Diego

University of California-Santa Cruz
State University of New York at Buffalo

* Non-flagship campuses are defined as all campuses in each state university system other than the campus with the highest mean score.

(T) = Tied

dozens of others command regional
followings. As a group, however, the
Report underscores that these institu-
tions didn’t make their reputations on
the basis of PhD programs. Of the 194,
only 16 offered one or more PhD pro-
grams that met the Committee’s modest
criteria for being rated. Three of these—
Manhattan College, Marquette Univer-
sity, and Villanova University—chose
not to participate; two more—the Uni-
versity of Dallas and DePaul Universi-
ty—didn’t get their information to the
Committee on time. That left just 11—
6 percent of all Catholic institutions—
to be rated, with the results displayed in
Table 16.

Although the Committee rated PhD
programs in 41 disciplines, and some
30 private universities had programs
rated in at least 25 of these, no Catholic
institution offered PhD programs meet-
ing the Committee’s standards for in-
clusion in as many as 25 disciplines,
and only two—Notre Dame (22 disci-
plines) and Catholic University of
America (19)—offered PhD programs
in more than 14 disciplines. Of the 14
charter members of the Association of
American Universities (AAU), founded
in 1900, 12 are still among America’s
most highly regarded institutions, rank-
ing tied for 26th or higher for faculty
scholarly quality. Catholic University
of America, by contrast, although one
of the charter members, plunged to tied
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for 221st—far below any other original
AAU member except Clark University,
which fell to 235th.

BI1GGEST GAINS AND LOSSES IN
OVERALL ORDINAL POSITION AND
MEAN SCORE, 1982 TO 1995

To determine the institutions that
gained or lost the most ordinal positions
and whose mean scores improved or de-
clined the most from 1982 to 1995, we
selected all institutions that had 15 or
more programs rated in 1995 and that
were also ranked among the top 100 in-
stitutions—counting institutions with
fewer than 15 programs rated—in 1995.
We then compared the institutions’ ordi-
nal positions and mean scores in the
1995 Report with their ordinal positions
and mean scores in the 1982 Assessment.
The institutions with the largest gains in
ordinal position are shown in Table 17;
those with the largest gains in mean
score in Table 18; those with the largest
declines in ordinal position in Table 19;
and all those that declined in mean score,
however slightly, are shown in Table 20.

Taken as a group, these four tables
show that institutions in the Sun Belt
fared better than those in the Frost Belt.
Of institutions that showed the largest
gains in ordinal position, eight are lo-
cated in the Sun Belt; only two—Case
Western Reserve and Notre Dame—are
located in the Frost Belt. Of those
showing the largest gains in mean

score, seven are in the Sun Belt, and
three—Case Western Reserve, the Uni-
versity of Utah, and Washington Uni-
versity—are in the Frost Belt. The large
majority of those that declined the most
in ordinal position and mean score are
in the Frost Belt. Seven of those that de-
clined the most in ordinal position are in
the Frost Belt, and only three—Georgia
Institute of Technology, UC-Santa
Cruz, and Virginia Polytechnic Institute
and State University—are in the Sun
Belt. All five that declined in mean
score are in the Frost Belt.

Private institutions fared better than
public ones, at least in that they were
not among the biggest decliners in ordi-
nal position. The institutions shown in
Tables 17, 18, and 20 are fairly evenly
split between those that are private and
those that are public—14 (56 percent)
are public, and 11 (44 percent) are pri-
vate. However, all 10 institutions shown
in Table 19—those that declined most
in ordinal position from 1982 to 1995—
are public.

By far the biggest gainer—both in or-
dinal position and in mean score—was
Emory University, which has obviously
put the $105 million in Coca-Cola mon-
ey it got in 1979 to good use. Emory
now has an endowment of more than
$2.2 billion, ranking sixth, as of June
1995, among U.S. universities and uni-
versity systems.

SUNY-Buffalo declined by far more
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While Georgetown, Notre Dame, and
Boston College (pictured) rate among the

top 3 percent of schools in admissions selec-
tivity for freshmen, Catholic-affiliated insti-
tutions, as a group, have not made their
reputations on the basis of PhD programs.

By far the biggest gainer in both ordinal
position and in mean score, Emory
University gained 91.5 ordinal positions
between 1982 and 1995 (Table 17) and
gained 1.2 points in mean score over the
same period (Table 18).

ordinal positions than did any other
school. It was also one of only two
schools—the other is Indiana Universi-
ty—to rank both among the 10 schools
that lost the most ordinal positions and
among the five that declined in mean
score. Between the 1966 Cartter Report
and the 1970 Roose-Andersen study,
SUNY-Buffalo’s reputation improved
enormously, but it has since fallen on
hard times. Now tied for an ordinal po-
sition of 65.5 and a mean score of 2.65,
it ranks far behind SUNY-Stony Brook
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TABLE 16

RANK AND MEAN SCORES OF THE CATHOLIC UNIVERSITIES

Number of

Disciplines Mean
Rank Institution Rated Score
88.5(T) Georgetown University 14 2.71

233 Duquesne University

234 ....................................... Umvers 1t ..................
273 University of Detroit Mercy
(T) =Tied

TABLE 17

INSTITUTIONS WITH THE 10 LARGEST GAINS IN ORDINAL
POSITION, 1982-1995°*

1982 1995
Ordinal Ordinal Positions
Rank Institution Position Position Gained
1 Emory University 136 ....45M 915
Case Western Reserve
.............................. University o 122 TT A
3 Vanderbilt University 93 64 29
4 University of California- '
Riverside

.............................. Rice University
.............................. University of Arizona
8 University of Utah
9.5 North Carolina State

University

* Includes institutions that had 15 or more programs rated in 1995 and were also rated among the top

100 institutions by mean score (counting those with fewer than 15 programs rated) in 1995.

(T) = Tied

(with an ordinal position of 39 and
mean score of 3.13) and barely ahead of
SUNY-Albany (with an ordinal position
of 73 and mean score of 2.54).

PRESS COVERAGE: ASSESSMENT
VERSUS REPORT

While dozens of newspapers have
published stories about the Report, al-
most all these have focused on how in-
stitutions in the newspapers’ cities or
circulation areas fared. Since none of
the three largest-circulation American

newsmagazines—Iime, Newsweek, and
U.S. News & World Report—devoted
even an inch of space to the Report,
there has been little coverage of it from a
national, as opposed to a local or region-
al, perspective. Furthermore, other than
David W. Fenton’s material on the Inter-
net, little has been published analyzing,
evaluating, or critiquing the Report.
Several major metropolitan newspa-
pers gave the 1982 rating considerably
more coverage than they gave the 1995
one—if they covered the latter at all.
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" Of the institutions showing the largest gains

» in mean score, seven are in the Sun Belt,

b “ and three—Case Western Reserve (pictured),
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¢ the University of Utah, and Washington

TABLE 18

INSTITUTIONS WITH THE 10 LARGEST GAINS IN MEAN SCORE,

1982-1995*

Rank Institution Score Score Gain
1 ......... Emory University 201 323 . 1.22
e Caca Wostern Resapya o s B
AAAAAAAAAAAAAA University e A 288 0T
3 Vanderbilt University 232 299 067
R Toxas A&M Universiiy 239 300061 ........
g Uniar éﬁ.}y S Califomig. T T
..San Diego 335 393 ... 058
6RlceUn1versny254 AAAAAAAAAAAAAAA 311057 ........
g Nt Garafin Siga ™ S P
University

University of Utah

* Includes institutions that had 15 or more programs rated in 1995 and were also rated among the top

100 institutions by mean score (counting those with fewer than 15 programs rated) in 1995.

Even when they did cover the 1995 rat-
ing, they often gave it fewer inches and
played it less prominently than they did
the earlier one. Perhaps the newspaper
whose coverage of the two ratings dif-
fered the most is the Washington Post. It
devoted four news stories over several
months, totaling more than 100 column
inches, to the 1982 rating. However,
more than eight months after the publi-
cation of the 1995 rating, the Post has
not run a single story about it.
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Other major newspapers also cov-
ered the 1982 rating, but not the one
published in 1995. The Chicago Tri-
bune, for instance, published two sto-
ries totaling about 60 column inches on
the 1982 rating—both of which started
on page 1—but did not cover the 1995
rating at all. Similarly, the Philadelphia
Inquirer, which gave the 1982 rating
about 25 column inches, did not cover
the 1995 rating.

Some newspapers covered both rat-

ings, but much more fully or prominent-
ly in 1982. The Boston Globe gave the
1982 rating about 165 column inches,
starting on page 1, but gave the 1995
rating only about 100 column inches,
starting on page 21. The New York
Times gave the earlier rating about 100
column inches, starting on page 1, and
the later one almost as many inches, but
with the major story starting in the sec-
ond section and a short editorial appear-
ing near the back of the first section.

Why did many (although not all) ma-
jor metropolitan newspapers give the
1982 rating more coverage than the lat-
er one? There are at least three possible
reasons. First, since 1982 the public’s
interest in ratings of colleges and uni-
versities—at least in the eyes of news-
paper editors—may have been sated by
the numerous ratings of colleges and
universities that have appeared in U.S.
News & World Report (starting in 1983)
and Money magazine (starting in 1990).
Second, as Carol Innerst, education edi-
tor of the Washington Times, has sug-
gested, newspaper editors do not
generally hold the ratings of colleges
and universities that appear in popular
magazines in high regard, so they may
have given short shrift to the recent Re-
port because they considered it on a par
with those in popular magazines. Third,
as Innerst has observed, the National
Academy of Sciences (NAS), which
published both ratings, provided very
little advance notice to newspaper edi-
tors in the way of press releases; it did
not call to alert her to the Report, even
though she works in the city in which
the NAS is located. Nor did the NAS re-
lease the immense study early to the
press, even though doing so would have
given reporters time to familiarize
themselves with it before it was re-
leased to the public.

CONCLUSION

The Committee should be congratu-
lated for amassing and publishing an
enormous amount of data, thereby pro-
viding a gold mine of material for
scholars writing for the navel-gazing
journals of their disciplines, such as the
American Psychologist and the Ameri-
can Sociologist, as well as for students
writing dissertations. It should also be
praised for publishing its data in more
reader-friendly form than in the 1982
Assessment. If uncovering the mysteries
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of the Assessment was the social science
equivalent of watching the dance of the
seven veils, understanding the Report
is, by comparison, the equivalent of
watching the dance of only five or six
veils. Still, it is hard to imagine under-
graduates who are looking for a gradu-
ate school, or even graduate students
who are looking for another graduate
school—not to mention their parents—
making a beeline for this tome.

If the Conference Board of Associat-
ed Research Councils sponsors another
rating, it should make it even more read-
er-friendly—or, to be more accurate,
even less inaccessible. It can do so by
including substantially more pages of
text; discussing in the text those findings
likely to be of special interest to readers;
not only arraying programs in rank order
in the tables, but also publishing their
ordinal positions; using larger type in
the tables; and refraining from using a
gray background with half the data in
the tables, because black type on a gray
background is hard to read.

The people who actually conduct
any future rating should also strongly
consider including some new measures.
With all the attacks that have been lev-
eled against academic quality rankings
over the past several decades, the book
that does more to undermine them than
any hundred such attacks put together
is Ernest Pascarella and Patrick Teren-
zini’s superb review of some 2,600
empirical studies, How College Affects
Students (1991). The authors show
that for undergraduates, those variables
most often used as measures of quali-
ty—institutional prestige, admissions
selectivity, and institutional resources—
make very little difference in how
much students benefit, either cognitive-
ly or affectively, from college (although
they matter more in determining stu-
dents’ eventual occupational attain-
ment and income).

What matters much more concern-
ing how much students benefit, cogni-
tively and affectively, from college are
such factors, virtually never used in
academic quality rankings, as the fol-
lowing: students’ opportunity to learn
through the use of various methods of
individualized instruction, the degree
to which the curriculum is flexible, the
amount of informal interaction stu-
dents have with faculty and with each
other, and students’ degree of involve-
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TABLE 19

INSTITUTIONS WITH THE 10 LARGEST DECLINES IN ORDINAL

PoOSITION, 1982-1995%

1982 1995
Ordinal Ordinal Positions
Rank Institution Position Position Lost
1 State University of
New York at Buffalo L89By 325
g ”m'Gvé(')r”giéi"I'rivs't”i't'u't'éwww”M'
of Technology 48 Mmoo 23
AT CUNY Gradeate Sehogl
and University Center 35 - 57.5(T) 22.5

6 University of Illinois-
Chicago

G5 University of California.
Santa Cruz

5 Virginia Polytechnic

Institute and State University

~Indiana University

University of Massachusetts-
_Amherst

60 .85 2L
_________ 67.5(T)  885(M) 21
4 .8 2
30(Mm ..305(M 205
45 855 205

* Includes institutions that had 15 or more programs rated in 1995 and were also rated among the top

100 institutions by mean score (including those with fewer than 15 programs rated) in 1995.
(T) =Tied

TABLE 20
THE ONLY INSTITUTIONS THAT DECLINED IN MEAN SCORE,
1982-1995*
1982 1995
Mean Mean
Rank Institution Score Score Loss
1 University of Illinois at
Urbana-Champaign 3.67 3.56 -0.11
2 Massachusetts Institute
of Technology 466 460 006
3 Indiana University 320 315
i B ”'Héfv'é'rd”Uhi\'/ér”s.i“ty'  . sa1 440
457 State University o
New YorkatBuffalo 266 265 -0.01

* Includes institutions that had 15 or more programs rated in 1995 and were also rated among the top

100 institutions (counting those with fewer than 15 programs rated) in 1995.

ment in campus life in general.
Assuming that what benefits under-
graduates may also benefit graduate stu-
dents, those who compile future ratings
of PhD-level education should consider
including some measures concerning
the extent to which students are in-
volved in the life of their program and,
perhaps, the life of their entire campus.

Such measures might include the pro-
portion of students who hold teaching
or research assistantships in their de-
partment, who work on campus in other
capacities, who report that they have
one or more faculty mentors, who have
presented one or more conference paper
and published one or more articles, and
who live on campus.
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