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2015 Executive Summary: Diversity Tables and Graphs 

 

For the past two decades, Loyola’s results from the annual National Study of Student Engagement (NSSE 

2014) and results from the annual UCLA Freshmen Survey have shown that one of the greatest strengths 

of Loyola’s is its commitment to diversity.  In benchmark comparisons with Loyola’s peer group, Jesuit 

institutions, and Carnegie classification, Loyola exceeded all benchmark comparisons. Specific areas 

included inclusion of diverse perspectives in coursework, discussions, and assignments; better 

understanding of someone else’s point of view; discussions with people from a different economic 

background; discussions of people from a different ethnic/race background; and discussions  with others 

holding different religious beliefs. 

This report is an update to last year’s Loyola 2014 Annual Report on Diversity. Like last year, the 

diversity tables and graphs attached in this report are used to describe Loyola’s diverse population in 

terms of faculty, staff, and students.  The tables and graphs show the historical trends for the past six 

years, the most current year, and Loyola’s most recently available peer group comparison.  Since 

Loyola’s peer group is comprised of similarly structured private urban institutions, we should expect 

Loyola to compare nearly the same in terms of diversity composition. However, in terms of faculty and 

staff composition, it is important to note that current diversity is most affected by prior new hires.  

Following the response to difficulties experienced in 2000, Loyola experienced an extremely low number 

of new hires, particularly for faculty, compared with Loyola’s peer group.  Thus showing lower than peer 

comparisons may not be as important as reviewing the more recent trend that reflects a considerable 

number of new hires. 

Overall Campus Diversity 

At first it may seem odd to aggregate faculty (full and part-time), staff (full and part-time), and students 

(undergraduate and graduate/professionals) merged as one unit. However, by doing so we are able to get a 

broad look at the diversity composition of the entire campus environment.  It is a look at the campus 

environment from the perspective of both insiders and outsiders.  

Despite small differences in composition, Table 1 shows that Loyola’s percentage of ethnic/minority 

population has increased steadily over the past six years from 25.6% to 31.8%. In addition, Loyola 

exceeded the peer percentage of 30.2%.  If we look at Tables 3-5, we also see that the staff and student 

numbers are the greater contributors to the overall diversity of the campus environment.  This is typically 

the case for most institutions of higher education.  Nonetheless, both staff and students at Loyola 

exceeded minority peer comparisons. The faculty, despite prior years of few new hires, showed a steady 

increase in minority diversity from 12.9% in 2008 to 15.4% in 2013, but declined to 14.6% in 2014—

nearly 4% below the peer comparison of 18.2%.   
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It was somewhat surprising to find that the peer comparison of 18.2% included an Asian percentage of 

7.6% compared with Loyola’s Asian percentage of 5.5%.  Since the percentage of Asian faculty constitute 

Loyola’s largest minority faculty group, and the group with the greatest percentage increase over time, 

then the total minority faculty percentages tend to obfuscate the progress of other minority groups—

particularly for African Americans and Hispanics.  The same can be said to be true of Loyola’s peer 

group. 

Faculty Diversity 

One thing that shows up in nearly all the faculty tables 6-12 is the lower percentage of Asian faculty in 

comparison with Loyola’s peer group.  This gap tends to account for nearly all the total minority 

difference.  If we excluded Asian faculty, Loyola’s total minority percentage would be about the same as 

the peer comparison.  However, Table 10 shows that Loyola’s minority faculty at the assistant professor 

rank (20.7%) declined from 26.9% in 2013 and is less than the peer comparison of 23.7% in 2014.  

Moreover, the Asian faculty percentage of 12.4% exceeds the peer comparison of 11.3% and the African 

American percentage of 6.7% in 2013 declined to 5.0% in 2014, marginally higher than the peer 

comparison of 4.8%.  The percentage of Hispanics also was below peer comparison and decreased from 

4.5% in 2013 to a low of 3.3% in 2014.  

Since assistant professors largely represent new hires, we should expect the differences found among 

other ranks to diminish over time.  This may well be what we see in Table 9 that shows the percentage of 

minority associate professors increased from 14.9% in 2013 to 17.5% in 2014.  Loyola’s percentage of 

minorities, particularly for African Americans, at the Professor rank shows very slow growth.  Table 8 

shows for all years, only about 1% of full professors are African American, compared with 2.6% for 

Loyola’s peer group.  In any case, since changes in Assistant and Associate professors are also a 

reflection of promotion, the composition of new hires will be the best indicators of Loyola’s future 

diversity. 

Faculty Women Diversity 

In 2014, the percentage of women was higher in comparison with Loyola’s peer group at both the 

associate and professor level. Loyola’s percentage of women associate professors increased from 44.6% 

in 2013 to 48.1% in 2014—a marked increase in only one year. For assistant professors, the percentage of 

women (48.9%) in 2014 was nearly the same as the peer percentage (50.9) for Loyola’s peer group.  

However, both Loyola part-time (shown in Table 7) and NTT full-time contract percentages of women 

faculty (shown in Table 15) exceeded the percentage of men (53.3% and 58.7% respectively).  Although 

the percentage of women faculty at the professor and associate professor rank  (31.2% and 48.1% 

respectively), was lower than that for men, both showed increases in the percentage of women over time 

and near equal or surpassing peer comparisons. 

Among faculty ranks, the trend for increasing the percentage of women faculty was greatest at the rank of 

Professor (see Table 14).  From 2008 to 2014, the percentage of women Professors increased from 24.9% 

to 31.2%.  Although there seems to be uneven change in the percentage of women Associate Professors 

over time, both the Associate and Professor ranks reflect positive changes. It is important to note that an 

Assistant or Associate Professor promoted one year will be counted as an Associate or Professor the next.  
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Thus, progress towards greater diversity begins with initial hires, but in the long run is best measured by 

results in the ranks of Associate and Professor level.  

Loyola Staff 

Loyola’s staff is highly diverse.  The percentage of women staff in 2014 was 62.5% compared to 53.1% 

for Loyola’s peer group.  Nearly one-third of Loyola’s staff is a member of a minority group. Table 16 

shows that the percentage of minority full-time staff increased from 25.4% in 2008 to 29.8% in 2014.  In 

addition, every minority group exceeded peer comparisons.  In 2014, the percentage of full-time staff 

minorities was 29.8% compared to the peer comparison benchmark of 27.2%. 

The broad category of ‘staff’ does not speak to the diversity among the various categories of staff 

positions.  Last year’s report suggested that the report for this year should include an examination of the 

diversity within different classifications of staff such as administrative, information technology, business 

operations, maintenance, office support, etc. Figure 1: Staff by IPEDS Classification shows 2014 staff 

diversity for Loyola in comparison with Loyola’s peer group. 
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In figure 1 we see that staff diversity varies across IPEDS classified positions.  However, there is an equal 

or greater percentage of women than men in every classification with the exception of the category 

Natural Resources, Construction, and Maintenance.  This is also true for Loyola’s peer group, with the 

exception that the percentage of women for the peer group is much lower in Computer, Engineering, and 

Science.  For minorities, the percentage of Asians (16.3%) classified Computer, Engineering, and Science 

was greater than the peer comparison group percentage (10.9%).  Loyola’s Librarians and Library 

Technicians tended to be diverse across all minority groups and exceeded Loyola’s peer comparison 

benchmarks. Loyola’s African American staff was highly represented in Library, Service, and Office 

Support, but showed low representation in Computer, Engineering, and Science; Business and Financial 

Operations; and Community Service.  However, the percentage of African Americans in Management 

Operations (11.6%) exceeded the peer benchmark comparison (9.1%). 

Overall, Loyola had a representative and diverse staff in 2014.  This was best exemplified in the 

Management Operations and Library positions—higher than peer comparative benchmarks across 

minority groups. However, the percentage of African American and Hispanic staff tended to be greater in 

lower skilled positions--a higher percentage when compared to Loyola’s peer comparison benchmarks.   

New Students 

In 2014 the percentage of new minority freshmen and transfers was 37.4% and 41.2% respectively.  

These percentage of new freshmen minorities was markedly higher than the peer comparison of 33.9% 

and the new transfer minority percentage was slightly lower than the peer comparisons of 43.4%.  For 

each minority group of the new transfers the peer comparisons were also nearly the same (see Tables 18 

and 19). However, the minority percentage for each minority group of new freshmen was much different 

from the peer comparisons, in particular, lower for African American and Hispanics.  Although Loyola’s 

fastest growing minority group is “multi-racial”, the percentage of African Americans and Hispanics is 

essentially unaffected. For Loyola, multi-racial is generally a combination involving white and Asian.  

Since multi-racial involves few African Americans, this means that percentage of new African American 

freshmen in 2014 of 3.2% could be interpreted as far below the peer comparison of 6.4%.  The trend for 

new African American freshmen has shown little change.  Thus, the largest contributor to new 

undergraduate diversity is primarily from new transfers. 

Student Enrollment 

From 2008 to 2014, the percentage of undergraduate minorities increased from 29.6% to 36.1%, more 

than a third of undergraduate enrollment, and exceeded the peer comparison of 33.8% (see Table 21). 

Again we find that the percentage of African Americans to be low at 4.0 % --nearly half the peer 

comparison of 7.3%.  The trend for African American undergraduate students showed some progress in 

2014 and marks the first increase in six years.  All other minority groups exceeded their respective peer 

comparisons. 

At the graduate/professional level the pattern of diversity is quite different from that of the undergraduate 

level (see Table 22).  The percentage of minorities has increased from 2008 to 2014; from 22.1% to 

28.8%--near the 30.4% peer comparison.  Unlike the undergraduate level, the percentage of African 

Americans in 2014 of 10.8% exceeds the peer comparison of 8.3%. Also, the trend for African Americans 

has been to increase slightly each year since 2008. 
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Tables 23-25 show that breaking down the graduate/professional level by masters, doctoral, and 

professional (law & medicine) the pattern of diversity does not really change.  However, we can see that 

the percentage of minorities at the master’s level is greatest with 29.2% in 2014, followed by 30.5% for 

doctoral minority students, and then by 27.1% for professional minority students. 

Degrees Awarded 

An important outcome measure for diversity is degrees awarded.  In 2014 31.1% of all undergraduate 

degrees were awarded to minorities.  This was near the peer comparison of 27.6% (see Table 26).  

Despite the nearness to the peer comparison, the 3.3% for African Americans was lower than the peer 

comparison of 5.7% and showed little change from 2013. The 11.7% for Hispanics increased from 2013 

and was higher than the peer comparison of 10.6%.  Thus, the composition of minorities in the degrees 

awarded does not reflect the composition of the minorities enrolled—diversity in the degrees awarded 

show a low percentage for African Americans and a much lower percentage than the peer comparison. 

At the graduate/professional level, degrees awarded to minorities increased from 17.6% in 2008 to 22.8% 

in 2014—nearly the same as the peer comparison of 21.8% (see Table 27).  Much like 

graduate/professional enrollment, the percentage for each minority group was near or exceeded peer 

comparisons, with an exception for Asians.  In Tables 28-30, we see that this pattern holds true at the 

master’s level, but not for the doctoral and professional level.  Patterns involving low numbers of degrees 

awarded tend to make interpretations difficult.  In 2011 the percentage of doctoral degrees awarded to 

minorities was 28.2%.  In contrast, in 2013 the percentage was 14.5%.  The actual difference in the 

number of degrees awarded to minorities was 21.  Since each graduating year combines various cohorts 

from different entry years, it would be more understandable to look at diversity in terms of cohort 

diversity.  This is planned for the next annual diversity report. 

Retention and Graduation Rates 

An important factor for diversifying undergraduate enrollment is the retention and graduation of new 

freshmen.  Table 32 shows that the one-year attrition rate for new freshmen was 16.3% in 2008 and 

14.3% in 2014.  For the most part, the one-year attrition rate had been declining from 2008 to 2012, and 

increasing for the past two years. For Hispanics the one-year attrition rate was 24.7% in 2008 and 17.0% 

in 2014.  In 2013, African Americans declined to 18.4%, the lowest attrition rate for many years. The 

18.7% for 2014 shows a continuance of needed attrition/retention efforts. For Asians, the one-year 

attrition rate was 10.6% in 2008 and 8.8% in 2014—the lowest attrition rate among both minorities 

(13.3%) and non-minorities (14.6%).  

Table 35 shows that from 2008 to 2014, the four-year graduation rate for new freshmen increased from 

55.5% to 68.6%. (the year reported is for the 2004-2010 entering cohorts). The Hispanic four-year 

graduation rate increased from 31.8% in 2008 to 56.6% in 2014.  The African American four-year 

graduation rate increased from 34.0% in 2008 to 42.6% in 2014.  Thus, we can say that for African 

Americans and Hispanics, nearly half or fewer graduate within four years.  For Asians and whites, about 

two-thirds graduate in four years. 

The six-year graduation rate is the official graduation rate collected by the National Center for Education 

Statistics/IPEDS. It’s the official graduation rate collected for each U.S. colleges and university.  Table 38 
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shows that the six-year graduation rate for new freshmen was 65.9% in 2008 and 73.3% in 2014. The six-

year peer comparison rate was 73.8%.  The six-year graduation rate for African Americans was the lowest 

at 60.4%, but slightly higher than the peer comparison of 59.7%. Table 40 shows that in 2014, Loyola’s 

six-year graduation rates for each minority group differs very little from the respective peer comparisons. 

 

 

 

TERMS AND DEFINITIONS 

Definition of Diversity 

The term "diversity" can be defined to encompass many differences based on culture, race, ethnicity, national 

origin, color, gender, sexual orientation, gender identity, age, political and religious affiliations, socioeconomic 

status, etc. For this report, however, diversity is simply defined in terms of women and minorities.  This 

limited definition was used for two reasons: First, the only systematic collection of diversity data available for 

students, staff, and faculty at Loyola was by race/ethnicity and gender status.  Secondly, since this was also 

true for our peer institutions, it allows us to benchmark diversity with our peers using National Center for 

Educational Statistics (NCES) data collected through the Integrated Post-Secondary Data System (IPEDS). 

All U.S. institutions are mandated to collect women and minority data using NCES/IPEDS formal definitions.  

The race/ethnicity categories are: 

Hispanic or Latino 

A person of Cuban, Mexican, Puerto Rican, South or Central American, or other Spanish culture or origin, 

regardless of race. 

American Indian or Alaska Native 

A person having origins in any of the original peoples of North and South America (including Central 

America) who maintains cultural identification through tribal affiliation or community attachment. 

Asian 

A person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East, Southeast Asia, or the Indian 

Subcontinent, including, for example, Cambodia, China, India, Japan, Korea, Malaysia, Pakistan, the 

Philippine Islands, Thailand, and Vietnam. 

Black or African American 

A person having origins in any of the black racial groups of Africa. 

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 

A person having origins in any of the original peoples of Hawaii, Guam, Samoa, or other Pacific Islands. 
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White 

A person having origins in any of the original peoples of Europe, the Middle East, or North Africa. 

Nonresident alien 

A person who is not a citizen or national of the United States and who is in this country on a visa or temporary 

basis and does not have the right to remain indefinitely. Note: Nonresident aliens are to be reported 

separately in the places provided, rather than in any of the racial/ethnic categories described above. 

Resident alien (and other eligible non-citizens) 

 

A person who is not a citizen or national of the United States but who has been admitted as a legal immigrant 

for the purpose of obtaining permanent resident alien status (and who holds either an alien registration card 

(Form I-551 or I-151), a Temporary Resident Card (Form I-688), or an Arrival-Departure Record (Form I-94) 

with a notation that conveys legal immigrant status such as Section 207 Refugee, Section 208 Asylee, 

Conditional Entrant Parolee or Cuban-Haitian). Note: Resident aliens are to be reported in the appropriate 

racial/ethnic categories along with United States citizens. 

Race/ethnicity unknown 

 

Definition of Minority 

Any person of a non-white race/ethnicity category who is a U.S. Citizen or permanent resident.  

International persons are NOT included in minority counts. 

 

Peer Group 

This report uses peer comparisons with Loyola’s official peer group.  Loyola’s Peer institutions are all 

private urban universities with similar structural characteristics.  Thus, peer comparisons are expected to 

be similar.  Comparisons with small privates, large publics, national averages, etc. should yield different 

results.  In many cases, Loyola exceeds national benchmarks while comparing similar to peer 

benchmarks. 

The next page lists the members of Loyola’s peer group. 

 

 

 

 

 



[viii] 
 

LOYOLA PEER INSTITUTIONS 

Institution Location Religious 
Affiliation 

Carnegie 
Classification 
 

American University  Washington, DC Protestant Doctoral Research Universities 

Catholic Univ. of America  Washington, DC Catholic Research Universities (High 
Research Activity) 

Creighton  Omaha, NE Catholic-Jesuit Master's Colleges and 
Universities (Larger Programs) 

DePaul  Chicago, IL Catholic Doctoral Research Universities 

Duquesne  Pittsburgh, PA Catholic Research Universities (High 
Research Activity) 

Fordham  Bronx, NY Catholic-Jesuit Research Universities (High 
Research Activity)  

Illinois Institute of Tech. Chicago, IL Non-Religious   Research Universities (High 
Research Activity) 

John Carroll  Cleveland, OH Catholic-Jesuit Master's Colleges and 
Universities (Larger Programs) 

Loyola Marymount  Los Angeles, CA Catholic-Jesuit Master's Colleges and 
Universities (Larger Programs) 

Marquette  Milwaukee, WI Catholic-Jesuit Doctoral Research Universities 

Saint Louis University Saint Louis, MO Catholic-Jesuit Research Universities (High 
Research Activity) 

Santa Clara University  Santa Clara, CA Catholic-Jesuit Master's Colleges and 
Universities (Larger Programs) 

St. John's University Jamaica, Queens, NY Catholic Doctoral Research Universities 

Tulane New Orleans, LA Non-Religious   Research Universities (Very High 
Research Activity) 

University of Denver  Denver, CO Non-Religious   Research Universities (High 
Research Activity) 

University of San Diego  San Diego, CA Catholic Doctoral Research Universities 

University of San Francisco  San Francisco, CA Catholic-Jesuit Doctoral Research Universities 

Villanova  Villanova, PA Catholic Master's Colleges and 
Universities (Larger Programs) 

Xavier  Cincinnati, OH Catholic-Jesuit Master's Colleges and 
Universities (Larger Programs) 
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REPORT METHODOLOGY 

 

Federal  Reporting Changes 

In 2011, NCES changed its reporting requirements.  All institutions are now required to collect and record 

multiple responses to race for each person.  Persons responding with more than one race are to be coded 

as “2 or more races”.  However, persons reporting “hispanic’ are classified as Hispanic regardless of race.  

In the same way, International persons are recorded as international regardless of race. 

Percent Minority  

The percent minority , and for each minority group, is calculated by dividing the minority total by the 

total of all U.S citizens and Permanent residents.  In addition, missing data are excluded from the total.  

The assumption is that non-respondents would be similarly distributed across categories if they had 

responded.  This may not be true in some cases, but the low numbers of missing responses would not  

profoundly affect the distribution in terms of percentages. 
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