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In 2013, the National Commission on Asian American and Pacific 

Islander Research in Education (CARE) and the White House Initia-

tive on Asian Americans and Pacific Islanders (WHIAAPI) – with 

generous support from ETS and Asian Americans and Pacific Islanders in Philanthropy 

(AAPIP) – began an Asian American and Pacific Islander (AAPI) data quality campaign. 

This collaboration is centered on three interrelated goals. First, the campaign aims to 

raise awareness about and bring attention to the ways in which data on AAPI students 

reported in the aggregate conceals significant disparities in educational experiences 

and outcomes between AAPI sub-groups. Second, we aim to provide models for how 

postsecondary institutions, systems, and states have recognized and responded to this 

problem by collecting and reporting disaggregated data. Finally, we want to work col-

laboratively with the education field to encourage broader reform in institutional prac-

tices related to the collection and reporting of disaggregated data of AAPI students.

PREFACE

This report responds to our first two goals by 

providing both the need and rationale for disag-

gregated data. More specifically, we discuss the 

extent to which AAPI students are a dynamic, 

heterogeneous, and evolving population and 

the implications for how measurement stan-

dards and techniques are factors in how their ed-

ucational needs, challenges, and distribution are 

represented and understood. Next, we provide 

examples about the ways in which institutions, 

systems, and states have collected and reported 

disaggregated data, and highlight how access to 

and use of these data increase and more influ-

ence higher education’s ability to be more re-

sponsive to the needs of AAPI sub-groups. 

This report was released in conjunction with 

the iCount symposium on June 6-7, 2013, which 

brought together leaders from K-12 and higher 

education, experts in demography, institutional 

research, and philanthropy for an open dialogue 

about ways to develop data systems that are 

responsive to the needs of AAPI students and 

families. Combined with the iCount convening 

and subsequent activities, this report offers a 

forward-looking perspective on the necessity 

and benefits of collecting and reporting on dis-

aggregated data.  It further suggests a pathway 

for implementing methods for collecting data 

that reflect the heterogeneity of the AAPI popu-

lation.  These institutional data practices are nec-

essary for a more responsive system that more 

effectively addresses the specified needs of AAPI 

student sub-groups.

v
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To say that we live in a data-driven so-

ciety is an understatement. At no other 

time has the use of data been such a fac-

tor in how decisions are made in organizational settings, including education, health 

care, and business. There has been a surge of activity to establish a culture of inquiry 

and decision-making processes driven by evidence, rather than intuition, anecdotes, 

and hunches.1  The wide spread use of data is furthered by technologies that are making 

data more accessible than ever.

TOWARD A DATA 
QUALITY MOVEMENT

The inquiry movement in higher education is 

driven by the belief that the use of data is criti-

cal for gauging more accurately who our students 

are, how they are performing, and how institu-

tions can adapt to be more effective and effi-

cient with their resources. Moreover, in a higher 

education system that has become increasingly 

concerned with accountability, the interpreta-

tion of data has become a key tool for informing 

the work of practitioners and policymakers alike. 

For example, in a survey that examined the use of 

data in higher-education decision-making, 88.1 

percent of administrators reported utilizing data 

and research when making decisions.  Among 

the kinds of decisions administrators made, 60.1 

percent reported using data for curriculum and 

program planning, 56 percent for long-term stra-

tegic panning, and 55.5 percent reported using 

data for making decisions around budgeting and 

resource allocation. 2  

Data for Whom? Data for What? 

Data play a critical role in exposing gaps in edu-

cational participation and representation.3  Data 

disaggregated for individual sub-groups – by 

race, ethnicity, gender, and other demographic 

distinctions – raises awareness about issues and 

challenges that disproportionately impact partic-

ular sub-groups within a population of students.4  

Identifying such dispari-

ties in attainment and 

achievement enables 

higher education practi-

tioners and policymakers 

to target resources where 

they are needed. Accord-

ingly, the use of disaggre-

gated data is an essential 

tool for advocacy and 

social justice, shedding 

light on ways to mitigate 

disparities in educational outcomes and improve 

support for the most marginalized and vulner-

able populations. 

With the increased influence of data in higher 

education decision making, there is also in-

creased attention on the importance of having 

quality data. Increasing the amount of data does 

not automatically improve the quality of assess-

ment; the kinds of data collected needs to be 

tailored to respond to specific needs. The Data 

Quality Campaign, a national advocacy organi-

zation that promotes the development and ef-

fective use of data in education, says, “We need 

a new paradigm in education where data is in 

context, reliable, timely, portable and flows in all 

directions.”5  At the core of understanding higher 

education performance and effectiveness is the 

The Data Quality 
Campaign has said 
pointedly, “If we’re not 
using data to determine 
where our children are 
going, what are we using? 
Data is power. We can’t 
afford not to use it.”
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need to work toward a more accurate rendering 

of our changing student demography. We need 

data that can inform efforts that effectively sup-

port an increasingly complex and heterogeneous 

student  population.

 

Why Representation in Data Matters
for AAPIs

In 2002, Shirley Hune said the Asian American 

and Pacific Islander (AAPI) population is in need 

of more nuanced demo-

graphic data to accu-

rately capture their edu-

cational experiences and 

outcomes.6  Secretary of 

Education, Arne Duncan, 

reinforced Hune’s point 

during his remarks at an 

event at the Center for 

American Progress on 

New Research and Policy 

on Asian Americans, Pacific Islanders and Native 

Hawaiians.7  Disaggregated data are needed to 

reflect the heterogeneity in the AAPI population 

when it comes to ethnicity, immigration histories, 

language backgrounds, as well as other distinc-

tions that exist between sub-groups. 

  

The lack of nuanced data for AAPIs is not a new 

problem. In fact, there have been calls to disag-

gregate data to reflect the diverse needs of the 

population for decades. Below are just a few of 

the most prominent calls for change.

n Asian Pacific American Demographic and 

Education Trends found that homogeneity of 

statistics on AAPIs conceals the complexities 

and differences in English-language proficiency 

and socio-economic backgrounds that affect 

the treatment of AAPIs in education policies 

and  programs.8

n An Invisible Crisis: The Educational Needs of 

Asian Pacific American Youth pointed to how 

AAPI students are often placed in the wrong bi-

lingual classroom and that their schools are fail-

ing the most vulnerable sub-groups.9 

n Diversity among Asian American High School 

Students concluded that there are a lack of stud-

ies that represent low achievement among Asian 

American students, which has prevented coun-

selors, teachers and policymakers from under-

standing the difficulties and problems of these 

students, and has, ultimately, “led to official ne-

glect of programs and services for Asian Ameri-

can students.”10  

n A Dream Denied: Educational Experiences of 

Southeast Asian American Youth documented 

how statistics routinely lump Southeast Asian 

students in with all Asian Americans and Pacific 

Islanders, masking the high levels of poverty and 

academic barriers in these communities.11

n Asian Americans in Washington State: Closing 

Their Hidden Achievement Gaps used disaggre-

gated data to reveal that the newest AAPI immi-

grants had some of the lowest state test scores 

indicating aggregated data, “is a disservice to 

meeting the academic needs of individual stu-

dents and of particular ethnic group members.”12

  

The common theme in this body of work is that 

continuing the use of data that treats AAPIs as 

an aggregate group is problematic. Doing so 

“Simply put, the 
aggregation of AAPI sub-
groups into a single data 
category is a significant 
civil rights issue for the 
AAPI community that has 
yet to be resolved.”
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conceals the unique challenges faced by AAPIs 

relative to the US education system. Simply put, 

the aggregation of AAPI sub-groups into a single 

data category is a civil rights issue for the AAPI 

community that has yet to be resolved.

Purpose of the Report

Building on the existing body of research on 

Asian Americans and Pacific Islanders in educa-

tion, this report makes a case for an AAPI data 

quality movement. We demonstrate how and 

why institutional, state, and federal datasets are 

a significant issue for the AAPI community, what 

changes are needed in how data are collected 

and reported, and the impact more refined data 

can have for the AAPI community and the institu-

tions that serve them. We focus intently on three 

overarching themes: 

1. We provide an empirically-driven rationale for 

how using aggregated data is problematic for the 

AAPI student population and why disaggregated 

data is a necessary tool for representing the het-

erogeneity that exists within the population. 

2. We provide a case study of an AAPI data disag-

gregation movement in one higher education 

system – the University of California – a student-

driven campaign called Count Me In.

 

3. We discuss the importance of disaggregated 

data for Pacific Islanders – a diverse and multifac-

eted population that is among the most disad-

vantaged sectors of the AAPI population. 

Through this discussion, we demonstrate that 

disaggregating data is a significant issue for the 

AAPI community. The misrepresentation of the 

AAPI population through aggregated data has 

been a key barrier to policy and program devel-

opment that advances the equitable treatment 

for the AAPI community. Now is the time to ad-

dress this issue given the fact that data-driven 

decisions are more prevalent than ever. More-

over, an effort to collect and report more refined 

data is not only important for the AAPI commu-

nity, but for the nation as a whole as it becomes 

increasingly diverse and heterogeneous. How we 

respond to the changing face of America will de-

termine our future as a nation. 
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This section of the report dis-

cusses the reasons why data 

and inquiry-based decisions 

that include AAPIs require 

careful consideration of what 

the AAPI category represents demographically, socially, and politically. We begin with 

the premise that the paradigm of race – how race is represented through data elements 

– is not fixed, and can and should evolve in how it is defined, measured, and reported 

on to capture a more accurate rendering of social groups. Jencks and Phillips discuss 

the importance of considering “labeling bias” in educational research, which refers to 

the mismatch between what an indicator claims to measure and what it is actually mea-

suring.13  Attention to this distinction raises awareness to important, but often misun-

derstood problems in research on the AAPI population. Namely, the AAPI population 

is categorically unique, with a high degree of heterogeneity that is difficult to capture 

comparatively relative to other racial groups.  

EMPIRICAL PERSPECTIVES ON 
AGGREGATED AND 
DISAGGREGATED DATA

The Racial Definition and Categorization 
of AAPIs

While few would argue that the AAPI population 

is not a definable racial category, it is important to 

recognize that the boundaries that define “Asian 

American and Pacific Islander” are socially con-

structed, and need to be placed in a social, po-

litical, and institutional reality.14  Thus, while the 

population represents a single entity in certain 

contexts, such as for interracial group compari-

sons, it is equally important to understand the 

ways in which the demography of the AAPI popu-

lation represents a complex set of social realities 

for the individuals who fall within this category.15

Figure 1 represents the population categorized as 

a single entity, as well as in distinct sub-groups. 

First, the Asian American and Pacific Islander racial 

category consists of two distinct categories. A 

commonly used definition of Asian American from 

the U.S. Census Bureau is 

as follows: “People with 

origins in the Far East, 

Southeast Asia and the 

Indian Subcontinent.”16 

The commonly used defi-

nition of Native Hawaiian 

and Pacific Islander, also 

from the U.S. Census Bu-

reau, includes “people 

having origins in any of 

the original peoples of 

Hawaii, Guam, Samoa, or 

other Pacific Islands.”17  

Within the Asian Ameri-

can and Native Hawaiian 

and Pacific Islander cat-

egories are a number of 

ethnic groups, which represent sub-groups with 

shared nationalities, languages, ancestries, cul-

tures, and often collective group histories.  

In 1997, the Office of 
Management and Budget 
announced revisions 
to Statistical Policy 
Directive No. 15, Race 
and Ethnic Standards 
for Federal Statistics and 
Administrative Reporting, 
requiring the “Asian or 
Pacific Islander” category 
to be separated into two 
categories: “Asian” and 
“Native Hawaiian or Other 
Pacific Islander.” 
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Other Melanesian

Other Micronesian

Other Polynesian

Fijian

Marshallese

Guamanian

Tongan

Samoan

Native Hawaiian

Other Asian

Vietnamese

Thai

Taiwanese

Sri Lankan

Pakistani

Nepalese

Malaysian

Laotian

Korean

Japanese

Indonesian

Hmong

Filipino

Chinese

Cambodian

Burmese

Bhutanese

Bangladeshi

Asian Indian

Native Hawaiian
and Pacific Islander

Asian American

Asian American
and Pacific Islander

Figure 1: The Racial and Ethnic Categorization of Asian Americans and Pacific Islanders

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010

It is also important to note that the concept of 

race has and will continue to evolve over time, 

demonstrating the complexity of the term and 

the varied ways in which its definitions have 

been used in scientific, social, political, and legal 

arenas. Thus, there are academic, social, political, 

and legal factors that shape how racial groups are 

defined, and these definitions can and do change 

over time. A good case in point for the evolution 

of the changing definition of racial categories is 

evident through the evolving nature of the AAPI 

racial category by the U.S. Census Bureau, which 

revisits racial definitions and categories every 

10  years. 
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Table 1 shows how the U.S. Census Bureau has 

changed the inclusion of ethnic sub-groups rep-

resented by Asian Americans and Pacific Island-

ers. Among Asian Americans, there were seven 

additional ethnic sub-groups (Bangladeshi, Indo-

nesian, Malaysian, Pakistani, Sri Lankan, Taiwan-

ese and Other Asian) added to the 2000 defini-

tion. Between 2000 and 2010, three more ethnic 

sub-groups (Bhutanese, Burmese, and Nepalese) 

were included among Asian Americans. Among 

Pacific Islanders, Fijians were added in 2000 and 

Marshallese were added in 2010. Because some 

groups had not been identified as their own eth-

nic category prior to being added to the Census 

Paci�c Islanders 2010 2000 1990

Native Hawaiian

Samoan

Tongan

Guamanian or Chamorro

Marshallese

Fijian

Other Polynesian

Other Micronesian

Other Melanesian

Other Pacific Islander

Asian Americans 2010 2000 1990

Asian Indian

Bangladeshi

Bhutanese

Burmese

Cambodian

Chinese (except Taiwanese)

Filipino

Hmong

Indonesian

Japanese

Korean

Laotian

Malaysian

Nepalese

Pakistani

Sri Lankan

Taiwanese

Thai

Vietnamese

Other Asian

Table 1: Census Categories for AAPIs, 1990, 2000, and 2010

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1990, 2000, and 2010
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40%

37.9%

37.4%

33.8%

29.4%

19.3%

Less than high school diploma Bachelor’s degree or higher

16.8%

16.6%

13.4%

8.8%

8.3%

7.9%

7.6%

7.3%

5.3%

4.8%

14.7%

14.1%

12.4%

25.8%

51.5%

43.8%

49.9%

53.9%

71.1%

52.7%

48.1%

57.4%

48.7%

47.7%

74.1%

30% 20% 10% 20% 40% 60% 80%0% 0%

Hmong

Cambodian

Laotian

Vietnamese

Chinese

Thai

Bangladeshi

Pakistani

Asian Indian

Korean

Filipino

Sri Lankan

Indonesian

Japanese

Taiwanese

Figure 2: Educational Attainment for Asian American Sub-Groups, 2008-2010

Data Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey

racial and ethnic definitions, individuals from 

these groups were placed in other categories of 

data, and information on these groups were con-

cealed when data were reported. 

What Disaggregated Data Reveals about 
AAPI Sub-Groups

The description of the race and ethnicity defini-

tions of AAPIs above helps to lay the groundwork 

for a deeper analysis of distinctions that exist 

between AAPI sub-groups. In this section, we 

begin by describing the degree to which ethnic 

sub-groups vary by their level of educational at-

tainment, according to disaggregated data on 

adults, age 25 years or older, derived from the 

U.S. Census Bureau (Figure 2). While large propor-

tions of some ethnic sub-groups from East Asia 

(Chinese, Taiwanese, and Koreans) and South 

Asia (Asian Indians, Pakistanis, and Bangladeshis) 

have a Bachelor’s degree or greater as their high-

est level of education, including some of whom 

earned their degrees in their homeland, there 

are other ethnic sub-groups with very different 

patterns of educational attainment. Southeast 

Asians (Hmong, Cambodians, Laotians, and Viet-

namese), for example, have a much greater likeli-

hood of dropping out of high school. 
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A number of factors contribute to differences 

in educational attainment between AAPI sub-

groups. One significant factor in the wide varia-

tion in education is the degree to which AAPI 

sub-groups vary by socioeconomic backgrounds, 

which results in AAPIs occupying positions along 

the full range of the socioeconomic spectrum, 

from the poor and under-privileged, to the af-

fluent and highly-skilled. Figure 3 shows the dis-

tribution of income for AAPI sub-groups, with a 

focus on the distance in the median household 

income for sub-groups from the median house-

hold income for all AAPIs. It is important to note 

the extent to which median household income 

for AAPIs in the aggregate conceals differences 

between AAPI sub-groups. Moreover the differ-

ences in income can be in both directions with 

some groups earning much lower incomes and 

other groups earning much higher ones. 

Figure 3: Difference in Median Household Income for Selected Asian American Sub-
Groups from the Median Household Income for All Asian Americans, 2008-2010

Hmong

Bangladeshi

Cambodian

Thai

Korean

Vietnamese

Laotian

Indonesian

Pakistani

Sri Lankan

Chinese

Japanese

Taiwanese

Filipino

Asian Indian

$0 $5,000-$5,000 $10,000-$10,000 $15,000-$15,000 $20,000-$20,000 $25,000-$25,000

-$22,144

-$20,099

-$19,956

-$18,023

-$17,334

-$15,231

-$14,192

-$9,484

-$5,447

+$1,127

+$1,679

+$3,237

+$4,786

+$10,526

+$21,715

Data Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey
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Another factor influenc-

ing the socioeconomic 

status of AAPI sub-

groups is patterns of im-

migration. Consider that 

while a significant pro-

portion of immigrants 

from Asia come to the 

U.S. already highly edu-

cated, others enter the 

U.S. from countries that have provided only lim-

ited opportunities for educational and social mo-

bility. Pacific Islanders, defined as people whose 

origins are from Polynesia, Micronesia, or Mela-

nesia, are a diverse pan-ethnic group in them-

selves, whose histories include challenges such 

as struggles for sovereignty. These struggles, 

along with other very unique circumstances, 

are often overshadowed by being grouped with 

Asian Americans. 

AAPI ethnic sub-groups 
experience a range of 
different immigration 
pathways to the United 
States, as both refugees 
and asylees, as well as 
highly-educated and 
highly-skilled workers.

This section demonstrates the need for new ways of thinking about and engaging Asian Americans and 

Pacific Islanders in research and policy in a manner that captures the multiple, nuanced, and complex 

features of different sub-groups. The next two sections of the report provide portraits of how and why 

higher education institutions and systems have collected and reported disaggregated data, and how it has 

informed the treatment of their AAPI students. 
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In the Spring of 2006 an 

article printed in the Daily 

Bruin, a student newspa-

per at the University of 

California Los Angeles (UCLA), stated the University of California (UC) was admitting 

an “unprecedented number of Asian students” and the number of Asian American stu-

dents were now accounting for more of the admitted class than Whites for the first 

time.18   Frustrated by the assumption that AAPI students were portrayed as a privileged 

group on campus, AAPI students at UCLA responded by pointing to the heterogeneity 

of the “Asian” population and the fact that Southeast Asian and Pacific Islander students 

were underrepresented in the UC system. The generalizations about AAPI students and 

the lack of information available to represent the diversity within the population led to 

the student-initiated Count Me In campaign, which sought to expand data collection on 

AAPI students within the UC system. 

A CASE STUDY OF THE UNIVERSITY 
OF CALIFORNIA AND THE 
COUNT ME IN CAMPAIGN 

While Count Me In was initiated by UCLA’s Asian 

Pacific Coalition, a consortium of twenty-one 

AAPI student organizations, it was also joined by 

students who organized at UC Berkeley, UC Ir-

vine, UC San Diego, the UC Student Association, 

as well as faculty and staff. They conducted work-

shops, rallies, and a postcard-signing campaign 

demanding the UC system expand and refine 

their data collection and reporting process. They 

were particularly interested in improving how the 

heterogeneity of the AAPI student population 

was represented among applicants, admitted 

students, and 

in enrollment 

within the UC 

system, as well as at individual campuses.19  Oiyan 

Poon and Jude Paul Dizon state that, “CMI was 

not simply an ethnic pride project. It was in fact 

a highly political campaign to gain recognition 

of significant educational disparities experienced 

by different ethnic subgroups within the AAPI 

category… [and] a panethnic campaign to gain 

tangible resources and institutional support for 

student-led education access projects.” 20

Count Me In campaign
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Impact on Data Collection

Before the Count Me In campaign, the undergrad-

uate application for UC campuses allowed AAPI 

students to choose from eight ethnic-subgroups 

(see Table 2). Students demanded that the num-

ber of AAPI ethnic sub-groups be expanded to 

include ten new ethnic groups (Thai, Bangla-

deshi, Hmong, Laotian, Cambodian, Malaysian, 

Pakistani, Indonesian, Taiwanese, and Sri Lankan), 

that were not being previously represented in da-

tasets on applicants, admitted students, and en-

rollees for the UC system and individual campus-

es. As a result of the Count Me In campaign, the 

UC Office of the President announced in Novem-

ber 2007 that they would implement changes to 

include twenty-three AAPI sub-categories on the 

UC undergraduate application.21

Before 2009-2010
(8 ethnic sub-groups)

After 2009-2010
(23 ethnic sub-groups)

Chinese/Chinese American
East Indian/Pakistani
Filipino/Filipino American
Japanese/Japanese American
Korean/Korean American
Vietnamese/Vietnamese American
Other Asian
Pacific Islander

Chinese/Chinese American (except Taiwanese)
Pakistani
Filipino/Filipino American
Japanese/Japanese American
Korean/Korean American
Vietnamese/Vietnamese American
Other Asian
Other Pacific Islander
Asian Indian
Bangladeshi
Cambodian
Fijian
Guamanian/Chamorro
Hawaiian
Indonesian
Laotian
Malaysian
Samoan
Sri Lankan
Taiwanese/Taiwanese American
Thai
Tongan

Table 2: University of California Undergraduate Application AAPI Categories

Source: ED-2012-OESE-0009, Data Disaggregation Response from University of California
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Impact on Data Reporting

The Count Me In campaign also pursued changes 

in how data on AAPI students were being report-

ed. Specifically, while the UC system had been 

collecting data on eight ethnic sub-groups, they 

were only reporting aggregated data on AAPIs, 

with only one sub-group – Filipinos – reported 

separately.22  Students demanded that data on 

Pacific Islander students be reported separately 

from the Asian category in summary statistics for 

UC-wide reports as they believed it would better 

represent the educational challenges that were 

unique to Pacific Islander students relative to 

UC admissions. The UC system responded to the 

Count Me In campaign by separating Pacific Is-

landers from the Asian American category when 

reporting summary statistics for the UC system 

and individual campuses (see Figure 4).23

After 2009/2010

(3 Categories Reported)

• Asian Americans
• Filipinos
• Pacific Islanders

Before 2009/2010

(2 Categories Reported)

• Asian Americans and Pacific Islanders
• Filipinos

Figure 4: AAPI Data Categories Reported in Summary Statistics for the
University of California Before and After Count Me In Campaign

Source: University of California, Office of the President, Statistical Summary and Data on UC Students, Faculty, and Staff

To date, data on all twenty-three AAPI sub-cate-

gories are not made publicly available by the UC 

Office of the President. The UC wide annual report 

Statistical Summary of Students and Staff, includes 

a section titled “Enrollment by Ethnicity, Gender, 

and Level,” which reports data on six sub-catego-

ries – Filipino, Chinese, Japanese, Korean, Other 

Asian, and Pakistani/East Indian.24  However, the 

data are made available to UC campuses and has 

been utilized by AAPI student groups to inform 

their outreach and retention efforts. 

AAPI students are gaining access to and 
using disaggregated data to inform student-
directed programs at many UC campuses. 
Data have informed which populations 
should be targeted and where there are 
particular gaps in university outreach and 
retention strategies. Data is also used for 
funding proposals to the university to request 
resources for student-run organizations.



iCount
A Data Quality Movement for Asian Americans and Pacific Islanders in Higher Education14

The Utility of Disaggregated Data

This section discusses what disaggregated data 

for AAPI sub-groups reveal about applicants, ad-

mits, and enrollment for two UC campuses – UC 

Berkeley and UCLA – and how these data have 

informed the work of student groups that are en-

gaged in outreach and retention efforts.

Disaggregated data on AAPI applicants to the UC 

system and individual campuses identify impor-

tant information on more discrete sub-groups of 

AAPI students. Table 3 reports the number and 

proportional representation of AAPI residents by 

ethnicity, as well as the number and proportional 

representation of AAPI applicants to UC Berkeley 

in 2010. The data reveals two trends. First, a num-

ber of AAPI sub-groups have disproportionately 

higher representation among AAPI applicants to 

UC Berkeley relative to their representation in the 

state (Indian, Bangladeshi, Chinese, Korean, Ma-

laysian, and Pakistani). Second, a number of other 

AAPI sub-groups have disproportionately lower 

representation among AAPI applicants relative to 

their representation in the state (Cambodian, Fiji-

an, Filipino, Guamanian/Chamorro, Native Hawai-

ians, Hmong, Indonesian, Japanese, and Laotian). 

Number of
AAPI Residents

in California

Percent
Representation of

AAPI Residents
in California

Percent
Representation of

AAPI Residents
to UC Berkeley

Number of
AAPI Applicants
to UC Berkeley

Asian Indian

Bangladeshi

Cambodian

Chinese (including Taiwanese)

Fijian

Filipino

Guamanian/Chamorro

Hawaiian

Hmong

Indonesian

Japanese

Korean

Laotian

Malaysian

Pakistani

Samoan

Sri Lankan

Thai

Tongan

Vietnamese

TOTAL AAPI*

528,176

9,268

86,244

1,246,215

19,355

1,195,580

24,299

21,423

86,989

25,398

272,528

451,892

58,424

2,979

46,780

40,900

10,240

51,509

18,329

581,946

4,778,474

2,183

76

111

7,085

26

1,695

20

26

168

67

813

2,428

43

28

290

23

58

75

20

1,804

17,332

11.1%

0.2%

1.8%

26.1%

0.4%

25%

0.5%

0.4%

1.8%

0.5%

5.7%

9.5%

1.2%

0.1%

1.0%

0.9%

0.2%

1.1%

0.4%

12.2%

12.6%

0.4%

0.6%

40.9%

0.2%

9.8%

0.1%

0.2%

1.0%

0.4%

4.7%

14.0%

0.2%

0.2%

1.7%

0.1%

0.3%

0.4%

0.1%

10.4%

100.0%100.0%

Table 3: Number and Proportional Representation of AAPI Residents in California and AAPI 
Applicants to UC Berkeley, 2010

Note: Total AAPI includes “Other Asian” and “Other Pacific Islander.” Data for UC applicants is reported
for domestic applicants only 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Summary File 1; UC Office of the President, Applicant Flow AAPI Sub-Groups, 2010
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The disproportionate representation of AAPI sub-groups among applicants to 
UC Berkeley is shown in Figures A and B, which aggregates AAPI sub-groups 
to five major categories (East Asian, Filipino, Southeast Asian, South Asian, 
and Pacific Islander). While East Asians make up 42.4 percent of AAPI residents 
in California, they represent 60.2 percent of AAPI applicants to UC Berkeley. 
Similarly, while South Asians make up 12.2 percent of AAPI residents in the 
state, they represent 14.7 percent of AAPI applicants to UC Berkeley. Conversely, 
Filipinos (25.0%), Southeast Asians (18.2%), and Pacific Islanders (2.2%) make up 
a much lower representation of AAPI applicants to UC Berkeley (9.8%, 13.1%, 
and 0.5% respectively).

Figure A: 
Representation of Broad Sub-Groups among 

AAPI Residents in California

Figure B:
Representation of Broad Sub-Groups among 

AAPI Applicants to UC Berkeley

Note: “East Asians” include Chinese, Japanese, and Koreans; “South Asians” include Indian, Bangladeshi, and Pakistani; 
“Southeast Asians” include Vietnamese, Hmong, Cambodian, and Laotian; “Pacific Islanders” include Native Hawaiian, 

Guamanian/Chamorro, Samoan, and Tongan.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Summary File 1; UC Office of the President, Applicant Flow AAPI Sub-Groups, 2010

Pacific
Islander,

2.2%
South
Asian,
12.2%

Southeast
Asian,
18.2%

Filipino,
25%

East
Asian,
42.4%

Pacific
Islander,

0.5%
South
Asian,
14.7%

Southeast
Asian,
13.1%

Filipino,
9.8%

East
Asian,
60.2%
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Figure 5 depicts the inequitable distribution of AAPI applicants to UC Berkeley 

relative to their representation among AAPI residents in California. This is repre-

sented as a ratio of the proportional representation of AAPI ethnic sub-groups 

among applicants to UC Berkeley compared against their proportional represen-

tation of AAPI residents in the state. The data reveal a particularly bleak picture 

of disproportional representation of AAPI sub-group applicants to UC Berkeley 

relative to their representation in the state. Low representation among AAPI ap-

plicants is a particularly problematic trend for Pacific Islanders (Samoans, Gua-

manians, Tongans, and Native Hawaiians), Southeast Asians (Laotians, Cambo-

dians, Hmong, and Vietnamese), and Filipinos. Samoans, for example, are seven 

times less likely to be represented among AAPI applicants to UC Berkeley than 

Malaysians, relative to their proportional representation in the state. 

The Southeast Asian Student 

Coalition (SASC) at UC Berkeley 

aims to unite Southeast Asian 

communities and address 

the economic inequalities, 

social injustices, and political 

underrepresentation that they face. 

“We’ve used this data to legitimize 

the work that we do. This year, 

I am the co-director of SASC 

Summer Institute – an educational 

program that brings high school 

students and community members 

nationwide to the UC Berkeley 

campus. We started this program 

as a direct consequence of SEA 

underrepresentation in higher 

education, shown in the numbers.” 

Pauline Nguyen, Co-director for 

Southeast Asian Student Coalition, 

Summer Institute at UC Berkeley 

0 1-1 2-2-3-4-5-6

Vietnamese

Japanese

Indonesian

Hmong

Thai

Filipino

Fijian

Cambodian

Native Hawaiian

Tongan

Guamanian

Laotian

Samoan

Malaysian

Bangladeshi

Pakistani

Chinese (includes Taiwanese)

Sri Lankan

Korean

Asian Indian

-5.4

-3.9

-3.4

-2.3

-2.0

-1.8

-1.7

-1.6

-1.5

-0.9

-0.4

-0.2

-0.2

0.1

0.5

0.6

0.6

0.7

1.3

1.6

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Summary File 1; UC Office of the President,
Applicant Flow AAPI Sub-Groups, 2010

Figure 5: Ratio of AAPI Sub-Group Applicants to UC Berkeley to
AAPI Sub-Group Residents in California, 2010
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Data on the rate of admission to UC campuses show another perspective on 

issues of disproportionality that exist among AAPI sub-groups. Figure 6 re-

veals the rate of admission (students applying/students admitted) at UCLA 

for AAPI sub-groups relative to the overall rate of admission for AAPIs in the 

aggregate. Disaggregate data reveal that the average rate of admission for 

AAPIs in the aggregate is not representative of individual sub-groups. Some 

AAPI sub-groups (Taiwanese, Malaysians, Chinese, Asian Indians, and Japa-

nese) have a higher rate of admission than the average rate of admission for all 

AAPIs. On the other hand, there are other sub-groups (Hmong, Bangladeshis, 

Filipinos, Thais, Cambodians, Indonesians, Pakistanis, Vietnamese, Sri Lankan, 

and Koreans) with a lower rate of admission compared to the mean rate of 

admission for all AAPIs. The gaps between some sub-groups are significant. 

Taiwanese have a rate of admission to UCLA that is 7.7 percent higher than 

the average for AAPIs in the aggregate while Hmong have a rate of admission 

that is 13.1 percent below the average. Put another way, Hmong applicants 

have a rate of admission that is 20.8 percent lower than Taiwanese applicants.  

In addition to utilizing 

disaggregated data to inform 

outreach efforts, AAPI student 

organizations have used data to 

support retention efforts through 

addressing the well-being of AAPI 

students on campus. 

“We have received data from UCLA’s 

Counseling and Psychological 

Services to look at how frequently 

and how many Filipino students 

seek counseling and what are their 

reasons for seeking counseling, 

so that we can tailor our project’s 

services to address the mental 

health issues in our community.” 

Rose Lyn Castro, Director, 

Samahang Pilipino Education and 

Retention,  UCLA

0.0% 5.0%-5.0% 10.0%-10.0%-15.0%

-13.1%

-10.4%

-10.0%

-9.4%

-9.2%

-8.4%

-7.4%

-3.5%

-1.5%

-1.1%

Japanese

Hmong

Bangladeshi

Filipino

Thai

Cambodian

Indonesian

Pakistani

Vietnamese

Sri Lankan

Korean

Asian Indian

Chinese (except Taiwanese)

Malaysian

Taiwanese

0.4%

3.5%

4.4%

6.0%

7.7%

Source: UC Office of the President, Applicant Flow AAPI Sub-Groups, 2010

Figure 6: Distance from Mean AAPI Admit Rate for AAPI
Sub-Groups at UCLA, 2010
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While there are many factors that contribute to 

how and why students are admitted to a particu-

lar campus,1  it is important to place this data in 

the context of differential access to resources in 

high schools available to help students be com-

petitive for admissions to highly selective institu-

tions. Table 4 provides data on three public high 

schools in California with some of the highest 

numbers and proportions of Chinese, Hmong, 

and Filipino students. These schools vary by the 

proportion of students from low-income back-

grounds (e.g., eligible to receive free or reduced 

lunch) and the proportion of students classified 

as English Language Learners. These schools also 

vary significantly by the background of the teach-

ers. The school in Alhambra, which serves mostly 

Chinese students, has a teaching workforce that 

has more years of teaching and more likely to 

be fully credentialed than teachers at the school 

serving Hmong students in Sacramento or the 

school serving Filipino students in Daly City. 

1 UCLA conducts a holistic review of all applicants, which takes into consideration both academic and non-academic achievement in the 
context of the opportunities students have access to in their schools. See http://www.admissions.ucla.edu/Prospect/Adm_fr.htm. Also see 
“Gaming the System: Inflation, Privilege, and the Underrepresentation of African American Students at the University of California (Bunche 
Research Report Volume 4, Number 1: January 2008).

Sacramento
Predominantly Hmong

Demographics
Total Enrollment

AAPI Enrollment

Percentage AAPI Enrollment

Free or Reduced Meal

English Language Learners

Teacher Experience
Number of Years Teaching (average)

Teachers with < 3 Years Experience

Teachers with MA or Greater

SAT and the AP Exams
AP Passing rate

SAT Critical Reading (average)

SAT Math (average)

SAT Writing (average)
SAT Total Score > 1,500

College Eligibility
AP Passing rate

Alhambra
Predominantly Chinese

Daly City
Predominantly Filipino

California

1,966

865

44.0%

87.1%

37.3%

8.9

11.9%

31.4%

15.7%

375

419

380

7.6%

0.9%

2,452

1,761

71.8%

60.8%

21.9%

17.4

3.5%

70.9%

79.5%

522

613

521

69.7%

54.8%

1,196

479

40.1%

57.2%

23.4%

10.9

8.1%

35.5%

22.0%

398

409

401

12.8%

33.6%

6,217,002

724,335

11.6%

56.7%

3.2%

13.8

5.4%

41.2%

58.2%

495

513

494

48.3%

36.9%

Table 4: Characteristics of High Schools in Selected AAPI Ethnic Enclaves, 2010

Note: Data were unavailable for specific AAPI ethnic sub-groups.  However, the majority of AAPI students in each school
were predominantly of one AAPI ethnic background, as determined by the schools’ neighborhood compositions.

Source: California Department of Education, 2013
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Students at the predominantly Chinese public 

school in Alhambra are also much more likely to 

take AP and SAT exams, pass the AP exam, and get 

higher scores on the SAT, compared to the other 

two schools.  Finally, the likelihood of fulfilling 

the coursework to be eligible to attend a UC or 

CSU campus varies significantly across the schools, 

which is another indicator of the quality of the in-

struction across these schools, as well as the dif-

ferential access to college preparatory  curriculum. 

Difference from the Mean AAPI Reading Score on the CAT/6 Standardized 
Achievement for AAPI Sub-Groups, 2003-2008

Source: V. Ooka Pang, P. Han, and J. Pang. Asian American and Pacific Islander Students: Equity and the
Achievement Gap. Educational Researcher, 40, 8. Pg 382

Note: The California Achievement Test, Sixth Edition Survey (CAT/6) was a standardized achievement test
administered to all seventh graders from 2003 to 2008. It is a norm-referenced standardized test through which 

student scores can be compared.

0.00 4.00-4.00 8.00-8.00-12.00-16.00

0.05

0.97

4.48

6.14

6.32

Vietnamese

Asian Indian

Korean

Chinese

Japanese

Samoan

Laotian

Cambodian

Other Paci�c Islander

Native Hawaiian

Guamanian/Chamorro

Filipino

Other Asian

-15.30

-11.99

-11.01

-8.95

-5.43

-4.88

-3.37

-1.40
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The use of disaggregated data has already made 

a difference at UCLA and UC Berkeley. First, it has 

allowed administrators to see what student pop-

ulations are underrepresented on their campus. 

Second, it has informed campus wide policies, 

programs and services, so that resources are used 

more effectively. Third, professors and research-

ers have a rich data source for understanding the 

AAPI student population. Lastly, student organi-

zations have been able to justify funding for their 

programs and advocate for the needs of their 

communities. Disaggregated data have allowed 

for a clearer picture of the realities and barriers 

to higher education for AAPI sub-groups that are 

too often overlooked and underserved. 

The Asian American Legal Center, a research and advocacy organization based in Los Angeles, has utilized 

disaggregated data on AAPIs to inform their work. 

“The data has helped us better understand the challenges that Asian American and Native Hawaiian and Pacific 

Islander (NHPI) student face in accessing the UC system. Contrary to the myth that Asian American and NHPI 

student have no problem gaining entry, the data showed that NHPI, Laotian, Filipino, Cambodian, Pakistani, 

Indonesian, and Bangladeshi American students have below average rates of admission to the UC system. 

The finding underscores the importance of tools like affirmative action in promoting educational access for all 

students of color, including Asian Americans and NHPI.”

Daniel Ichinose, Director of the Demographic Research Project at the Asian American Legal Center of Southern 

California (APALC)



iCount
A Data Quality Movement for Asian Americans and Pacific Islanders in Higher Education 21

The populations for whom 

data disaggregation is most 

important are the most 

marginalized and vulnerable AAPI sub-groups. Native Hawaiians and Pacific Islanders 

(NHPIs), for example, face some of the largest disparities in educational attainment rela-

tive to AAPI educational outcomes reported in the aggregate. As a result, NHPIs are 

among the most overlooked and underserved AAPI sub-groups. In this section of the re-

port, we discuss the need for disaggregated data for reporting disparities in educational 

attainment for NHPIs and share case study findings on how the University of Hawai‘i and 

the University of Guam have used disaggregated data to inform institutional practice 

and policy. 

A REGIONAL FOCUS ON HAWAI‘I 
AND THE PACIFIC

A Portrait of Educational Attainment 
among Pacific Islanders

One way to understand the need for disaggregat-

ed data for Native Hawaiians and Pacific Islanders 

is to examine their educational progress from a 

pipeline perspective. A cross-sectional analysis 

of census data in Figure 7 provides a pipeline 

perspective for AAPIs in the aggregate, as well 

as Native Hawaiians and Guamanians/Chamorro 

which are represented here as three cohorts of 

100 high school graduates. The first indicator to 

note – college going rates – reveals significant 

disparities in college participation among Native 

Hawaiian and Guamanian/Chamorro high school 

graduates, compared to AAPI high school gradu-

ates in the aggregate. While 87 out of 100 AAPI 

high school graduates attend college, only 63 out 

of 100 Guamanian/Chamorro and 58 out of 100 

Native Hawaiians will do so. 

Attended College Earned a Degree

100

90

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

0

AAPI High School
Graduates

Guamanian/Chamorro
High School Graduates

Native Hawaiian High
School Graduates

87

63
58

73

28 25

Figure 7: Cohort Analysis of 100 AAPI, Chamorro,
and Native Hawaiian High School Graduates

Source: American Community Survey, 3-Year PUMS
Note: This is cross-sectional analysis starting with cohorts of high school graduates
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Among high school graduates across the three 

cohorts, there are significant disparities in the 

likelihood of completing college with a degree. 

While 73 out of 100 AAPI high school graduates 

will persist to earn a degree, the rate of comple-

tion for Guamanian/Chamorro (28 out of 100) 

and Native Hawaiian (25 out of 100) high school 

graduates is much lower. Guamanian/Chamorro 

and Native Hawaiian high school graduates who 

do attend college are much more likely to leave 

college without earning a degree. At this stage 

of the educational pipeline, 72 percent of Gua-

manians/Chamorro and 75 percent of Native Ha-

waiians will have a high school credential as the 

highest level of education they will earn. 

Among Guamanian/Chamorro and Native Hawai-

ian college students who persist to earn a college 

degree, there is a greater likelihood of obtain-

ing an associate’s degree as their highest level 

of education, and a lower likelihood of obtain-

ing a bachelor’s or advanced degree, compared 

to AAPIs in aggregate. At the level of advanced 

degrees – often the educational prerequisites for 

positions of leadership – we see a very low pro-

portional representation among Guamanians/

Chamorro and Native Hawaiians. 

A broader context in which to place disparities in 

educational attainment among Native Hawaiians 

and Pacific Islanders is to consider the intergen-

erational mobility rates for these sub-groups rela-

tive to the nation as a whole. The question is, to 

what extent, if at all, are younger generations of 

sub-groups achieving greater upward education-

al mobility compared to their parents’ genera-

tion? This is an important question for our nation 

as the U.S. continues to be out-educated by the 

youth of a number of other nations. The analysis 

in Figure 8 uses disaggregated data on Native 

Hawaiians, Guamanians/Chamorro, and Samoans 

to examine educational attainment relative to 

age-cohorts. 

35%

30%

25%

20%

15%

10%

5%

0%
Total US Population Native Hawaiian

Age 55-64

30.0%

26.0%

19.6%
16.8% 17.1%

15.2%
13.0%

10.3%

Age 25-34

SamoanGuamanian/
Chamorro

Figure 8: Age Cohort Analysis of College Degree Attainment for the
Total US Population and Selected NHPI Sub-Groups, 2008-2010

Source: American Community Survey, 3-Year PUMS, 2008-2010
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When comparing the educational attainment 

rates of 55-64 year olds to 25-34 year olds in 

the national cohort, we see a modest increase 

in bachelor’s degree attainment. However, age-

cohort analysis of disaggregated data on Guama-

nians/Chamorro, Hawaiians, and Samoans shows 

two disturbing trends. First, the educational at-

tainment of the younger generation of Guamani-

ans/Chamorro, Native Hawaiians, and Samoans is 

lower than the older generation of these popula-

tions. Second, what then occurs is a widening gap 

between these NHPI sub-groups and the national 

average, rather than a closing of the attainment 

gap. These trends of downward educational mo-

bility speak to the need for a more concerted ef-

fort to better represent these populations in insti-

tutional datasets.

In the following sections, we examine how insti-

tutions in the Pacific region collect and use data 

to identify and respond to challenges that exist 

for NHPI students. Data disaggregation methods 

across the region vary widely; however, at the 

core of these various data collection systems is a 

commitment to serving their most marginalized 

students by using disaggregated data to target 

resources and create services that improve their 

academic achievement.

A University System’s Use of Disaggregat-
ed Data – The University of Hawai‘i

The University of Hawai‘i (UH) System – comprised 

of three universities and seven community col-

leges – began using disaggregated data as early 

as 1986 to identify barriers that Native Hawaiian 

students faced in postsecondary education. An 

impetus for the use of disaggregated data came 

from the University of Hawai‘i Studies Task Force, 

which consisted of 18 members representing Na-

tive Hawaiian faculty. The task force released the 

Ka‘ū Report,25  which documented challenges for 

the Native Hawaiian student population. Specifi-

cally, the report discussed how Native Hawaiian 

students were being impacted by their represen-

tation in curricula and faculty selection, and the 

extent to which student recruitment and reten-

tion of Native Hawaiians was a key challenge for 

the university system. The task force highlighted 

that a plan was needed to address their “access 

to and persistence in higher education.” 26  The 

Ka‘ū Report, made several recommendations 

to address these issues including the collection, 

analysis, and reporting of data to further address 

retention of Native Hawaiians. To more accurately 

capture their Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander 

student population, UH added a specific indica-

tor about Hawaiian ancestry on their application 

which provided better identification of Native 

Hawaiian students, many of whom are mixed and 

may not identify with being solely Native Hawai-

ian when selecting ethnicity. 

Disaggregated data now available in the UH sys-

tem reveal key data points to which the campuses 

can develop policy strategies. In the UH commu-

nity colleges, for example, the degree comple-

tion rate for Native Hawaiians was six percent 

lower than their peers.27  At the UH Mānoa cam-

pus, Native Hawaiian students were graduating 

at both lower and slower rates than their peers 

and nearly “half of the Native Hawaiian students 

who enter as freshmen drop out of UHM.” 28  This 

was reflected in the difference in the representa-

tion of Native Hawaiians in UH Mānoa enrollment 

compared to their representation among gradu-

ates (Figure 9 and 10).
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Source: University of Hawai‘i Institutional Research and Analysis

The use of disaggregated data by UH has not only 

raised awareness about the educational needs of 

Native Hawaiians, it has also impacted practices 

on UH’s campuses. Based on the educational 

gaps highlighted by disaggregated data in these 

reports, the UH system has created several ini-

tiatives to address the needs of Native Hawaiian 

students. Most recently, the Hawai‘i Papa O Ke Ao 

Plan, released in 2010, built a framework of rec-

ommended strategies for the university system 

to become a model indigenous-serving institu-

tion. Among the characteristics that define their 

role as a model indigenous serving institution is 

fulfilling the goal of “Hawaiian enrollment at pari-

ty with Hawaiians in the Hawai‘i state population” 

and “Hawaiian students performing at parity with 

non-Hawaiians.” 29

Each campus also has their own specific efforts 

to address the needs of their Native Hawaiian 

students. For example, UH Mānoa has instituted 

mandatory advising for freshmen to improve 

retention rates. Kapi‘olani Community College’s 

Malama Hawai‘i Center offers a place for students 

to share their culture, language and history. The 

center offers academic advising, peer tutoring 

and assistance with financial aid and scholarship 

applications. At UH West O‘ahu, Kealaikahiki, a Ti-

tle III funded program, provides targeted services 

to Native Hawaiians students and also promotes 

Native Hawaiian awareness throughout campus 

by providing seminars for faculty, staff and stu-

dents. Additionally, Kealaikahiki has an academic 

advisor designated specifically for Native Hawai-

ian students.  

Figure 9: 
Representation of AAPI Sub-Groups in Total 

Enrollment at UH Mānoa (Fall 2010)

Figure 10:
Representation of AAPI Sub-Groups in
Graduates at UH Mānoa (2010-2011)
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In the same vein, the seven UH community colleg-

es jointly participated in the Achieving the Dream 

Initiative (ATD). Based on the ATD model – data-

driven decision making to improve student suc-

cess – the seven community colleges developed 

initiatives to address the success of Native Hawai-

ians and underrepresented minorities using dis-

aggregated data. Some of the activities included 

mandatory new student orientation, supplemen-

tal instruction, freshmen cohorts, and course re-

design for remedial math and English  courses. 30

All seven UH community college campuses have 

reported positive gains in improving Native Ha-

waiian enrollment as a result of their data-driven 

efforts using disaggregated data. For example, 

Leeward Community College reports that be-

tween 1997 and 2007, enrollment of Native Ha-

waiians has increased significantly. In fact, Native 

Hawaiian and Filipino students now represent 

the largest ethnic population in UH’s commu-

nity colleges.31  In addition to increased rates of 

enrollment, UH’s Hawai‘i Graduation Initiative set 

a goal of increasing degree attainment of Native 

Hawaiians by 6-9% per year. Since 2008, UH has 

exceeded these goals and continues to do so by 

larger margins.32

UH’s initiatives were driven by improved tracking 

of Native Hawaiian students, an imperative iden-

tified in the 1986 Ka‘ū Report, highlighting their 

commitment to changing practice and policy 

that impact this marginalized student population. 

Further, UH has effectively tracked the impact of 

changes to showcase the improved outcomes for 

their Native Hawaiian student population. 

An Institution’s Use of Disaggregated 
Data – The University of Guam 

Disaggregated data from the University of Guam 

(UOG) reveals a diverse Asian American and Pa-

cific Islander student population. As of Fall, 2011, 

UOG had a student population that was 50% Pa-

cific Islander and 40.6% Asian.33  Pacific Islanders 

attending UOG are a particularly heterogeneous 

population. In addition to seven Asian sub-

groups, UOG also collects and reports detailed 

data on their Pacific Islander students. The cam-

pus has “established that it is important that we 

have the ability to identify and disaggregate the 

demographics of our student population.”  34
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In addition to collecting data on seven Asian American sub-groups, The University 
of Guam collects data on four Chamorro sub-groups (Guam, Rota, Saipan, Tinian) 
and seven Micronesian populations (Carolinian, Chuukese, Kosraen, Marshallese, 
Palauan, Pohnpean, Yapese), as well as other Pacific Islander sub-groups. 

Source: University of Guam Fact Book, 2012

UOG has documented the importance of disag-

gregated data and recognizes the value of iden-

tifying student needs through effective data col-

lection. For example, the Director of Academic 

Assessment and Institutional Research states, “It’s 

quite important to continue to disaggregate data 

because we’re servicing not only the students of 

Guam but the Asian Pacific…” The impact [disag-

gregated data] has had on the campus is the cre-

ation of programs that address student success 

and retention.” 35  Other offices and personnel on 

the UOG campus have also found the value in the 

use of disaggregated data as the UOG Office of 

Academic Assessment and Institutional Research 

has observed an increased rate of requests for 

data. In the past six to eight months alone, there 

have been approximately ten requests for disag-

gregated data for various purposes including a 

review of enrollment and graduation trends by 

ethnicity by the Office of the President and a lon-

gitudinal study of math placement and matricu-

lation of students by ethnicity from the Math-

ematics Department. 

UOG utilized their disaggregated data as part 

of their effort to become an Asian American Na-

tive American Pacific Islander serving institution 

(AANAPISI). In addition to serving as a fundamen-

tal part of their proposal to obtain the grant, data 

were used to identify the focus of programmatic 

efforts on recruitment, retention, and graduation 

rates. Funding from the AANAPISI grant was used 

to develop a mentorship program, provide tutor-

ing services, offer targeted academic advisement, 

and other academic enrichment. As a result of 

these services, there have been reported increas-

es in the rate of course completion and student 

satisfaction among Pacific Islander students. 
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Tutoring Services: To increase progress and pass rates in developmental math
	  Total number of students using tutoring services increased by approximately 40%
	  Student satisfaction with tutoring services increased by approximately 27%
	  Developmental math course completion rate of students using tutoring services
  increased by 14%

Mentorship Program: To implement a mentorship program to increase
student retention
	 	Recruitment of 17 campus administrators, faculty and student leaders as mentors
	  181 students were matched with an on-campus mentor

Academic Advisement and Enrichment: To reduce the number of students with 
undeclared majors
	  Workshops including College Major Perspectives, Career Exploration and Team Building  
  provided to students
	  Additional accessibility to career and academic advisement led to an increase in   
  appointments with academic advisors

The University of Guam in collaboration with 11 

other institutions in the Pacific Rim, including 

the University of Hawai‘i, has also used disaggre-

gated data in their work through the Pacific Post-

secondary Education Council (PPEC). With the 

goals of articulating a shared vision for regional 

planning of the Pacific institutions, addressing 

problems facing Pacific people and their environ-

ment, promoting the Pacific region’s people and 

culture, and improving transferability between 

institutions through educational program com-

patibility, PPEC uses disaggregated data to reflect 

the heterogeneity in the Pacific Islander student 

population.36

The 2009 PPEC Fact Book, a joint effort by insti-

tutional researchers from member institutions, 

serves as a reference for peer comparison and 

provided information to support accreditation ef-

forts and access to funding. Included in the Fact 

Book are disaggregated data on student demo-

graphics, reported by region. It provides PPEC 

member institutions information to consider the 

needs of specific student populations, such as 

their capacity to transfer, particularly from com-

munity colleges to Pacific region universities. For 

example, the UOG tracks student transfer infor-

mation from other PPEC member institutions to 

its own institution.37  It is through disaggregated 

Pacific Islander student data that PPEC can work 

toward systemic change to improve access and 

success for the most marginalized Pacific Islander 

sub-groups. 
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Aggregated data provide a misleading 

statistical portrait of a heterogeneous 

AAPI population that consists of sub-groups that experience divergent trends in educa-

tional outcomes. This is particularly problematic when it conceals significant disparities 

in opportunities and outcomes for some AAPI sub-groups. This report provides exam-

ples of institutional, system, and statewide models for effectively collecting and report-

ing disaggregated data, discussing what has been done, how it was done, and the dif-

ference it has made. The use of disaggregated data is a powerful tool for measuring and 

reporting on the changing demography of AAPI students and the population generally, 

measuring participation and representation in different sectors of higher education, 

and enabling stakeholders to mitigate disparities and inequality that exists between 

sub-groups.

A CALL TO ACTION

There are several implications that emerge from the research in this report. We focus our recommenda-

tions around needs assessment, data collection procedures, and data reporting practices.   

Establishing momentum for change. For the campuses discussed in this report, the move-

ment to disaggregate data for AAPI students was built upon a shared rationale that change was 

important and necessary. Change was not only initiated by administrators and faculty, but also stu-

dents and the broader community. Campuses that do not disaggregate data should explore with 

student groups and local community groups if there is a need or rationale for pursuing changes to 

their datasets. 

Recommendations for data collection. There is not a single standard for ethnic sub-group 

categories to collect data on AAPI students. Campuses that are collecting disaggregated data often 

use categories that make sense for representing the demography unique to their students. How-

ever, the U.S. Census Bureau tends to have the most up-to-date listing of AAPI sub-groups, and 

a procedure for addressing Hispanic-origin populations, racial categories, as well as ethnic-level 

sub-groups. 

Recommendations for data reporting. Disaggregated data can be reported in many forms 

(e.g., aggregated to the level of race or reporting for individual sub-groups). Regardless of the 

method, it is important for disaggregated data to be accessible for use by institutional researchers, 

administrators, faculty, and students engaged in the assessment and evaluation of campus services 

and programs. Data can also be shared across institutions within systems or consortia, across sec-

tors (e.g., K-12 and higher education), as well as across political boundaries (e.g., states and territo-

ries), which enables tracking AAPI students throughout the educational pipeline. 

Moving Toward systemic reform. Discussions between institutions about the collection, 

reporting, and use of disaggregated data can be facilitated through partnerships and working 

groups. These efforts should be supported by philanthropy, which can help offset the cost associ-

ated with changing systems and being a part of a broader network of support. The U.S. Department 

of Education can also play a role in providing guidance and technical assistance to institutions, and 

more importantly, collecting and reporting disaggregated student population data.
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Data in this report were drawn from a 

number of sources. Our main source 

of national data on demographic and 

community trends was the U.S. Census 

Bureau. Summary File 1 (SF1) is a 100 percent file that contains detailed demographic 

information collected from all people and households in the United States. To exam-

ine data about AAPI subgroups, we used the American Community Survey (ACS) 3-year 

Public Use Microdata Sample files (PUMS), a database that allows for the analysis of 

data for the nation and individual states aggregated over a three year period (2008-

2010). We opted to use data from this source because it contained larger sample sizes 

for sub-populations. 

APPENDIX:
Data Source and Methodology

Institutional and student-level data about AAPIs 

in higher education were drawn from a number 

of different national datasets. Analyses of trends 

in enrollment and participation in higher educa-

tion relied on the U.S. Department of Education, 

National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), 

Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System 

(IPEDS). While IPEDS consists of full population 

data, the analyses were exclusively descriptive 

and tests for significance were not conducted.  

Case studies of the University of California relied 

on a number of different data sources. We con-

tacted student-led AAPI programs and univer-

sity-led programs at UC Berkeley, UC Davis, UC 

Irvine, UCLA, UC Santa Barbara, Santa Cruz, and 

UC San Diego. We also reached out to alumni 

from UC Berkeley and UCLA who were students 

during the Count Me In campaign. Those contacts 

connected us with current student organizers. 

In total, we interviewed 14 current and former 

students and six administrators in the UC system 

with knowledge of and insight on the campaign. 

In addition, we were able to locate several news-

paper articles on the Count Me In campaign as 

well as two academic journal articles. Lastly the 

RFI response from the UC Office of the President, 

disaggregated AAPI student data from the UC 

Office of the President, and the UC Office of the 

President’s website and summary statistics were 

used to build context and check facts about data 

collection and reporting.

Case studies of the University of Guam and the 

University of Hawai‘i also included a number of 

data sources. At the University of Guam, we cor-

responded with the president, the director of 

Academic Assessment and Institutional Research, 

and the program director for the AANAPISI grant. 

At the University of Hawai‘i, we contacted the 

Director of Institutional Research and Analysis. 

These contacts gave us access to disaggregated 

data and information on the specific programs, 

services, and initiatives that were impacted by 

the use of disaggregated data at each institution. 

We supplemented UOG interviews with analysis 

of requests for disaggregated data by campus 

offices and their 2012 AANAPISI Annual Report, 

both provided by the Office of Academic Assess-

ment and Institutional Research. Additionally, we 

used the UOG Request for Information response 

to the U.S. Department of Education and the Pa-

cific Postsecondary Education Council’s 2009 Fact 

Book. The enrollment and degree attainment da-

tasets at the University of Hawai‘i were accessed 

through the Institutional Research and Analysis 

Office data portal. This was supplemented by in-

formation and reports found on UH institution’s 

website regarding Native Hawaiian and Pacific 

Islander focused initiatives and services.
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