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Adjusting Outcomes Indicators 
 
Graduate destinations and satisfaction represent key indicators of graduate outcomes for 
the higher education sector.  A major issue in the presentation of performance indicators 
of graduate outcomes is ensuring that the indicators present a fair reflection of 
performance.  For example, presentation of crude or raw scores for graduate outcomes is 
sometimes argued to be misleading to the extent that crude scores can reflect the 
influence of student mix, institutional histories and many other factors as well as 
performance per se.   
 
In this paper we present a new approach to presenting adjusted performance indicators.  
The first section of the paper briefly describes the quality assurance framework for higher 
education.  The development of performance indicators needs to be evaluated in this 
broader context.  The second section considers factors to be taken into account in 
preparing adjusted performance indicators.  In particular, we focus on the influence of 
size of university, ability and labour market conditions, factors not explicitly considered 
in the earlier 1998 edition of performance indicators.  The third section describes our 
preference for using a regression approach to adjust performance indicators over the 
earlier adjustment method of applying national benchmarks used in the 1998 edition.  The 
revised approach is preferred on the grounds that it is likely to be more meaningful and 
readily understood.  The fourth section describes a new approach to the presentation of 
adjusted performance indicators.  We use the variability associated with estimates of 
adjusted performance indicators to highlight differences in performance across 
institutions and to demonstrate changes in institutional performance over time.  The 
conclusions are presented in the fifth section. 
 
Quality assurance in higher education 
 
Quality assurance has become a key focus in the higher education sector over the last 
decade as a result of many pressures, chief among these being the twin currents of rapid 
growth and internationalisation of higher education.  So that undue emphasis is not 
placed on performance indicators, it is desirable that the development of performance 
indicators is placed in the proper perspective of broader quality assurance processes.  The 
latter comprise a series of checks and balances with responsibilities spread among 
stakeholders.  Central responsibility for assuring quality rests with universities 
themselves, within a framework established by governments. Universities monitor their 
own academic standards, control admissions and establish courses and curriculum.  The 
Australian Qualifications Framework (AQF) provides the structure of awards and 
maintains a register of approved providers and courses.  Recent initiatives in quality 
assurance include protection of the word, ‘university’ and development of national 
protocols for accreditation of universities.  In addition, the Australian Universities 
Quality Agency (AUQA) has been established to provide independent verification of 
quality assurance arrangements within universities.   
 
The Commonwealth Government, as major funder of the higher education sector, plays 
an important role in quality assurance.  A key part of accountability processes are the 



annual educational ‘profiles’ undertaken each year.  As part of the profiles process, each 
institution is required to submit plans in the areas of quality assurance, research, 
Indigenous education and equity.  The Commonwealth collects an array of information 
from these processes with which it then monitors performance.  It is at this point within 
quality assurance arrangements, that the development and publication of performance 
indicators for the higher education sector occurs.  The Commonwealth also provides tools 
and incentives to enhance the quality of outcomes from the sector. 
 
The development of performance indicators has continued in step with quality assurance 
processes for the higher education sector over the last ten years.  In 1991, the 
Performance Indicators Research Group (1991), trialed a broad range of quantitative 
indicators suitable for evaluating performance in higher education.  This was followed by 
two Higher Education Series publications, Diversity and Performance of Australian 
Universities (DEET 1994) and Diversity in Australian Higher Education Institutions, 
1994 (DEET 1996).  The Characteristics and Performance of Higher Education 
Institutions (1998) included an array of student, staff and financial indicators and also 
included, for the first time, adjusted outcomes indicators. 
 
Additional factors for adjusting institutional performance indicators 
 
The 1998 edition of institutional performance indicators stated that performance 
indicators “should always be seen as in a process of development and refinement as data 
sources are created, methodologies improve and issues or performance to be evaluated 
change” (DETYA, 1998, p.2).  So it is with this edition of performance indicators.  This 
edition attempts to adjust outcomes indicators using a better and fairer measure of 
institutional performance.  Essentially the methodology for adjusting outcomes indicators 
used in the previous 1998 edition, adjusted for student mix using a set of national 
benchmarks.  Factors taken into account in adjusting indicators included age, gender, 
NESB status, Indigenous status, field of study, level of study and mode of study.   
 
In this edition of performance indicators, in addition to those factors listed above, we also 
adjust for residency and disability status using data from the Graduate Destination 
Survey.  We also adjust for socioeconomic status using two indices derived from the 
1996 Population Census based on parents’ education and occupation background and a 
further measure based on economic resources.  Data on socioeconomic indices are 
matched with the graduate’s home postcode.  In a similar manner we correct for the 
influence of rural and isolated status, using data from the 1996 Population Census and 
matched with the graduate’s home postcode.  
 
There were other omissions from the range of factors used to adjust indicators in the 1998 
edition that were potentially of greater significance.  First, there was no measure of the 
ability of students.  For example, a priori, it might be expected that more able students 
achieve better outcomes.  Therefore, the argument runs, not controlling for ability implies 
that the ‘adjusted’ outcomes indicators reflect not only institutional performance but also 
the ability of students within each institution.  The reason for this omission in the 1998 
edition is that the data for the most commonly accepted measure of the ability of higher 



education students, the Tertiary Entrance Ranking (TER), was not sufficiently reliable for 
inclusion.   
 
From 1999, TER data are more reliable than they have been in the past.  We use the 
average TER scores of commencing students who have a TER score, derived from 
Departmental administrative records, as a proxy variable for ability of the graduate 
cohort.  (We would prefer to use individual level TER data, but unfortunately we are not 
able to link these data to the Graduate Destination Survey datafile as yet.)  As a result of 
the regression methodology we adopt, we are compelled to measure average TER by 
institution by field of study to avoid the problem of collinearity with the set of 
institutional dummies included in the regression.  This has some intuitive appeal given 
that the ability level of students is likely to be similar within a course and may differ 
across courses within an institution.   
 
A second notable omission in the 1998 edition was that indicators of graduate 
destinations such as employment, further study and starting salaries were not adjusted for 
variations in labour market conditions.  For example, institutions situated in more 
buoyant regional labour markets might be expected to record higher employment and 
salaries and lower further study, all other things being equal, and vice versa.  Therefore, 
not controlling for labour market conditions implies that ‘adjusted’ outcomes indicators 
might reflect not only institutional performance but also labour market conditions.  This 
omission was justified in the 1998 edition on the basis that it is difficult to judge how best 
to control for variations in labour market conditions.  For example, should this be done at 
the level of institution or student ?  A further consideration is the definition of the 
relevant labour market.  Are graduates seeking employment in regional, state, national or 
international labour markets ?  This influences the choice of the appropriate 
employment/unemployment rate in adjusting destinations indicators. 
 
While acknowledging there are different arguments about the most appropriate definition 
of labour market conditions facing graduates, we have chosen to use the unemployment 
rate in the graduate’s home area as most likely to indicate the graduate’s ease or difficulty 
in obtaining employment. We use unemployment rates by postcode as a measure of local 
labour market conditions in each of the graduate destinations equations (employment, 
further study and salaries).  Unemployment rates by postcode are derived from the 
DEWRSB Small Area Labour Market Statistics and using an SLA-postcode concordance 
based on the 1996 Population Census.  We measure the unemployment rate by postcode 
in the June quarter, corresponding to the survey year, that is the June quarter 2000 for the 
2000 GDS survey year.  Unemployment rates by postcode are then matched with the 
graduate’s home postcode as indicated in the GDS survey.   
  
Recent research points to other factors that may need to be considered in adjusting 
institutional performance indicators.  Richardson et al. (1999) examined the influence of 
the size of the institution and response rates on graduate satisfaction as measured by 
Course Experience Questionnaire (CEQ) scores.  They concluded that size did matter and 
that larger institutions, other things being equal, reported lower graduate satisfaction.  For 
example, their analysis suggested increasing institution size from 200 graduates to 4,000 



graduates led to a 12 percentage point decrease in the percentage agreement score 
(responses 4 and 5) for the overall satisfaction item, good teaching and generic skills 
scales.  On the other hand, larger institutions were more likely to report a higher number 
of mid-point responses (response 3 on the Likert scale).  Richardson et al. also examined 
the pattern of responses within a particular institution and concluded that earlier 
responses were associated with higher graduate satisfaction.  They concluded therefore, 
that a higher response rate was likely to be associated with lower graduate satisfaction.  
However, we note that the effect of response rate on satisfaction was relatively small. 
 
Long and Hillman (2000) confirmed these findings so far as the influence of size on CEQ 
scores was concerned.  They suggested that for every 1,000 additional graduates, the 
percentage agreement on the Good Teaching scale increased by 2.3 percentage points and by 
1.9 percentage points for the Overall Satisfaction item.  However, they suggested that the 
finding that size does have an influence on CEQ scores is open to interpretation. On the one 
hand, the size of the university may have a real effect on the quality of teaching reflecting the 
university’s priorities, specialisation, strategies or resources.  On the other hand, the 
relationship between size of institution and graduate satisfaction may reflect graduates’ 
engagement and attachment to the university, independent of actual course delivery.  They 
suggested that the effect of university size is greater on Good Teaching than Overall 
Satisfaction, providing evidence against the latter interpretation. Taking a sector wide 
approach, Long and Hillman concluded there appears to be no effect of response rates on CEQ 
scores.  This result contrasts with the earlier findings of Richardson et al. noted above. 
 
Size of institution was measured by the number of graduates within a particular 
institution and broad field of study.  Therefore for each graduate we measure the number 
of graduates attending the same institution and enrolled in the same field of study.  This 
is slightly different from the approach taken by Richardson et al (1999) and Long and 
Hillman (2000) where size is measured by the number of graduates at the institution level 
only.  We were compelled to adopt a different definition of size since if we had entered 
the size of institution in our regression relationship, this variable would have been 
collinear with the set of institutional dummies included in the regression.  Therefore, the 
size variable adopted here contains more variation.  Intuitively, our approach, that is size 
measured by institution by field of study, has some appeal.  Rather than the size of the 
institution per se, rather it is likely that the number of students attending a similar course 
that is the critical determining factor so far as the influence of size is concerned. 
 
Revised methodology for adjusting institutional performance indicators 
 
In developing the latest set of outcomes indicators for the forthcoming 2001 edition it is 
worthwhile restating desirable criteria for performance indicators outlined in the 1998 
edition: 
 
• Relevance – related to the purposes and objectives of the institution; 
• Reliability – based on consistent data; 
• Auditability – data are able to be scrutinised; 
• Transparency – data are to have clear meaning; and  



• Timeliness – data to support the indicators are currently available. 
 
The methodology used in the 1998 edition to adjust performance indicators has been 
subject to criticism on the grounds of auditability.  The methods used to construct a set of 
national benchmarks and, in the case of the employment and satisfaction indicators, to 
adjust survey data to reflect the graduate population, were computationally quite difficult.  
The methodology to adjust performance indicators has been revised in the 2001 edition, 
acknowledging this point.    
 
A major difficulty in adjusting performance indicators is in presenting data in a 
meaningful way.  In developing Which Course, Which University ?, the Centre for the 
Study of Higher Education, University of Melbourne tested alternative methods of 
presenting performance indicators among a group of students, including absolute 
numbers and percentages, and found the latter to be the favoured approach.  The 
Department has generally presented simple percentages that are easily understood in 
keeping with this finding. The presentation of outcomes indicators in both the 1998 
edition and in the forthcoming 2001 edition using the revised methodology follows this 
approach.   
 
Smith et al. (2000) present adjusted graduate destinations indicators for institutions using 
the UK First Destination Survey data for full-time undergraduate leavers from pre-1992 
universities.  The study used regression techniques as a means of controlling for a range 
of student background characteristics.  A set of institutional dummy variables was then 
used to derive the independent influence of each institution on graduate destinations such 
as employment, unemployment, further study and employment in ‘relevant’ occupations.  
In this manner, adjusted performance indicators for institutions were derived. 
 
The Higher Education Funding Council for England (2001) has recently published 
indicators of employment for 1999-2000 from the UK First Destination Survey.  A multi-
level modelling regression approach was used to derive a set of institutional level 
performance factors. The crude average for each institution was then compared with a 
figure for each institution based on national benchmarks, in similar fashion to the 
presentation of institutional indicators in the DETYA 1998 edition. 
 
The forthcoming 2001 edition also uses a regression approach.  A guiding principle has 
been that the use of regression techniques is likely to be more readily understood than the 
earlier approach using national benchmarks.  Where the forthcoming 2001 edition differs 
from the approaches taken by Smith et al. and the Higher Education Funding Council for 
England, is in the manner of presenting institutional indicators.  As stated earlier, it is 
desirable that data are presented in a manner that is readily meaningful.  The measures 
published by Higher Education Funding Council for England do not readily facilitate 
comparisons of performance across institutions which means the indicators are not 
particularly useful for benchmarking purposes.   Measures of institutional performance 
presented by Smith el al are also difficult to interpret.  They adopt the standard regression 
technique of omitting one institutional dummy variable (to avoid collinearity with the 
constant term) and this particular institution is used as a frame of reference.  The choice 



of institution to be omitted and used as a benchmark is essentially arbitrary.  In addition, 
this method presents only marginal effects, since performance is only measured in 
reference to the benchmark. This approach does not provide indicators that have a readily 
understood metric.   
 
The basic approach taken in the 2001 edition is to use regression techniques to control for 
a range of student background characteristics and then estimate the independent influence 
of institution on performance.1  We omit the constant term in the regression and include 
an institutional dummy variable to measure institutional performance for each institution, 
thus overcoming the presentational issues raised by the approach taken by Smith et al.  
We estimate the regression relationships at the individual student level where each 
student represents one observation.  In estimating regression relationships for 
employment, further study and overall satisfaction we observe whether the individual 
student is employed, enters further study or is satisfied (responds 3, 4 or 5 to the overall 
satisfaction item in the CEQ survey)2.  In the case of satisfaction with teaching and 
generic skills we observe for each student, the proportion of responses 3, 4 or 5 to all 
items constituting these scales.  For graduate starting salaries we simply observe for each 
student the nominal starting salary.   
 
More formally : 
 
Let iY  be the observed value of the outcome indicator Y  for the thi  student 
 
We estimate a regression relationship of the following form where each individual 
student represents an observation: 
 

iiijjiii BXDDDY εααα ++++= '
2211 ......  

 
where ijD  is a dummy variable taking the value of 1 for institution j  and 0 for remaining 
institutions   

                                                
1 We compared our results using the regression methodology with results using the national benchmark 
methodology from the 1998 edition.  Where similar adjustment factors are included, we obtain broadly 
similar results for institutions for the employment indicator.  The inclusion of additional variables, for 
example, size, ability and labour market conditions does appear to influence measures of institutional 
performance for the employment indicator. The influence of additional variables on the salaries indicator is 
not as marked.  For the satisfaction indicators, the choice of adjustment methodology does not produce 
definitive results.  Note from Appendix 1 that the explanatory variables explain much less of the variation 
in the satisfaction indicators than is the case with the destinations indicators.  Therefore, adjusted 
performance indicators are much closer to the crude indicators in the case of satisfaction. Therefore, crude 
indicators of satisfaction are likely to be relatively better guides to performance than is the case with the 
destinations indicators.     
2 Smith et al. (2000) estimate employment, unemployment, further study and employment in ‘relevant’ 
occupations using logistic regressions.  Box (1970) proposes that where the dependent variable lies within 
the range of 0.1 to 0.9, as is the case for employment, further study and graduate satisfaction, then Ordinary 
Least Squares estimates will give broadly similar results to those generated by logit or probit estimation 
techniques.  For this reason, we use the more commonly used Ordinary Least Squares techniques in 
estimating the regression relationships. 



 
and 
 

iX  is a vector of student background characteristics3  
 
Our estimate of the adjusted institutional performance indicator is calculated as follows: 
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where  
∧

jα   is the estimated value of the dummy variable for institution j  
 

and 
∧

BX i

__
'  is the contribution of the control characteristic i, based on the national mean 

value of control characteristic i multiplied by the estimated coefficient for student 
background (control) characteristic i  .4 
 
To improve the stability of estimates of the contribution of control characteristics such as 
age, gender, field of study and so on, we estimate the regression relationships over 
several years.  We concatenate the data from the 1998, 1999 and 2000 surveys and 
estimate a single regression relationship for the three year period.  We include separate 
institutional dummy variables for each year to assess the performance of each institution 
in each year.  Therefore we estimate the influence of control characteristics such as age, 

gender, field of study and so on, 
∧

B , over the three years.  Our estimate of the adjusted 
institutional performance for a particular year is calculated as follows,  
 

∧

jα   is the estimated value of the dummy variable for institution j  in the year in question 
 

and 
∧

BX i

__
'  is the contribution of the control characteristic i, based on the national mean 

value of control characteristics, 
__

'
iX , in the year in question multiplied by the estimated 

coefficient of the control characteristic, 
∧

B  , estimated over the entire period.   
 
Variability and presentation of adjusted institutional performance indicators 
 

                                                
3  See Appendix 1 for an explanation of student characteristics and factors included in the regression 
relationships.   

4 This contrasts with the Smith et al. approach that presents the 
∧

jα   ‘s as the performance indicators 
relative to the omitted institution. 



A major attraction of using the regression approach is that we are able to generate 

standard errors for the estimates of the institutional dummy variables 
∧

jα .  Therefore, we 
are able to demonstrate the variability associated with estimates of institutional 
performance indicators. We conduct a series of pairwise comparisons of the adjusted 
performance indicator for each institution with every other institution.  
 
That is,  
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− 21 αα .  Therefore we can use the 

covariance of our estimates of the institutional dummy variables for institution 1 and 
institution 2 in the above example to derive an associated t statistic for the comparison of 
the adjusted performance indicators for institution 1 and institution 2.   
 
Table 1 shows the t statistics for the pairwise comparisons of a representative institution 
P with all other institutions. We can then determine whether the adjusted performance 
indicator for institution P is significantly different from that for remaining institutions.  
Institutions are ranked in Table 1 by the value of the adjusted employment indicator.  The 
purpose of doing this is that we can derive a quasi ‘confidence interval’.  For example, 
Table 1 shows that the adjusted employment indicator for institutions G through to C1 are 
not significantly different to the adjusted employment indicator for institution P at the 5 
per cent level of significance (t = 1.96).  On the other hand, the adjusted employment 
indicator for institutions A through to F above the ‘confidence interval’ and institutions 
D1 through to K1 below the ‘confidence interval’ are significantly different from the 
adjusted employment indicator for institution P.  We follow a similar procedure for all 
other institutions, deriving a vector of t statistics for each institution showing pairwise 
comparisons with all other institutions.   
 
Note that the adjusted employment indicator for institution E1, lying below the 
‘confidence interval’, is actually not significantly different from the corresponding 
estimate for institution P as shown in Table 1.  For this reason, we refer to the quasi 
‘confidence interval’.  Though, institutions are ranked by the adjusted employment 
indicator, the t statistics in Table 1 are not monotonically decreasing because of variation 
in the size of institutions.  We use an arbitrary rule that the boundaries of the quasi 
‘confidence interval’ lie where there are no longer two consecutive values of the t statistic 
less than 1.96.  On occasion, some adjusted employment indicators within the 
‘confidence interval’ may be significantly different from the employment indicator for 
the particular institution under consideration and vice versa.   
 
We present the adjusted value of the employment performance indicator for each 
institution in Figure 1 below, with institutions ranked along the x axis.  The adjusted 
value of the employment performance indicator is shown as the ‘midpoint’ in the 
‘confidence interval’.  As noted above, the ‘confidence interval’ is defined according to 
the t statistics of the pairwise comparisons of adjusted institutional performance 
indicators.  The presentation and interpretation of the ‘confidence interval’ in Figure 1 is 



Table 1 :  t statistics of pairwise comparisons of the adjusted employment indicator 
between institution P and all other institutions, 2000 
 
  % in full-time    
Institution employment t statistic 
  Adjusted   
A 92 3.72 
B 92 3.49 
C 92 3.80 
D  92 2.48 
E  92 2.35 
F  92 3.24 
G  91 1.63 
H  89 1.33 
I 89 0.99 
J  91 0.31 
K  86 0.60 
L  86 0.45 
M  86 0.46 
N  86 0.32 
O 89 0.24 
P 86 0 
Q  86 -0.03 
R  86 -0.24 
S  86 -0.31 
T  84 -0.58 
U  91 -0.24 
V  86 -0.45 
W 84 -1.11 
X  86 -0.68 
Y 91 -0.38 
Z  84 -1.30 
A1  84 -1.32 
B1 84 -1.40 
C1 84 -1.38 
D1 83 -2.15 
E1 84 -1.47 
F1 81 -2.66 
G1 81 -2.51 
H1 78 -3.46 
I1 76 -5.66 
J1 75 -5.12 
K1 71 -3.45 



Figure 1 :  Graduates in Full-time Employment by Institution, % Adjusted, 2000 
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as follows.  Where adjusted performance indicators (shown by the ‘midpoint’ in the 
remaining ‘confidence intervals’) fall beyond the range of the top or the tail of the 
‘confidence interval’ of the particular institution under examination, then we can say that 
the performance of those institutions is significantly different from the performance of 
the institution under examination.  That is, the performance of all institutions lying 
outside of the ‘confidence interval’ is considered significantly different from the 
performance of the institution under examination.   

 
In addition, we show benchmarks of ‘good’ practice by highlighting the ‘confidence 
interval’ for the institution with the fourth highest adjusted performance score.  We avoid 
using the top ranked institution as the benchmark to avoid the problem of outliers where 
there might be special characteristics of the students or courses that prevent or confound 
comparisons.  For example, it is quite frequently the case that smaller specialist 
institutions rank very highly compared with other institutions, particularly on CEQ 
satisfaction indicators.  Given their special nature, it would appear misleading to use 
these institutions, for example, in the case of satisfaction indicators, as benchmarks of 
teaching practice. Where the adjusted performance score (shown by the ‘midpoints’ 
within the other ‘confidence intervals’) falls below the tail of the ‘confidence interval’ for 
the fourth highest adjusted performance score, then we conclude that institutional 
performance falls below ‘good’ practice.   
 
Once we account for the variability associated with estimates of adjusted performance 
indicators, it appears there are many middle ranking institutions achieving broadly similar 
employment opportunities for their graduates.  Nevertheless, benchmarks of ‘good’ 
practice suggest there are areas where graduate destinations appear to fall below ‘good’ 
practice levels, warranting closer examination as to reasons why this might be occurring. 
 
Using the concatenated data set combining data over the three survey years means that a 
similar procedure can be followed to compare the adjusted performance indicator for one 
institution from one year to the next.  That is, we can assess whether performance within 
institutions changes over time.   We calculate the standard error of the change in 
institutional performance for the employment indicator for the periods 1998 to 1999, 
1999 to 2000 and 1998 to 2000.5  The adjusted institutional employment indicators are 

                                                
5  We show the variability in the change in institutional performance over time rather than the variability in 
the change in the adjusted institutional employment indicator.  Remember that our estimate of the adjusted 

employment indicator is 
∧∧∧

∑+= BXY ijj
'

α  for institution j.  When we compare performance across 
institutions at a point in time the latter term cancels out.  However, when we compare performance for the 

same institution across time this is not the case since 
__

'
iX , the national mean value of the control 

characteristic varies from year to year.  However, we are primarily interested in changes in institutional 
performance. Hence, we show the standard error of the estimate of the difference in institutional 
performance, as measured by the institutional dummy variables, that is the standard error of the estimate of 

∧

jα  for 2000 less the estimate of 
∧

jα for 1999, for the example given in Table 2. 
 



shown for 1999 and 2000 and the standard errors of the change in performance between 
1999 and 2000 are shown in Table 2 by way of example. 
 
Where there is an asterisk shown alongside the standard error, this indicates that the 
change in performance over time for that particular institution is statistically significant.  
Highlighting the variability associated with changes in estimates of graduate employment 
over time demonstrates that for the majority of institutions there is no significant change 
in performance from year to year.  That said, however, there do appear to be a minority of 
cases where there are significant changes in graduate employment at the institution level 
from year to year. 



 
 
Table 2 : Graduates in full-time employment, % adjusted, 1999 and 2000 and 
standard error of change in institutional performance 
 1999 2000 1999-2000   
Institution % In full-time % In full-time      
  employment employment Standard   
 Adjusted Adjusted error   
A 78.9 81.2 1.5   
B 79.8 81.6 1.6   
C 81.8 82.0 1.6   
D 75.1 84.1 1.7*   
E 71.9 79.9 1.7*   
F 83.1 87.6 1.7*   
G 78.0 83.0 1.7*   
H 68.0 71.4 1.8   
I 81.6 87.6 2.0   
J 78.7 79.6 2.0   
K 82.4 79.5 2.0   
L 81.0 84.3 2.2   
M 70.3 74.1 2.3   
N 79.1 90.6 2.3*   
O 71.2 77.0 2.3*   
P 84.8 83.3 2.4   
Q 69.0 91.9 2.5*   
R 69.9 68.9 2.6   
S 79.5 86.1 2.7*   
T 75.7 81.6 2.7   
U  77.1 82.3 2.8   
V 75.9 74.9 2.9   
W 91.0 90.9 2.9   
X 80.1 78.6 3.2   
Y 73.0 77.7 3.3   
Z 78.6 80.8 3.4   
A1 79.2 89.2 3.5*   
B1 79.4 85.4 3.6   
C1 73.1 77.9 3.7   
D1 76.9 79.9 4.2   
E1 78.5 81.9 4.2   
F1 70.0 93.2 4.8   
G1 68.0 86.6 6.4   
H1 82.6 83.9 6.7   
I1 86.8 81.3 7.2   
J1 64.7 63.5 8.6   
      
* Change in adjusted indicator is significant at the 5 per cent level of significance 
 



Conclusion 
 
There is likely to be continuing debate about what constitutes fair measures of 
institutional performance.  A perennial issue is that institutional comparisons are 
confounded by the different student mix and characteristics of institutions.  In preparing 
adjusted estimates of institutional performance we have endeavoured to allow for the 
impact of those student characteristics that have a directly measurable influence on 
institutional performance.   In this edition of performance indicators we have attempted to 
address concerns that factors such as size of institution, the ability of students and 
regional labour market conditions impact on measures of institutional performance.  It 
must be acknowledged that the control variables are limited by the availability of data.  
 
Another reason for exercising caution in interpreting performance indicators is the 
inherent variability of the data under examination.  A major innovation in this edition of 
performance indicators is that we have demonstrated the variability attached to 
institutional performance indicators.  Practitioners are often too ready to attach undue 
significance to relatively minor differences in performance across institutions or fields of 
study.  We emphasise the need for caution in interpreting differences in institutional 
performance.  By showing the variability associated with measures of institutional 
performance we can highlight those areas where differences may or may not be truly 
significant (in a statistical sense).   
 
In the final analysis, the users of data will decide the educational significance of 
differences in institutional performance. It needs to be emphasised that performance 
indicators need to be evaluated in the broader context of the range of mechanisms and 
tools that will be used to assure the quality of the higher education experience.  
Nevertheless, identifying benchmarks of ‘good’ practice using institutional performance 
indicators, it would appear many institutions are enabling graduates to engage in 
employment or further study opportunities and that they offer a high quality teaching and 
learning experience.  That said, there do appear to be areas where closer inspection of 
graduate outcomes might be helpful in generating improvement in the quality of higher 
education offerings. 
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Appendix 1 : Factors used in calculating ‘adjusted’ performance indicators 
 
In this appendix we indicate the range of student background characteristics and other 
factors used in deriving adjusted performance indicators.  Note that the precise range of 
characteristics and definitions used are not the same for each performance indicator.  The 
basic approach followed was to conduct a bivariate regression between the dependent 
variable and each of the student characteristics listed below.  Where the characteristic 
appeared to account for some of the variance in the dependent variable, say 0.05 per cent 
or more, then that characteristic was included in the regression relationship in estimating 
the adjusted performance indicator.  Otherwise, the characteristic was not included in the 
regression.  Note that field of study and the institutional dummies generally explain much 
more of the variation than do the remaining variables, approximately between 5 per cent 
and 10 per cent each.



Table A1 : Bivariate regressions on Graduate Destinations Outcomes, Adjusted R2  
% 
 
 
 Employment Further study Salary 
    
Gender 0.00 0.04 3.32 
    
Age 0.42 3.47 1.89 
    
Residency na na na 
    
Indigenous status 0 0 0 
    
NESB status 0.38 0.11 0.14 
    
Disability status 0.02 0.02 0.00 
    
Socioeconomic status 
Education/Occupation 

0.74 0.75 1.05 

    
Socioeconomic status 
Economic resources 

0.27 0.01 0.21 

    
Locality 
(rural/isolated) 

0.15 0.20 0.37 

    
Level of course 0.02 0.43 2.58 
    
Field of study 5.41 7.59 12.62 
    
Size by institution by 
field of study  

0.13 0.27 0.78 

    
TER by institution by 
field of study 

1.55 1.28 4.47 

    
Unemployment rate 0.67 0.06 0.39 
    
Institution 2.43 5.75 4.92 
 
 



Table A2 : Bivariate regressions on 1999 CEQ Scores, Adjusted R2 % 
 
 
 Good teaching Generic skills Overall satisfaction 
    
Gender 0.04 0.04 0.01 
    
Age 0.41 0.29 0.03 
    
Residency 0.30 0.19 0.10 
    
Indigenous status 0 0 0 
    
NESB status 0.02 0.02 0.01 
    
Disability status 0 0.05 0.02 
    
Socioeconomic status 
Education/occupation 

0.07 0.23 0.01 

    
Socioeconomic status 
Education/occupation  

0.09 0.02 0.00 

    
Locality 
(rural/isolated) 

0.11 0.01 0 

    
Level of course 0.20 0.08 0.06 
    
Type of enrolment 0.02 0.41 0.04 
    
Field of study 1.62 0.29 0.48 
    
Size by institution by 
field of study 

0.01 0.01 0.05 

    
TER by institution by 
field of study 

0.40 0.01 0 

    
Institution 1.23 0.78 0.48 
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