THE GEOGRAPHY OF INDIANA'S CREATIVE CLASS:
STUDENT PLACE PREFERENCES AND

ALUMNI MIGRATION PATTERNS

A THESIS
SUBMITTED TO THE GRADUATE SCHOOL
IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS
FOR THE DEGREE

MASTER OF SCIENCE

BY
LESLEY L. FORTRIEDE
DR. STEVEN RADIL, ADVISOR
BALL STATE UNIVERISTY
MUNCIE, INDIANA

MAY 2013



Acknowledgements

My Thesis advisor, mentor, and guide, Dr. Steven Radilp directedme down the paths of
place study to help me become a better geographer. His dedication to helping me reach my goals
and unending support assisted me in accomplishing my objectives.

Dr. Chris Airriess provided the guidance | needed to refine and improweritinyg in ways that |
could not have done on my own

Dr. Kevin Turcotte supported me throughout my graduate education and offered important
suggestions when | needed it the most.

The following people provided me with alumni data: Rebecca Nies and Fayah@kan from
Indiana UniversitySoutheast, Donna Jones from the University of Evansville, Bretta Jones from
RoseHulman Institute of Technology, and Don Park from Ball State Univerdi§thout their

help this research would not have been possible

The stidents who participated in the survey, this stoolyld not have been accomplished without
their participation.

Finally, my husband Bryanfrom maintaining our house and taking care of our girls when |
needed time to offering a sounding board for my research, he was present throughout this process.
It was also his expertise of Excel that | was able to streamline complex data sets it#éo usab
information. The numerous ways he helped me through this process are too many to count.



Table of Contents

LisSt Of FIQUIES . . . e iv
ListOf Tables . . . ... e vii
Chapter I INtroduCtion . . . . . ... s 1....
Chapter 2 Literature ReVIEW . . . .. ... e e e e
Chapter 3 Research Questions and Methodology . . . ............ ... ........... 20. ...
Chapter 4 Survey Data . . ... i e e 8.
Chapter 5 AlumniData . . . ... .. 6 ...
Chapter @ ConcCluSION . . . ... 4..
RefereNCES . . . o 10



List of Figures

Figure 41. Student Survey Respondents Hometbwacations. . . .................... 31

Figure 42. Student Survey Respondentsideal City . . .......... ... .. ... ... ..... 3....3
Figure 43. Student Bspondents Community Preference . .. ............. ... ....... 5...3
Figure 51. Indiana Colleges and County Creativity Index . . .. .................... 48

Figure 52. Indiana Graduates from all Schools and all Study Years with the County Creativity
Index for the Continental United States . . . .. .................. . cuuuww.v...... B0

Figure 53. Indiana Graduates from all Schools and all Study Years with the County Creativity
Index forIndiana . . .......... .. e 51

Figure 54. The Percentag® Indiana Graduates Remaining in Indiana from all Schools. 51
Figure 55. Where Graduates Reside in Relation to the Average County Creativity Index . . . .. 52
Figure 56. Where Graduates Reside in Relation to the Average County Per CapiteeInc. 53

Figure 57. Graduges for all Schools in Indianagfated to County Personal Per Capita
INCOME. . . . e e 54

Figure 58. Where Graduates Reside in Relation to the Average County Listing Price of
HOMES . . o e e 55

Figures 59. Gradugesfor all Schools in Indiana &ated to the Average County Listing Price of

HOMES . . o 56
Figure 510. Average Distancea Miles Graduates Moved from theirdthe Institution . . . . . 57
Figure 511. Average Distances Graduates Movesin their Home Institution . . . ... .. .. 58
Figure 512. The Percentage of RHIT Graduates Remaining in Indiana . . . ............ . . . . 59
Figure 513. RHIT Graduates with the Coty Creativity Index for Indiana . ... .........59
Figure 514. RHIT Graduates with the County Creativity Index for the Continental United

SlAlES . .o e 60
Figure 515. Average County Creativity Index for RHIT Graduates . . . . .................. 61

Figure 516. RHIT Graduates from 1998 and 2002 Related to the County Creativity Indesd

Figure 517. RHIT Graduates from 2006 and 2010 Related to the County Creativity.Indes2



Figure 518. Average County Personal per Capita Incom&iT Graduates . . .. ......... 62
Figure 519. Graduates from RHIT in Indiana Related to County Personal Per Capita In6@me
Figure 520. Average County Listing Price of Homes in Relation to RHIT Graduates . ...64 . .

Figure 521.Graduates from RHIT in Indiana Related to the Average County Listing Price of

HOMES . . . 65
Figure 522. Average DistareRHIT Graduates Moved from their Home Institution . . . .. . .. 66
Figure 523. Average Distance RHIT Graduates Moved from their Home Institution . . . . .. .. 67
Figure 524. The Percentage of UE Graduates Remaininginindiana............... 68

Figure 525. UE Graduates with the County Creativity Index for the Continental United States 69
Figure 526. Graduates for UE in Indiaf®lated to the County Creativity Index. . ... ... 70

Figure 527. Average Creatity Index for UE Graduates . . . . .......... ..., 70
Figure 528. Graduates from UE in Indiana Related to the County Creativity Index. ... .71

Figure 529. Average Conty Personal per Capita IncomelRtedto UE Graduates .... . ... .72

Figure 530. Graduates from UE in IndianaeRted to Canty Personal Per Capita Income. 73

Figure 531. AverageCounty Listing Price of HomesdRated to UE Graduates. . ........ 74
Figure 532. Gradiates from UEn Indiana Rlated to the Average County Listing Price of
HOMES . . e e 75
Figure 533. Average Distance UBraduates Mved from their Home Institution. . . . .. ... 76
Figure 534. Average Distance UE Graduate®¥d from their Home Institution. . . . ... .. 76
Figure 535. The Percentage of BSU Graduates that have Remained in Indiana............ 77
Figures 536. Graduates for BSU for the Continental United Sta#dated to the County
Creativity INdex . . . ... e 78
Figures 537. Graduates for BSU in Indiafelated to the County Creativity Index. .. ... 79
Figure 538. Average County Creativity Index Related to BSU Graduates..............80

Figure 539. Average County Personal per Gaphcome Related to BSU Graduates. . .. 81

Figure 540. Graduates from BSU for 1998 and 2002 in IndRRelated to County Personal Per
Capita INCOME . . . . e 81



Figure 541. Graduates from BSU for 2006 and 2010 in Indiana Related to County Personal Per
CapIta INCOME . . . e e 82

Figure 542. Graduates from BSU in Indiana Related to the Average Listing Price of HoB&s
Figure 543. AverageCounty Listing Price of HomesdRated to BSU Graduates. ... .. ... 83
Figure 544. Average Distance in Mild8SU Graduates Moved from their Home Institutiar85

Figure 545. Average Distance BSU Graduates have Moved from their Home Institution85

Figure 546. The Percentage of {BE Graduates in Different States . . . .. .. ..........86
Figure 547. IU-SE Graduates with the County Creativity Index for the Continental United

] = 1< 87
Figure 548. Graduates for R$E in Indiana and Kentucky Related to the County Creativity
INdeX . .o 88
Figure 549. Average County Creatity Index Related to IUSE Graduates............... 89

Figure 550. Average County Personal per Capita Income Related to BSU Graduates . 90

Figure 551. Graduates from H$E in Indiana an&entucky Related to the County Personal Per
CapIta INCOME . . . e e —— 90

Figure 552. Graduates from H$E for 1998 and 2002 in Indiana afdntucky Related to the
Average County Listing Price of Homes . . . . ... . 91....

Figure 553. Graduates from HR$E for 2006 and 2010 in Indiana and Kentucky Related to the

Average Conty Listing Price of Homes . . .. ......... ... ... ... .. .. ... .. . . . ... 92..
Figure 554. AverageCounty Listing Price of Homesdfated to IUSE Graduates. ... ..... 92
Figure 555. Average Distance H3E Graduates Moved from their Home Institution . . . .. . .. 93

Vi



List of Tables

Table 31. StUdENt SUIVEY. . . . ... 2...2
Table 41. Basic Demographic Inforation of Survey Respondents .. . ................ 29 ..
Table 42. Student Bspondents Preferences for Noreative Place Factors . ............ 4.3
Table 43. Student Respondents Rating of Creative Class Issues........... . ............63

Table 44. Student Survey Respondents Average Distance in Miles from Home versus Expected
Distance from Home by Academic Class . . . . ... .. i 38.....

Table 45. Student Survey Respondents Average Distance in Miles from Home versus Expected
Distance from Home by College . . . ... ... e 40. ..

Table 46. Student Survey Rpsendents Average Distance in Miles from Home versus Expected
Distance from Home by GPA . . . .. ... ... . . . . . 42. ..

Table 47. Student Survey Respondents Average Distanb8lés from Home versus Expected
Distance fromHome by Gender . ......... ... ... . . . . . . . Q3. ..

Table 48. Student Survey Respondents Average Distance in Miles from Home versus Expected
Distance from Home by Relationship Status . . . ............................... 4.... 4

vii



Chapter 1

Introduction

We are tasked to rebuild not just a damaged economy, and-gdtkdt balance

sheetbut to do so by drawing forth the best that is in our fellow citizens. If we

would summon the best from Americans, we must assume the best about them.

I f we donot believe i n Americans, who will 7~
2005 to 2013, 2011)

Today 6 s key e ¢ 0 flenmiinaovatiom, cahdo arestivilyare not
distributed evenly across the global economy. They concentrate in specific
locations. (Richard Florida 2008, p. 9)

According to the National Bureau of Economic Research, the UnitedsStaestled with an

official recession from December 2007 until June 2009, and even as this has subsided many have
continued to struggle in their search for meaningful employment (Schaefer 2010). This economic
downturn was coi ned atskikwas tBGalangest naRonal recessiondar e b e ¢
country since the Great Depression of the 193€islore 2008) Additionally, October 2009
marked the peak of unemployment for the country when it reached 10 percent, the highest the
country has seen ihe last 25 years (U.S. Department of Labor 2012). While unemployment has
currently stabilized, it has remained high, and those tdne continued to benemployed
struggle to find work. Unemployment benefigs out for many before they could find a jtiiat

provided an adequate income to meet their needs. Those jobs that do exist are highly prized and
sought after and have created a fierce and competitive job market. Businesses as well as
individuals have suffered as consumers have been spendingnlelsstio luxury items and
necessary goods. With the high levels of unemployment, businesses have focused on hiring the

most qualified people by more selectively choosing from the candidates.



Some parts of the country, such as thelwist, felt the onset of this recession prior to
the official declaration. As a rust belt region with a large rural population and a history of jobs
based in factory work and other unskilled labor, this region had already taken a hard hit during
the 1990swhen the North Atlantic Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) took effectngworth
2011) Many of these unskilled positions that kept the local economies afloat were relocated to
Mexico since human labor there was notably cheaper than what was availablegnit¢deStates
(Ensinger 2009) This left a large unskilled labor workforce to settle for lower paying service
jobs and less capital to reinvest into the economy. The snowball effect of this policy left
individuals with less spending power and businesgds fewer consumers interested in their
products or services.

With these significant economic problems in the United States and specifically in the
Midwest, local and state governments have felt pressure to attract a better educated workforce
into theregion. There has been a belief that the strong presence of college graduates in a city or
region can also increase the earning potential of other jobs in a city that do not require higher
education (Florida 2002b). As a result government leaders hawneattempting to entice college
graduates in the hopes that their presence would also increase the job potential for those
individuals who do not possess college degrees. Public universities have also felt pressure from
state and local governments to hedpain graduates within the region due to a perception that
there has been a growing outmigration of people who have earned college degrees (Skirvin 2012).
One common thread among the reasons college students moved to a hew state after they graduate
is the belief that they would find better economic opportunities elsew(iBmhard 2007;

Delisle and Shearmur 2010; Kennan and Walker 2011; Kodrzycki; Z0frhatzkyet al. 2001;
Wozniak 2010) There have been many studies addressing the motivations @fecgti@duates
who choose to relocate but none on Indiana graduates. While Indiana itself has not suffered from

a negative population growth rate as some of its neighbors have, it has maintained a consistently



low population growth compared to other parfstte country United States Census Bureau
2010). Furthermore, Indiana is located in the heart of the rust belt and surrounded by other states
that have also struggledhis thesidgdentifiedthe place preferenced current college studend

Ball Stae University through the use of surveys. Preferences identified as important by these
students were then used to analj@éhe actual migratiopatternsof alumnifrom Ball State and

three other Indiana universities to clarify tteices othesegraduates.

This research focused on investigating Indiana college graduates likely migration patterns
in relation to specific criteria and on evaluating the types of preferences current students have
about where they want to live after they graduatée first step was to identify where college
graduates desire to move after graduation and what might have motivated them to move to these
places. Current Ball State University students were surveyed and asked a variety of questions
focused on trying to werstand the preferences they have about the types of places they would
prefer to live after they graduate. This information provided a foundation to understand where
Indiana graduatemaywant to live after they graduate. The next step was accomplighesing
alumni data from fouuniversities in Indiana to find the current locations of their graduates from
selected years between 1988d 2010. This portion of the thesis mapped and tracked where
former graduates decided to settle immediately aftedugiion as well as where they settled for
their more permanent residence years after they graduatedalurhei migration datavasthen
examined using thepecific factors from the student surveys that may have played a role in their
decisions to live inthese places.Although the place preferences of current students cannot
determinative the migration decision of those that come before them, such preferences may be
stable over the time period in this studys such, place factors identified as importaytcurrent
students may be an important way to understand the geograpimgiaha s r eoltegen t

graduates.



Chapter 2

Literature Review

Therehave beemany factors that contributed to the likelihood@lege graduate will
choose to move away from the city or state where they attended college. For example people in
general have been more likely to move to a place with a seacoast than to move from the seacoast
to a location within the interior (KodrycR001). This indicated that the physical geography of a
region has some influence on where pedpegewanedto live. Other factors that have been
examined include some of the following: whether students were earning@ysioal science or
engineemg degree, if they were international students, whether they were older students, or if the
college they attended was in a large city or metropolitan region (Tornatzky et al. 2001). In some
cases race seemed to play a determining role in a return migi@tize southern United States as
African Americans whose families left the south to seek opportunities elsewhere have been
returning in large numbers (Hunt, Hunt, and Falk 2008). Economic potential is the most
frequently discussed motivation behind wdotlege graduates choose to leave the state or region
where they grew up (Kennan and Walker 2011; Kodrzycki 2001; Tornatzky et al. 2001; Wozniak
2010). While each of these factors may have influenced individuals differently, it is generally
agreed that emomic reasons have been the most significant influencing factor in determining
whether a graduate decides to leave a city or region or stay.

One economic factor that college graduates have considereddebiling where they
want to seek employment after graduation has been whether there are more opportunities for

advancement and increase in wages in the metbum (Wozniak 2010). This suggests that



graduates have been looking beyond sterh increaseand that they may have been willing to
wait to find the best long term fit for their career goals. Another factor that has been an important
influence in the Midwest is that many students have been leaving what has been perceived to be a
poor economic régn (Keenan and Walker 2011). One study in the state of New York, a state
which has experienced a positivenmgration, suggest that college graduate migration has
been similar to labor migration for all ages and educational backgrounds as bothsguagisto
minimize expenses and maximize their benefits (Kyung 1996). After spending at least four years
earning a degree, it has been thought that most graduates want to earn as much money as they can
to be able to justify the time and expens@afingattenctda university.

During the 1970s some economists argued that there would be a surplus of college
educated individuals and that the need for such people would decFeastel(2010). However,
as technology has advanced there has been a corgipugnowing need for more college
graduates to fill the demand for an educated workfokogtih 2006). The increased need for
college graduates has put pressure on universities and local and state policy makers to help find
new ways to encourage theirllege graduates to remain locally. Some politicians have been
reluctant to put money into funds that would support future graduates due to the fear that the state
will help pay for them to earn their degree, only to have the individual kxevstate ard have
the investment benefits accruelsewhergTrostel 2010) Based on one study, this concern has
been viewed as unfounded since a student attending a public university is less likely to leave the
state than a student who attended a private univéigiogtel 2010). Another study investigated
whether there were other factors that have contributed to students remaining locally after
graduation. This research suggested that students who worked at local internships were more
likely to remain than thosthat had not (Bernhard 2007). In order to find successful policies to
retain college graduates locally, city and state government officials need to look at the variety of

factors that affect college graduate motivations to lealvecal communities andoyernment



institutions have also put pressure on university administrators to conduct their own
investigations to attempt to discover strategies that would encourage graduates to settle nearby to
help benefit the local economy.

One drawback to financiahcentive programs such as scholarship opportunities has been
that in some locations there are not jobs available to suit the degree the student has earned
(Bernhard 2007). If there are no jobs for graduates, then they have no other option but to seek
emgdoyment elsewhere. Another factor that has seemed to have attracted college graduates is
having an existing educated population already establi§hiexstel 2010) This has been a
problematic situation for communities that seek to entice a more edweatkidrce, but have
not already possessed a desired demographic threshold of college graduates. Before communities
can hope to attract individuals possessing college degrees, the first step would seem to be finding
ways to appeal to industries that requar highly educated workforce. On the other hand without
a highly educated workforce it is harder for cities to attract these types of industries.

The United States is not the only country that has been witnessing thegoation of
college graduatefsom agricultural and rustbelt regions to seek other opportunities in larger cities
and provinces. Studies have also been conducted in Canada to explain the flow of college
graduates out of rural regions into larger urban citizdi¢le, Francoise, andh8armur 2010).

Indiana has faced a similar problem since it also has bgerdmminatelyrural state with a

cooler climate than other regions of the United States. Based on information from the 2000
Census, there has been a steady flow of people whelativthe northern regions of the United

States to move to warmer states such as Florida (Perry 2003). College graduates have also been
more likely to move from rural regions to metropolitan regions thangnaduategDomina

2006). Young adults in gersd have tended to be more mobile than older adults. Many who
have no families of their own and limited job experience have also been looking in other places to

find careers that they believe will provide for them economically and are also fulfillinth thié



vast possibilities offered blarge cities college graduates have been seeking out those careers
within cities and have left the rural regions behind.

College graduates have been generally drawn to cities or si#tiegerceived economic
advantags. Local and state government officials have the ability to create policies that could
have a positive or negative impact on the ability of a state or region to attract an educated
workforce. While university administrators have the ability to shapéothes of an institution to
be primarily teaching or research, the local community has also been influenced by the types of
people that are drawn to the institution. One researcher suggested that research institutions are
more likely to draw high performgpeople to the community (Florida 2002b). By analyzing the
migration patterns and the place preferences of college age individuals, government and
university officials in these states can better understand the different factors that motigaged
peopk to leave the state. Thiould lead to better policies being implemented that would
encourage college graduates to remain within Indiana. While many studies have indicated that
economic behavior has been the primary driving force behind migratiomnsattieere are other
researchers who have investigated whether the desirability of specific locations or places based
on social factors has become a more important determining factor than economic behavior to
some college graduates in whether they decidedve on or stay locally.

The physical characteristics arscial desirability of specific places has the potential to
be a powerful influencing factor on an indivi
where they attended college. There emgironmentakharacteristics about place that a person
may find appealing such as climatelamdscapdeatures, but there are also cultural activities and
social constructs that make different locations appealing to different types of people. These
preferences for different types of places could have been a strong factor that has motivated
college graduates to move to one place over another. Some individuals may have preferred large

cities with access to many activities and types of amenities, whilersotthesired smaller



communities that usually have stronger bonds among the individuals who live there. Scale also
could have been an issue to those who have looked for a specific type of place to reside. Scale
ranges from the scope of the entire earthh® size of an individual. Places such as parks,
libraries, or churches are located in both major cities and in small towns. Place also could include
a larger network of suburbs or the sprawl of the entire metropolitan region, with access to the
neighbaing cities, or the prevailing attitudes of the entire state or region. Just as activities occur

in relation to scale, their presence could have been a factor that has motivated people as they have
decided what they are looking for in the types of plaleeg want to live.

With such a wide variety of understandings of how places matter and the contrasting
values that individuals put on these ideas, it has been difficult to operationalize the concern for
studies like this one. Physical location, such pkaeae that can be located on a map, is the most
basic representation of place (Staeheli 2003). Another way to understand place is in how it could
be related to cultural |l ocati ons; Apeople are
politica | relationships that shape their identitie
example of this would be a city divided by different socioeconomic groups with few acceptable
avenues to cross these divisions. While no physical boundang,eiidividuals obtain an
understanding of those boundaries from the general sense of place possessed by the community.
These types of factors could be used to explain the appeal of different communities. Whether
there is a cultural identity or a speciiconomic group that an individual would like to identify
with, both have provided a means of relating to the community. A similar explanation to
understand fAplace as contexto has been througl
these have afféed how a person has related to the place where they live and work (Staeheli
2003). This digresses from place related to cultural locations in that social networks have helped

to give people identity within places, while place as context has describitbititiey of places.



Cultural locations may possess boundaries, while place as context is related more to the attitudes
that have developed due to cultural location.

Cultures and people are not stagnant and as they change, so do the places in which they
exist, leading to change over time. The idea that attitudes within places have evolved can be used
by the community to help shape the future of a location by acknowledging the effects of the past
and the present (Staeheli 2003). Finally, the issue ¢¢ = also come into play with some
processes that have extended beyond a place, and how these larger processes could have impacted
the economic opportunities present within a place (Staeheli 2003). For example, having a park in
a town may have drawn nerecreational activities to the community, or a city that has access to
the interstate highway system may have experienced more commercial opportunities as
commuters stop to get gas or food. A helpful approach to why place matters has been to
recognize he range of what it has meant and how it has been interpreted differently. People have
migrated for a variety of reasons, and recent college graduates represent a uniquely mobile group
of people. Place has been used to describe physical locationsaldoltations, place as context,
and different scales. These different ideas represented by place may give a glimpse into the
motivationsof graduates as they search for where they want to live ladtedng earred their
degrees.

As described before, theoncept of place is not only complicated but also has been
interpreted in different ways by many people. Place can be as simple as a specific location like a
park or city, but it also can give a connotat
form of selfexpression. For example, by displaying symbols and styles of an ethnic heritage, an
individual can feel as if they have established themselves not only in the community, but also
make them feel as if they have helped define to others an depdbeir individual identity

through representing their heritage (Cresswell 2004). In the latter example, place has become a



creation or a way to personalize an otherwise impersonal space. This process could be considered
as a way to makeCrepswaell Anhone) .

College students are in a transitional period when it comes to finding a place that meets
their anticipations for a place that they can consider home. This can be as basic as a college dorm
room or an apartment rental agreement, lebtivhich are temporary residences. Other students
who have been able to live at home with their parents or with other family members are also in an
interim housing arrangement since often there is an anticipation that the student will move on to
their own residence shortly after graduation. With college representing a short term destination
where students only plan to be for a finite amount of time, being able to create their own identity
through their personal space seems to become the focus. Wehfdoew's in mind, the places
college students move to after graduation can represent more than future job possibilities. They
can also represent an aspect of identity that may appeal to graduates.

Another characterization of place is how it has helpgdstiape and represent an
individual 6s identity through context. Thi s
represent what has influenced Davwd Léy statedthatd ual 6 s
fithis symbiosis between place and idgntvas [is] a geographical extrapolation of symbolic
interactionism, an important theoretical position that holds that reality is social and is constructed
and perpetuated through the routine interactio
each person created their own reality through the social interactions that are a part of their daily
living, and the types of places they chose to live or frequent provided the backdrop of what type
of influences an individual wanted to experience. Tymes of places that college graduates
desire to be associated with may become an important factor as they seek these places and the
social opportunities available in them. The notion that place and identity are intermixed is related
to the concept thatlace has been a means of s{pression, which was already suggested by

Cresswell (2004). Both deal with place as something that has represented unigueness and

10



individuality. These characteristics have allowed something for the individuals to contiect wi
and help identify with something they feel is important. As a mobile population seeking out their
own identity, college graduates may have the desire to find a place that reflects how they see
themselves or how they want to see themselves.

The UnitedStates as a whole has been branded a mobile nation. Some have argued that
this implies that the importance of place has decreased, while others have argued that place
remains relevant (Agnew 1987, Friedman 2005, de Blij 2008). Having a place where an
individual can feel some level of connectedness gives them a reprieve from the chaos of modern
life (Creswell 2004). Unique districts in large cities have emerged each with their own distinct
identities, which has helped to connect individuals to a senglaacd. While this does create in
one way a level of connectedness, these connections seem to be focused on weak relationships
between the people within these communities and the resulting social groups. These types of
weak connections have been deskeatiol some types of college graduates who have only a few
strong closeknit relationships but prefer many weak variable relationships (Florida 2002b). The
desire by individuals to be connected to their communities could be an important pull factor for
college graduates, but also the availability of many cursory relationships.

There has also been research conducted to determine if certain types of people are more
likely to move away from where they attended college. Dragseth (2008), for exampld,teet ou
determine if risk takers and individuals who are more creative had a higher propensity to move
away from the state of North Dakota. While she discovered that no correlation existed, she did
di scover t hat students wi tghouphd moke a@ay.A Anethewve r e
researcher, Richard Florida, has gained attention from academics aadat@mics alike for his
research on what he has called the ficreative
on a specific type of person, igh he dubbed the creative class, and the type of places these

people have desired to live. For Florida, this class generally consisted of young, single, and high

11



performing graduates who also have an intrinsic desire to learn, create, and mastand giélh
move on to the next challenge. They also have a tendency to be drawn to places with high
tolerance levels for alternative lifestyles. Florida (2002b) also argued that first individuals move
to places they found desirable and then businessesilwoul hoose t o | ocate wher
human capital was concentrated. Once a creative class population is established, it also in turn
will draw more creative class individuals from a larger variety of industries to a city or regions
(Knudsen et al. 21B). According to Florida, members of the creative class first seek out a place
where they want to |ive and then wil!/l i nvest i
narrative is in distinct contrast to the research that has suggested thaniectorces are the
primary driving factor in where graduates decided to relocate. Social capital theory has presented
a similar perspective in that businesses will locate where there is already human capital available.
Florida (2002b) deviated from saticapital theory by focusing on loose ties that are more
flexible, where social capital theory concentrates on #gitt associations. Overall, Florida
(2002b) has positioned the traits of the place above the desire to maximize potential earnings
when i related to people in his creative class and where they would choose to livieasitey
earredtheir degrees.

Another study picked up where Florida left off by defining the criteria that influenced
mi gration as fAQual ity aiandRoyuela2p@7). olm thisxeskarclf L a mb i
QoL is considered important because individuals and business have used it to make decisions on
where to locate, and people have been willing to trade equally valuable considerations in order to
receive scarcer Qobptions (Lambiri, Biagi, and Royuela 2007). QoL considerations include,
il ocal environment (climate and physical), put
(taxation and fiscal incentives), a200f,psbhci al [
This description included the conditions introduced by Florida (2002b) in social interactions and

goods and services, but also acknowledged the influence of the physical environment as well as

12



financial considerations. In addition, QoL nef¢o attributes that a specific place has possessed

t hat are |likely to attract or influence both
(2002b) theory was based on the individual moving first, and then businesses following. This
study discusad the importance of both the individual as well as businesses relocating based on

the qualities of the city

Another feature that college graduates might have been looking for is a place that was
inclusive and made them feel welcomed. Someéghborhoodsmay have felt closed off to
outsiders, and while this would have appeatetthose already established in these neighborhoods
it would have excluded the addition of new talent and new growth. This attitude may have been
caused by the homogeneity of thasting community or the fear of those who are outside the
existing cliques (Sibley 1992). A neighbor or city of this type could discourage college graduates
who not only are looking for places to fit in, but are also seeking localities that are mamattoler
of new ideas and lifestyles (Florida 2002b). Because of the closed nature of these types of
communities, even college graduates who were established may not wish to return if they feel it is
too restricted from other types of groups. Cities haveottsider inmigration as well as the
ability to prevent outmigration. This dynamic relationship would produce a totainmgtation,
and the goal of municipalities should be a positive net migration. Retaining college graduates is
important, but so is thability to entice new people.

An alternative perspective has attempted to define amenities or the availability of specific
goods and services of places based on their economic significance (Clark et al. 2002). Having
focused on the conveniences that available in larger cities, Clark and his colleagues (2002)
used many of the same types of criteria that Florida (2002) outlined and added to it the
desirability of places that encourage the accessibility of local services. By using Chicago as a
case sidy of cultural amenities and city politics, this research attempted to demonstrate the

attractiveness that Chicago offered in terms of diversity, tolerance, and amenities (Clark et al.
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2002). A city that was once dominated by industry, Chicago is arriampexample how a city

can transform itself from within. With policies that focused on education and beautifying the city

with parks and trails, Chicago not only improved its school system and recreation opportunities,

but also reduced crime and helg@dmote an inner pride. While not in the same category as the
goods and services that Floridadés creative cl ¢
from within by developing aggressive ways to improve a locality has been well demonstrated by
Chicagods example (Clark et al. 2002).

Florida (2002b) also discussed how cities with large mixes of Bohemian style individuals
tend to have appealed to people from his creative class. Cupers (2005) has harnessed the idea of
the Bohemian to have suggedthat within urban studies, a nomadic geography could become a
research specialty in its own right. He has not defined nomadic in the tradition context of the
word, but instead used it to describe people who are drawn to new experiences and move
accodingly (Cupers 2005). Just as traditional nomads pattern their behavior by moving between
places and are sometimes in familiar environments while other times reside in new and strange
environments, in the urban setting Cupers (2005) proposed there in@kaatgpe of movement
patterns. While Floridaés (2002b) creative cl
of people, they have been represented in communities that are desirable to the creative class
because Bohemians add to the culture ematacter of place. Whether they originated in the city
or more likely represent another form of migration, they enhance the human experience of the
city, and some enjoy the atmosphere of places that welcome these types of people.

Another follower of Floida (2002b), Edward Glaeser, conducted research on places that
have higher levels of human capital and how they have been able to better attract additional
people with at | east a bachelords degree. Gl
skilled entrepreneurs to hire other skilled workers determinedthat unskilled entrepreneurs

would have difficulty in attracting skilled workers (Berry and Glaeser 2005). They concluded, as
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did Florida (2002b), that the educated and highly educatedrprefeside in localities with other
people of their education levelGlaeser (2005) also believed that the primary way that cold
weather cities will be able to induce high preforming individuals to remain locally or move to
these places is through apfea to them directly instead of attempting to attract technology
based industries. This suggested that appealing to the individual is more important than attracting
companies. His findings would encourage cities and localities to concentrate on mmptivati
individuals to stay just as Florida suggested (2002b). His theory indicated that companies will
locate where they would find an educated workforce already established.

Florida (2002b) and his supporters are not without theoretical opposition. ©Opé se
skeptics have been leery of accepting that the pursuit of individuals is the best way to improve the
local economy and attract businesses. Even while individuals within the creative class may prefer
places of tolerance and amenities, they are stilded of the means to live, and these ideas of
finding a desirable location based on resources without addressing economic need may seem
logical on their surface, but they fail to recognize the dependence of individuals on the economic
climate (Storper ah Scott 2009). These skeptics have also pointed out that these cities were not
founded on the principals espoused by Florida (2002b), but existed long before his ideas became
factors. Florida has failed to address the fact that these communities wasbslest as
economic centers first and then later became cultural centers of tolerance (Storper and Scott
2009). This analysis focused on how economics has still been an important driving factor to
increasing the educated workforce. Finally Florida (2)0&hd those that have drawn on his
i deas have been unsuccessful i n addressing t
transforming regional ensembl es of production
(Storper and Scott 2009, p. 164).1 t i mat el y Fl ori daés (2002b) <con
in providing suggestions to local policy makers who are seeking ways to better promote their

communities and attract a highly talented workforce.
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Anot her critique othidgthabit faild to d@iffereiitidted ie@vdeh r e s €
correlation and causality. Whil e Floridads (:
may have been a component in the creative <c¢l a
strong firstorde criteria. Factors such as a lack of opportunities locally and wages have been
stronger motivations in most cases (Bor®n and
of Acreative classd has al so b e dgurthepinvestightee mat i ¢
the validity of his claims (Borén and Young 2013Jhomas Borén and his colleague Craig
Young (2013, p. 198)bserved thafia lack of studies that disaggregate the creative class and
analyze their motives for migration underpins the lack of understanding of creative migration
Without the ability to identify and understanc
is not possible to determine the causality which led them in their decision to resettle. There have
been a number of wunderlying assumptions in FIlc
substantiated or have been refuted in the independent reigarblas taken place since he made
his claims about the creative class.

Florida (2002b) also assumed that his creative class is a highly mobile population. To
attempt to verify this assumption a study was conducted on the mobility of artists in Stockhol
Sweden because they are presumably the most mobile group among creative class individuals.
(Borén and Young 2013). Stockholm wselecteddue to a large population of creative class
individuals and high creativity index even though as a community d@neyless mobile than
similar populations in other countriesThe sampling included men and women in their late
twenties to early sixties who had at some point in their lives lived a lifestyle that was highly
mobile. There are many different types ofststchoosing to express different ideas and different
mediums for their work. For this study the artists that were chosen preferred to use their art as a
form of social commentaryMany received grants or funding to travel, but ultimately returned to

Stockholm due to family connections as they wanted to start families of their own, or they were
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already embedded in the local creative communities (Borén and Young 2013). In their final
assessment, this study determined that there has been a complex pesh/piull factors
influencing the artists and that FIl oridabts (2
take these factors into consideration. Other circumstasael as where they were in their {ife

cycle and their professional connecspplayed a much greater role on where these creative class
individuals were choosing to live. This suggests that Florida (2002b) made assumptions about his
population that fail to represent their true levels of mobility.

Yet another angle in migratioesearch focused on identifying why people would decide
notto migrate, and how these individuals would be more likely to have a strong attachment to the
place where they were currently located (Barcus and Brunn 2010). In this study, a region in
Appalachiawas chosen due to the high likelihood that the individuals studied would be especially
connected to the locality based on historic trends. By using the same theories that are utilized to
understand why people migrate, such as the-puimodel and th@alue expectancy model, the
researchers hoped to prove that the same motivations that caused people to leave a region also
influenced people to remain (Barcus and Brunn 2010). These models both thelhedtéhe
decision to migrate has bebased on ecammic, social, and family criteria. What the researchers
discovered was that those who were more connected to a place were more likely to remain, and
even those who decided to move away still retained strong connections to their hometown
through electronieneans (Barcus and Brunn 2010). These results suggested that the closer the
bondswere of an individual to place the less likely they are to leave that community. These
strong connections to place may be utilized in migration studies that hope to umetkieds of
retaining people and encouraging them to not leave the region.

The methods of studying likely migration patterns have been enhanced with the inclusion
of qualitative and quantitative data. This synthesis has allowed for a fuller understainttiag

multiple meanings and interpretations that have been engaged in population geography and
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migration studies (Findlay and Li 1999). The intent was to encourage a modern methodology in
migration studies and the ability to utilize the tools availaibleorder to garner the best
conclusion. Another study encouraged the usage of different spatial scales with the purpose of
better understanding migration patterns and motivatiNetson and Sewall 2003). This research

in particular focused on how agesetf was not the only factor to be analysed but also on the
effect of agecohorts, such as the babgomers to influence economic and migration trends in
metropolitan and nonmetropolitan cities and towns. Different generations have their own unique
sociceconomic characteristics which are the result of cultural events and practices during their
childhood and youth. This means that with their own unique generational values, the push and
pull effect of different places has some correlation with theircabert (Nelson and Sewall
2003).

The research to date has demonstrated that the migration decisions of college graduates
have included many criteria as they decided if they wanted to remain where they grew up verses
where they went to college. There islditdoubt that economic factors have been considered as
being one of the primary motivating factors influencing graduates to move and in an increasingly
mobile society this has become significantly easier than it would have been for generations past.
Socal factors of place, such as tolerance, also have become more highly recognized as possible
incentives for the highly educated to move to a certain locality. What a place has to offer in terms
of recreation and amenities has also been shown to have ancimp on gr aduateos
Within all these factors there needs to be an underlying desire to find a place that appeals to them
on some level. Economics have been most likely the first priority in drawing graduates to a city
or region, but as they hadgecome secure in their financial stability, exploring other place
options mayhave alsobecome more attractive. Helping graduates connect on a level beyond
economics could help retain not just recent college graduates but draw graduates from other

placesat different points in their lives to the city or state. The reasons graduates move away or

18



remain are multifaceted and complex, but there do seem to be similar defining factors that could

help influence them to remain locally.
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Chapter 3

Research Questions and Methods

I n order to study college graduate migratic
degree in Indiana, research needed to be conducted to discover whetedideyito live after
they graduate and to uncoymrssiblemotivationsthat leadhem to choose those places. Indiana
was chosen due to its economic difficulties in the last ten years and its low population growth
over the last several decades. There is &f#dat a brain drain phenomenon has been taking
place in many rust belt states such as Indiana (Skirvin 2012). This trend of college educated
students leaving a place where there is the perception of low economic opportunities to move into
regions wherehere is a better prospect of high paying careers would negatively impact the
economic potential of an already struggling community. Without an educated base for employers
to draw from, the likelihood of them locating in the area is diminished. It lasdaygested that
college graduates may have been more interested in the attributes associated with place than
simple economic advantage (Florida 2002b). Cities often have unique identities, and while there
are many different communities within cities llege graduates have most likely been viewing
the overall reputation and identity of the city as a whole when they decided that they want to
move to a new location.

The first stepof this thesis was tmentify the preferences for placedhcurrent Ball State
University studenthave regarding wherthey want to live after graduatioext, the locations
of Indiana alumnirom four Indiana universitiewere mappeaver timeandanalyzed using the

place preferencegathered from thestudent surveys Taken together, these two approaches



intendto answer the following questionk: Whatare the place preferergef current Ball State

University students as they decide where they want to live after graduafiolhere have

college gaduates from Indianamesit o af t er ear ni ng 3tHastherebeBrac hel o

atrend of outmigration of college graduates from Indiaarad has it beea new phenomenon or
the continuation of an existing pattern?

For thefirst research questigmBall Statestudents were surveyed to gather more specific
information to help determine what types of views students have on whether they plan to migrate
away from the state after they graduate and why. This data provided insight into whether
students arrently enrolled in the university were expecting to leave the region, and what they are
hoping to find in the places they want to live after graduation. Tallés3he survey that was
sent to current Ball State students to better understand thegrbanokl, where they want to live
after they graduate, and why. This survey was sent out through the university emai) aggtem
the results are limited to those who volunteered to answer the questions. Its purpose was to help
develop a baseline understiaimg of how current students view their possible future migration
decisions and their potential for relocating
this data evaluated the overall attitudes of Ball State students and whether actatlemidegree
of study, GPA, ethnicity, gender, age, relationship status, or if they have children had any bearing
on what types of places future college graduate would wish to live. It also identified any
priorities students pladeon the different critéa, and what other factors may have had any

influenceon where they would like to live after they graduate.
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Table 31. Student Survey

What is your academic year?
a. Freshman

b. Sophomore

c. Junior

d. Senior

e. Senior, graduating afteurrent semester
f. Graduate student

What is your Major(s)?

w

What is your Minor(s)?

What is your cumulative GPA (enter high school GPA and the scale it is base(
it is your first semester in a university or college)?

5a

What is your ethibackground?

a. Caucasian/White

b. African American

c. American Indiana/Alaska Native
d. Asian/Pacific Islander

e. Other

5b

Are you Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin?
a. Yes
b. No

What is your gender?
a. Male

b. Female

c. Transgender

How old are you?
a. 1824

b. 2534

c. 35 or older

8a

Are you currently married?
a. Yes
b. No

8b

If no, are you currently in a long term committed relationship or engaged to be
married?

a. Yes
b. No

Do you currentlyhave children or are you expecting any children?
a.Yes

b. No

10

What is your hometown and state?
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1la

Name the ideal city/state where you would like to live after graduation.

11b

List up to 3 reason(s) or characteristic(s) that appeal t@lgout this place.

12

What city/state do you plan on living after graduation?

13

Please mark any of the following factors that are playing a significant influencg
the place you plan to live after graduation.

a. Weather

b. Family Connections

c. Economic Opportunities

d. Physical Attributes (Coast, Mountains, etc.)

e.Cost of living

14

Which of the following types of places would you prefer to live?
a. Rural

b. Town

c. Small City

d. Suburb

e. Medium City

f. Large Suburb

g. Large City

h. Town or Small City with access to Medium or Large City

15

Please rate on a scale of 1 to 10 (1 being not at all important and 10 being ve
important), how important the following criteria are to you in determining wher
you plan tdive after graduation.

____Thriving NightLife
___Ethnic Diversity
____Tolerant Atmosphere
___Family Friendly
____Access to Parks
____Dependable Public Transportation
____Cultural Opportunities
___Varied Recreational Activities
___ Civic Opportunities
Pedestrian Walkways/Bike Trails

16

For criteria you ranked as important to you (you ranked E3) 8list one primary
factor that makes these important to you.

17

For criteria you ranked as not important to you (you rankdd3slist one primary
factor that makes these not important to you.

18

Are there any other criteria you are looking for in the place where you plan to
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Please rank the criteria (The top being the most important) of what is most
important to you in finding a place to live in the future.
a. Cost of Living

b. Physical Attributes (Near Coast, Mountains, etc.)
c. Economic Opportunities

d. FamilyConnections

e. Weather

f. Thriving NightLife

g. Ethnic Diversity

h. Tolerant Atmosphere

i. Family Friendly

j. Access to Parks

k. Dependable Public Transportation

[. Cultural Opportunities

m. Varied Recreational Activities

n. Civic Opportunities

0. Other

20

The purpose of this survey is to help determine what graduates want in trying
decide where they want to live after graduation. Do you have any other input
would be valuable for this study?

In order to answer theexttwo research questions, this study identified where Indiana

graduates from four different Indiana universities are currently living and what characteristics

these places possess that nieave enticed graduates to choose these places to live.

New

graduates may take several positions after graduation prior to finding a career in which they wish

to remain, but by using data from recent graduates as well as from those who have been out of

college for a dnger period of time it was anticipated that it would help identify trends in

migration patterns.

graduation yearthat this research has covereds the general population trends in Imdia Data

from

the 2000 census demonstrated that

Another factor that was taken into consideration when choosing the

ndi

an

rate than the rest of the country, and as a result the state lost a congressional representative after

that census (Perry and Mackun 2001). In ordereterdhine if there was a correlation between

the general population growth and the loss of college graduates over time, this study started by
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identifying the location of graduates from 1998 in an attempt to account for the low state
population growth in 200 This study also used college graduates from the years 2002, 2006,
and 2010 to identify any temporal patterns between college graduate migration rates.

Another variable this research has taken into consideration is the type of institution from
which the individual graduated. Graduates frprivate technical institutiomay have possessed
different levels of mobility than those having graduated frostate universitiesince the ability
to appeal to different types of students may have been a factehether graduates from
different institutions are more or less likely to migrate. Twivate universities (Rosdulman
Institute of Technology and the University of Evansvili@d twopublic universities (Ball State
University and Indiana Universit$outheast)were selected for this studyRoseHulman also
represented alumni from an exclusive technical school to provide addition data about where high
performing students may be choosing to livEach university was analyzed as a whole in
comparison tdhe other institutions to determine if the graduates from different types of schools
have different rates of mobility or if there
motivations to relocate. These schools were also examined indiyiavitil each of all four of
the selected years to determine if there was any change over time. Additionally, this information
was mapped through GIS (geographic information systems) at the county level to display a visual
representation of the data of whegraduates are choosing to live in relation to the factors
identified as important by the surveys.

The results of survey question 19 were used to identify additional areas of research in the
analysis of the alumni data. The top three results werdifiddnand then used to better
understand place choices of former graduates. The information from these results were applied to
the current locations of Indiana alumni to determine if there was a correlation between what
factors current students indicategre important to them about the types of places they want to

live and where alumni were choosing to reside. The top three results were economic opportunity,
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cost of living, and family connections. In order to understand economic opportunity, it was
meaured based on the average personal income per capita at the county level with spreadsheets
provided by the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA 2012). Cost of living was
equated to the average listing price of homes at the county level. domliawhich is a website
that lists properties for realtors as well as individuals, provided an estimate of the average listing
cost of homes by county (Trulia 2012). The final criterion, family connections, was analyzed
based on the distance graduatescii@osing to live from their home university. With none of
these factors relating to the characteristics of place, another correlation was measured based on
FIl oridaés (2002b) creativity index. Since FIlo
of places, a similar measure was used that was developed by the USDA that measured the
creativity indexes of pl aces by county. FIl or
Innovation Index, HighTech Index, Gay Index, and the Creative Class (Flaziaeg2b). The
USDA on the other hand provided its own version of the creativity index in which it took into
consideration the size of the Bohemian population ardassified creative occupations. The
USDA (2007) researchers found that these criteria thadstrongest predictive indicators of
creative centerdAll correlations for this research used the Pearson correlation coefficient and a
onetailed test to determine tlirection andstrengthof anyrelationships

All of these factors must be taken into consideration when trying to understand the
migration patterns of college students after graduation. It is believed that the Midwest region of
the United States has experienced a brain drain of college graduatbatdndiana is one of the
places where this effect has been considered to be pronounced. In ond@emicpublic policy
makerson these issues, research should focus on the different factors influencing graduates to
leave the state This data may give a ket picture of whyindiana college graduates may have
chosen to remain closer to homBy mappingthe locations of graduates atitgenanalyzing the

resulting patternsvith the place preferences of current studettis researclaimedto provide
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information thatcould informpolicy makerson ways they could encouragjelianagraduates to

remain in the state.
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Chapter 4

Survey Data

The first step of this study was to identifie placepreferenceshatcurrentstudents have
as they consider where they would prefer to 1|
Ball State University (BSU) representing the largest student body in this study and as the home
institution for this research, its student bodgs selected for student surveys to determine what
factors would be important to them as they decided where they want to live after graduation. The
student surveys were designed to not only identify what types of places the students preferred, but
also toconsider if different groups of students may have different criteria for what they would
gualify as an ideal pl ace. Questions were ask
to where they wanted to live and where they planned to live afidugtion.

Since BSU is a traditional four year university, most respondents were between 18 and
24, unmarried, and had no children. The survey was sent to the entire student body, but only
undergraduate students were asked to resporttddgurpose of this research. There were a total
of 144 individuals that responded to the survey; however one was excluded because they
identified themselves as a graduate student. Tallalidplays the breakdown of the different
groups that are reprased in this study and the percentage of those who responded to each
guestion. Of the groups that responded, there were a number of variables that require mention.
Females represented flercentof total respondents while only 2Percentof those who

regponded to this survey were male, and freshmen representpdr&dntof the respondents



which made them the highest represerdeddemic class in this survey. There was a fairly
balanced response from students who classified themsehesthesn a lorg-term relationship

or asmarried compared with students not currently in a serious relationship. Finally, in order to
simplify the studentdéds majors and minors, the
largest groups were those whad majors ineitherthe College of Sciences and Humanities
represented by 34ercent of the respondentsor the College of Applied Sciences and
Technology represented by 3@ercentof the respondents. Some students had multiple majors
and minors in diffenat colleges, and they are represented as a whole person for each college in
which they had a major or minor, which resulted in some students being represented multiple
times in the same set of dat@f these studentshitee respondents were in both thdl€ye of
Science and Humanities and the College of Communication, Information, and Media, two
respondents were is both the College of Scigarel Humanities and the College of Applied
Sciences and Technology, and one student was in both the College &ris and the Teachers
College. The first analysis for this study was completed based on all the respandethen
analysis was conducted related to specific groups of respondents.

Table 41. Basic Demographic Information of Survey Respondents

. Number of | Percentage of
Academic Year respondents| respondents
Senior, graduating after current semest 16 11%
Senior 23 16%
Junior 23 16%
Sophomore 32 23%
Freshman 48 34%
GPA
Cum Laude 3.€1.0 55 39%
2.6673.5 65 47%
1.667%2.666 20 14%
Ethnic Background
Caucasian/White 134 94%
African American 6 4%
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 1%
Other 2 1%
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Hispanic

No 140 98%
Yes 3 2%
Gender

Female 100 71%
Male 41 29%
Age

18-24 136 96%
2534 3 2%
35 or older 3 204
Married or Long -term

Relationship/Engaged

No 80 56%
Yes 62 44%
Children

No 139 98%
Yes 3 2%
What is your Major (by College)?

College of Applied Sciences and

Technology 46 32%
College of Architecture and Planning 6 4%
College of Business, (See Miller Collegy

of Business) 9 6%
College of Communication, Information

and Media 15 10%
College of Fine Arts 6 4%
College of Sciences and Humanities 49 34%
College, Teachers (See Teachers Colle] 15 10%
Undecided 3 204
What is your Minor(s) (by College)?

Collegeof Applied Sciences and

Technology 27 19%
College of Architecture and Planning 2 1%
College of Business, (See Miller Collegs

of Business) 13 9%
College of Communication, Information

and Media 5 3%
College of Fine Arts 2 1%
College of Sciences andumanities 39 27%
College, Teachers (See Teachers Colle] 4 3%
Unavailable/None 61 43%

30




After the demographic questions, the survey focused on the specific aspects of place
preferences students may have held. Students were asked to identify their hometown and state.
One unexpected outcome of this survey was that none of the studentseidehéir home state,
but just their hometown. In order to compensate for this omigsiorgssumptions were matie
allow the data to banalyzed The first was that most of the students were from cities and towns
in Indiana, and the second was thaisth who were not from Indiana probably came from the
most prominent city of that name. For example, some of these prominent cities were Chicago,
lllinois; Titusville, Florida, and Lancaster, Pennsylvania. Figufeilustrates the distribution of
the hanetowns of the student respondentsis figure illustrates that most BSU students have
most likely come from cities or towns that are east of the Mississippi River, with the vast majority

having come from all parts of Indiana.

Figure 41. Student Swey Respondentdometown Locations
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Those who responded to the survey represented both large cities like Chicago,
Indianapolis, and Fort Wayne as well as smaller towns that can be hard to locate such as Albany,
Nappanee, and Paoli. With this mugriety, it was inferred that the respondents would possess
a variety of expectations in the criteria for the places they want to live after they graduate.
Individuals from major metropolitan areas would have been familiar with cities that cater to a
variety of interest and had access to a large assortment of amenities, while those from smaller
cities may not have felt that these aspects of place were as important since amenities would not
have been as readily available to them.

Students were then askedotweparate questions about their possible future residences.

The first question asked for them to name their ideal place and why they wanted to live there.

The second was to identify were they expected to live after they graduated. These questions were
asked in an attempt to encourage the students to conductaaelthtion of their answers so that

they would give the best possible answer for each question. Only 95 of the 143 applicable
responses listed a specific ideal city, so only those resporses mapped. Also, in some

instances, students gave multiple responses to their preferred or expected city of residence. In
these circumstances the first answerggected o r epresent the st-udent 6s
2 displays where students iddadmes are located in relation to creative places using the USDA
creativity index to determine if the student respondents would choose to live in creative places. It

was not surprising to discover that many students would like to live in creative cdteethey

graduate, although the number of students wanting to stay close to home was unexpected. There
could have been many reasons for graduates to desire to leave home and relocate in places that
are <classified as cr eat eallome wasO542 mailesefroa ther t he
hometown while they expect to live on average 253 miles from home. Any one or all of the
foll owing reasons could explain studentsodo sel e

of a large city, or creative famts.
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Figure 42. Student Survey Respondents Ideal City

sarco-erezo [ 6-b
evezo-essv0 [
ssuo-esevo [ £-Z
5ees'0-88E00 [ | 1

Xapuj fIAnea1) SUSPNIS JO Jaquny

z-0 O
covso-eaveo [
O
o

33



Out of all the student responses, 24 percent of the respondents listed someplace in
Indiana as their ideal future home. For those who selected a place in Indiana as where they
wanted to live, sme of the most prominent reasons that they listed included: living close to
family or home, job opportunities, the size of the community, weather or climate, familiarity, and
friendly atmosphere. For those who desired to leave Indiana, some of the teasdnsy gave
were similar or identical as the reasons given by those who wanted to remain. Some of those
responses were: weather, culture of the place, job opportunities, the size of the community,
family, a change from what they already knew, scereamy, diversity. Students who desired to
leave Indiana seemed to be much more interested in creativity issues based on their ideal city
choices than those who would chose to remain closer to home.

The next question dealt with na@neative issues that magave been important to students
as they made the decision about where they want to live after they graduate. They were given the
option to select any or all of the following factors that would significantly influence where they
would like to live after the graduate: weather, family connections, economic opportunities,
physical attributes (coast, mountains, etc.), and cost of living. TaBleligplays how many
respondents chose each factor and what the percentage of the total student respondents selected
that factor. Economic opportunities were selected the most frequently with family connections
not far behind. Weather and physical attributes also were important factors for about half of the
students. While none of these are creative issues, mognofsieemed to have been an important

role in where future graduates would prefer to live after they graduate.

Table 42. StudenRespondents Preferences for Noreative Place Factors

Factor Number of Selections Percent of Students
Economic Opportunities 102 71%
Family Connections 93 65%
Weather 72 51%
Physical Attributes 69 48%
Cost of Living 15 10%
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One significant norcreative issue that many students listed as an important factor was
the size of the community in which they wanted to live. The sextey question addressed this
potential preference based on eight different options. Fig3réisds the survey options for this
guestionand the percentage of total students that picked each option. The largest percentage of
students preferred to Bvin a small community, but still have the access and advantages of larger
cities. Mediumsizeand largesizecities were also highly desired by these students. Nearly two
thirds of all student respondents chose one of these three options as theplgue dhat they
would prefer to live after graduation. Based on these preferences, it can be theorized that most
students desire to live in places where they would have access to the advantages of city life. With
a city possessing more economic advargagecial opportunities, and cultural possibilities than
smaller cities and rural regions, there could have been many different reasons why students would
chose to live in or near a city. The next question tried to pinpoint more specific reasons why they

may prefer to live in different places.

Figure 43. Student Respondents Community Preference
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Students were asked to rate ten criteria each on a scale from one as the lowest to ten as

the highest to indicate its level of importance to them. This quest@s focused on more

creative class issues than the previous question.

They were then also asked to explain their

reasons for each factor they ratelvery low (3 and below) or very high (8 and abovEable 4

3 displays the average, median, and madimg for each of these responses. The highest rated

factors were varied recreational activities, family friendly, tolerant atmosphere, and access to

parks, and the lowest rated factors were ethnic diversity and thrivingliigghBased on these

numbes alone, it would seem that places with opportunities for family activities would have been

more desirable to this group of students. Family friendly and tolerant atmosphere appeared at the

top of these measures; average, median, and mode, and ethrsitydilae lowest on all three.

pri

Table 43. Student Respondents Rating of Creative Class Issues

Place Factors Average | Median | Mode
Varied Recreational Activities 7.64 8 8
Family Friendly 7.54 8 10
Tolerant Atmosphere 7.38 8 10
Access to Parks 7.11 8 8
Pedestrian Walkways/Bike Trailg 6.89 7 8
Civic Opportunities 6.25 7 7
Cultural Opportunities 5.98 6 7
Dependable Public Transportati 5.94 6 8
Thriving NightLife 5.01 5 8
Ethnic Diversity 4.89 5 5

Tolerant atmosphere is a major creative class preference, and this could have been the

mary

i ndi vi dual factor

from FIl ori

dads t heor

place. As the students elaborated on why they picked their top choimeg mentioned wanting

to have their own families, and wanting to live in places that were safe and accepting for their

future families, and that they have been very active and want to be close to nature. Their reasons

for rating ethnic diversityand gl i f e | ower
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to med and Anot interestedd in why they rated
one measure of how important each individual factor was to the respondent, this research also
examined each factor in relation to the others. The next question asked the students to rank the
separate factorsFor this question, all the previous factors were listed, and the students were
asked to place them in order of importance. The precepliagtion allowed the students to rate

each factor independent of the other factors, while this one forces them to make a decision about
what factors were most and least important to them. The top five ranked results were selected
from each survey and sunagh to determine which criteria were in the top five results overall.

For example, 113 of the 143 student surveys listed economic opportunities in their top five most
important factors. The top five results in order of total occurrences were economituojigs,

cost of living, family connections, physical attributes, and weather. None of these issues are
considered creative issues. The top three of these results were used to analyze the place choices
of alumni from the four universities with the atidih of the creativity index. Additional research

could be conducted to better understand the impact the physical geography issues of physical
attributes and wether. The results from both this question and the previous question suggested
that while cretive issues such as tolerance are important to future Indiana graduates, they were
not as high of a priority when compared to the other factors.

Finally, students were asked for any additional criteria they were looking for in the places
that they wantedot live after they graduate. Students responded that safe neighborhoods, good
school s, | ocal attract i weresadditianaldactorthaéthey woallp o us e 6 s
explore as they decided where they wanted to live after graduation. Alsotheugh it was
already asked, many students reiterated that job opportunities and family connections were
important to them. These results were gathered from all the student respondents. The next step
in this study was to determine if there were anyedéht types of preference for place between

academic class, major, GPA, gender, and relationship status. While other types of identifiers
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were also used, such as ethnic background and age, there were not a significant variety of
responders from the diffent groups in these results, so this study did not investigate further if
there were different preferences for place for these categories.

The first comparison was to investigate if students from different academic classes had
different preferences for thplaces that they wanted to live after they graduate. Taldle 4
displays the distance from home that each academic class would move if they relocated to their
ideal city compared to how far they expected to live from home. Freshmen expected to live the
closest to home while sophomores expected to live the farthest from home. Seniors selected the
closest ideal place while sophomores once again desired to move the farthest away from home.

Table 44. Student Survey Respondents Average Distance in Miles from Home
versus Expected Distance from Home by Academic Class

Number of | Ideal Expected
Academic Class Students Distance Distance
Freshman 48 408 187
Sophomore 32 747 343
Junior 23 620 276
Senior 23 414 225
Senior, graduating afte
current semester 16 608 278

The first set of factors consisted of preferences that would not have been included in
Richard Floridados definition of nfcreative cl a
connections and economic opportunities as the most important of these éactbey examined
the places they would want to live. Sophomores, juniors, and graduating seniors marked
economic opportunities as the most important factor. The freshmen and d&mtioexpected
and preferredo live the closest to homeafter graduation. Additionally, this preference was
reinforced by their desire to be close to family. In terms of creative class related issues, freshmen

rated family friendly as the most important factor, while sophomores, seniors, and graduating
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seniors rated varied e¢eeational activities the highest, and juniors rated access to parks as the
most important. Freshmen stayed true to their priorities that family was very important to them.
The other groups selected activities that they are likely to enjogtithaibt neessarily exclude a
connection to family. Finallythe students ranked their preferences for place based on all of the
listed factors. Freshmen, juniors, seniors, and graduating seniors all listed economic
opportunities, cost of living, and family contiens as their top three ranked criteria.
Sophomores ranked family connections and cost of living higher than economic opportunities,
but they still have these three factors in their top three results. When it came to the most
important factors for curré students in relation to place, there was no differesm®ng
academic years. There were large differences between the distances they wanted and planned to
move from home, but ultimately they were all looking for the same type of criteria in relation to
place. The nexstet ofanalysisi nvesti gated i f a studentds majo
preferences for place.

Students with a wide variety of academic majors responded to this survey. The best way
to analysis this data was to break it into tlierent colleges that were represented. Students
with academic majors in multiple colleges are represented as a whole person in each college in
which they are pursuing degrees. The College of Sciau Humanities (CSH) had the most
responses with 48tudent respondents, and some ofrtaorsthat were included consisted of:
Anthropology, Chemistry, Computer Science, Geography, Mathematical Sciences, Psychology,
Speech Pathology, and Social Work. A close second was the College of Applied Scieinces an
Technology (CAST) with 46 student respondents; some academic majors in this arealinclude
Exercise Science, Family and Consumer Science, and Nursing. The next two highest programs in
the results with 15 student respondents each were the Teachere dl®gthat trains future
educators and the College of Communication, Information, and Media (CCIM), with degrees in

Communication Studies, Journalism, and Telecommunications. Finally, there were nine student
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respondents from the Miller College of Busise@CB), six student respondents from the
College of Architecture and Planning (CAP), and six student respondents from the College of
Fine Arts (CFA). Table 4 compares the average distance to their ideal place against the
distance to their expected fueuresidence from their hometown.

Table 45. Student Survey Respondents Average Distance in Miles from Home versus
Expected Distance from Home by College

Number of Ideal | Expected
College Students| Distance| Distance
College of Sciences and Humanities 49 548 361
College of Applied Sciences and Technology 46 588 151
Teachers College 15 284 106
College of Communication, Information, and Med 15 790 271
Miller College of Business 9 303 206
College of Architecture and Planning 6 723 534
College ofFine Arts 6 421 434

CCIM and CAP students had the farthest average distance to their ideal place, and they
may be the most mobile cohorts because of their highly specialized degrees. CAP students in
particular may be more mobile since they weiMentually be licensed to practice at the national
level. These students also had the greatest average distance to their expected place compared to
the other colleges. Student in the TC had the least average distantesh and this may
explained bystate teaching licensure. There were a wide range of preferences for different types
of communities. Students from the CSH indicated that they would like to live in a town or small
city with access to a large city, CAST students would prefer eitheabanga or a large city, TC
students would like to live in a suburb, and CCIM students wanted to live in a msidieioity.

The remaining colleges did not have enough survey respondents to give a clear indication of this

type of place preference. Thexhstep was to relate this information to other place factors.
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Similar to the information based on academic class, there were few differences in the
factors for their preferences of places among the university colleges. Students in the CSH,
CCIM, CAP, and CFA selected economic opportunities the most frequentlytadehts in the
CAST and the TC chose family connections. MCB students exhibited a tie between both of these
factors. In terms of creative issues, CSH, CCIM, and CFA students rated tolerant atmosphere the
highest, and CAST, TC, and MCB students placedemamportance on a family friendly
environment. CAP students had very high ratings for all of these factors, and while varied
recreational activities was the highest and family friendly was rated the lowest, they still rated
family friendly higher than sdents from other colleges. Finally, the students from all colleges
except CCIM listed economic opportunities, cost of living, and family connections somewhere in
their top three ranked factors. CCIM on the other hand ranked economic opportunities as the
highest followed by cost of living and physical attributes. CCIM students were the first of two
groups to not have family connections in one of their top three priorities in place features, and as
already mentioned, they rated living in a tolerant atmagptiee highest of the creative factors.

If there was a group in this study that might have been more interested in creative class values it
may be students in the College of Communication, Information, and Media.

One assumption that has often been miadéhat Indiana is losing the best and the
brightest in the brain drain. One measur&vbb qualifies as top performer s a st udent 6s
For this factor the respondents were divided into four GPA groups: highest perfermars
laude (3.6) and higlr, above average performer2.667 to 3.5, average performer$.667 to
2.666, and low performers0 to 1.666; there were no respondents in the lowest GPA group.
Table 46 di spl ays each groupds preferenceei$ or how
from their hometownBased on this informatigthose with the highest GPA would prefer to live
closer to home than the other GPA groups. It was the above average performers that wanted and

expected to live the farthest from home. Students irhitjeest GPA group also indicated that
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they would prefer to live in a town or small city with access to a larger city, while above average

students wanted to live in a meditgize city and the average GPA group would prefer to live in

a small city.

Table4-6. Student Survey Respondents Average Distance in Miles from Home versus
Expected Distance from Home by GPA

The

Number of | Ideal Expected
GPA Students | Distance | Distance
Cum laude + 3.6 55 432 218
B to Cum laude
2.6673.599 65 680 313
C 1.6672.666 20 555 145
next i ssue analyzed was what

t hese

For the first group of nonreative factors, all three of the GPA groups selected economic

opportunities as the most frequently among this group of factord the above average

performers indicated that weather also played an important role in where they want to live. In

relation to more creative related factors, the students with the highest GPAs rated family friendly

the highest, while the next two graipf students both rated varied recreational activities as the

highest. Finallythe highest performing students ranked family connections, cost of living, and

gr a

weather the highest, the above average students ranked weather, family connections, and varied

recreational activities the highest, and the average performers ranked cost of living, economic

opportunities, physical attributes, and weather as the most important factors in trying to determine

where they wanted to live after graduation.

It is intémgsto note that students with a GPA

between 1.667 and 2.666 are the only group to place such a high level of importance on physical

geography attributes.
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average distance from home to their expected plaeledes preferred to live mudarther away

from their hometown than females, but both genders were very close on how far they expected to
live from home. In terms of the types of communities each group would like to live, males
selected that they would like to live in either medisize or largesize cities. Females on the

other hand preferred the smaller communities of a town or small city with access to aitgrger

To better understand these selections, their preferences for traits of place will be discussed next.

Table 47. Student Survey Respondents Average Distance in Miles from Home versus
Expected Distance from Home by Gender

Number of Ideal Expected
Gender Students Distance Distance
Male 41 715 278
Female 100 485 248

Economic opportunities were important to bothtlefse groups, but females placed just
as much importance on family connections. In addition tq thédes rated varied recreational
activities as the highest of the creative class factors, while females rated family friendly as the
highest. Traditionamale and female roles seem to be impacting the results of this survey.
Females put preference on issues that were more likely to affect their families, while males chose
economics and an active lifestyle. When given the option to rank all these faasad on
importance, males were the only other group in addition to students in CCIM academic majors to
not have placed family connections in their top three results. Instead they chose economic
opportunities, cost of living, and physical attributes asrthighest priorities in the places they
wanted to live after graduation. Females ranked economic opportunities, cost of living, and
family connections as their top preferences. As already mentioned, there were a much larger
percentage of female respamis than there were male respondevitich may have impacted

these findings.
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The final set of survey results was between those who were married or in a serious

relationship verses those who were not. TabBeddsplays the average distance to tiagal city

and the average distance to where they expected to live in relation to their hometowns. While

those who are not in a serious relationship wanted to live farther away from home, they expected

to live closer to home. This may be due to an awidhii need to be supported by family since

they may not have expected to have a partner to help them through any tough times immediately

after graduation. Those individuals in serious relationships also preferred to live in a town or

small city with accesto a larger city, while those not in a serious relationship indicated that they

would like to live in a mediumsize city. This information was then related to the different

preferences for place that these groups may have.

Table 48. Student Survey Respdents Average Distance in Miles from Home versus
Expected Distance from Home by Relationship Status

. . Number of Ideal | Expected
Relationship Status Students | Distance| Distance
Married or Serious Relationship 62 489 305
Not Serious Relationship 81 603 237

Both of these groups rated economic opportunities as the most important factor for where

they wanted to live after they gradudteThere was an interesting similarity between how these

groups rated creative class factors. Just as females rated feenyly the highest, those in

relationships also rated this criterion as the most important. Also males rated varied recreational

activities as the most important factor, and those not in a serious relationship also selected this

factor as the most imp@nt. There may be some connections between how these two different

groups Vview their

place was for them to rank the issues that were most important to them.

preferences

f

or places.

Both those in

relationships and those not in relationships listed economic opportunities, cost of living, and

family connections as their top three factors in the same order of importance.
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The student surveys were used to iwesnti fy
of places. There were some expected results and some surprising results., €éxarathic
opportunities, cost of living, and family connections stood out as important traits of places the
current students were looking for as they considered whrg wanted to live after their
graduation. Living in a place with a tolerant atmosphere also had a strong impact on what they
wanted in their future home. The additional information from the students emphasized how
important job opportunities and famifsiendly places were to this group of student respondents.
The different groups that were analyzed also demonstrated the different priorities they each
possessed. There was a significant amount of information gathered from this survey, and it has
helpedthis study identify what BSU graduates and possibly all Indiana graduates may be looking
for in where they want to live after graduation.

The results of question 19 were also used to help understand possible preferences for
place that alumni from differeniniversities across the state may have held as they decided where
they wanted to live after they graduated. This question asked the students to rank the different
aspects of place in the order that they were important to the student. The number ehtimes
characteristic of place was ranked among the top five results was summed and the top three of
those results were used to further investigate how these criteria may have affected the decisions
of Indiana college graduates. The top three ranked sesglte economic opportunity, cost of
living, and family connections. While creative issues in general were not ranked high among the
student respondents, tolerant atmosphere had a high aamtioggcreative class criteria, and in
order to examine any linto creative places, the USDA creativity index was used to discover if
Indiana alumni were settling in places that were considered highly creative. The next section of
this researctanalyzedand discussed how the creativity index, economic opportunist, @o

|l iving, and family connections may have been i
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Chapter 5

Alumni Data

The next stage of this study gathered alumni data from educational institutions in the state
of Indiana. Each university that was chosen for this study was picked due to the unique
characteristics ofts student populations to determine if different typdsstudents may have
different preferences for places. Different graduations years were also analyzed to ascertain if
there were any changes in preferences over time. The first s&tms®#Hulman Institute of
Technology (RHIT) in Terre Haute represeatsnique student body in Indiana. RHIT is an elite
institution specializing in science amtgineeringand out of the 4,298 applicants to the school
only 506 were admitted in 2011. Additionally almost all graduates have jobs immediately after
they gradate with an average starting salaryapiproximately$62,000 per year (Rogdéulman
Institute of Technology 2012). The University of Evansville (UE)ristherprivate institution,
largerthanRHIT andlocated in the third largest city in Indiandth a stident population that has
representatives from most of the states in the country (University of Evansville Z0®next
school,Ball State University (BSU) in Muncie is the third largest pubticir-year university in
Indiang although with an enrollemt around 22,0QGt is still less than half the siza&f either of
the two largest public institutions, Indiana University and Purdue University. Even with its
relatively small size by comparison, BSU draws students from every county in Indiana as well
48 of the 50 stateBall State University 2011)While Indiana UniversityBloomington declined
to provide information for this research, one of its smaller branches, Indiana Uni&oaityeast

(IU-SE) did contribute alumni data for this study.-$38 is a regional university in New Albany



with a student population that is predominately drawn from nearby counties in Southern Indiana
and Kentucky (Indiana Universid§outheast 2011).Gathering alumni data from these very
different universities allowetbr better consideration of whethstudents from different Indiana
institution had different place preferences.

One drawback to the data collected is that most schools in thisditudgt providethe
hometown informatiorof their alumni. In order testimate the distanceagluateshave moved
from home,their home institution was used as a proxy for their hometowfost of the
universities in this studyave probably drawn studentsfrom nearby cities or from within the
state with the exception of RedHulman, which would have likely appealed to a broader
geographic region due to its specialized prograrR®seHulmanwas also the only university
that provided hometown locations for most of their studen®HIT graduates are living an
average distancef 407 miles from their hometown, and they are living on average 432 miles
from their home institution. With only a 25 mile difference between these two aveeages,
a | u mnhangednstitution idikely areasonable proxy fahe actual distance Indiana graduates

have chosen to live from homgarticularly for a nationadcaleanalysis

All Universities

The first analysis compateall the graduates from the universities in this study and
divided them based on their alumni ddbr the selected years998, 2002, 2006, and 2010. The
alumni information include any individuatt h a t graduated that year
but excluded those that were residing internationally. None of the schools in this study are
locatedin highly creative counties according to the USDA creativity index. As represented in
Figure 51, all of the schools in this study are located in counties thatiwehe center range of
the creativity indexdisplaying that these counties are raied a highly creative The scale was

mapped using fiveangesrepresenting the natural breaks in the data from all the counties in the

a7



United States. Indiana does have counties that fall into the highest range of the creativity index in
the greater Indianagie metropolitan area with a rating greater than 0.3166, and there are a few
isolated counties that fall into the range between 0.2349 and 0.3165 around several major
metropolitan areas. Overall though, most of the counties in the statetheslower angeswith

a creativity index less than 0.1786.

Figure 51. Indiana Colleges ardountyCreativity Index
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This information provided a background context on witaintiesarerated asreative in
Indiana, setting the foundation of what migration preferences college graduates may have in
relation to creative places. In addition, Figur@ Bisplays where every graduate from all the

universities and all the study years are currentlyngyiwhich provided additional information
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about where Indiana graduates are living in relation to creative places. The total number of
graduates was divided into four groups based on quantiles. Many graduates are clustered in more
icr eat i v e dhey mowe dattheraway from svhere they went to school, but there is also a
very large group that have remained in Indiana. With such a large cluster of graduates that have
remained in Indiana, Figure-® gives a better picture of where graduates relegted to live

when they remaied in Indiana. These graduates were also divided into four quantiles based on
only those who choose to remaim Indiana. The relationship of where Indiana alumni have
chosen to livan relationship to creative communitiesweakly correlated at the national level

but has a stronger correlation within Indiana. The correlation coefficient between Indiana
graduate and the county creativity indene.069 nationdy and .522 inindianaand both have a
significant correlation athe 0.01 level in a onwiled test. While graduates have clustered in
counties that have a high creativity indéhesecreative locations are also metropolitagionsin

the state and could have other factors thavdyraduates to thesmunties Asshown in Figure

5-5, over all study years there are fewer graduates still in Indiathaeach passing year, but a
significant number have still remained in the state. Across all years, 67 percent of Indiana college
graduates from these schools have esfain Indiana. While the motives for having remained
within the state were likely varied, it is possible the economic climate and the difficult job market

contributed to this geographic trend for graduates from each school.

49



Figure 52. Indiana Graduates from all Schools and all Study Years
with the CountyCreativity Index for the Continental United States
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Figure 53. Indiana Graduates from all Schools and all Study Years
with the CountyCreativity Index for Indiana
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Figure 54. The Percentage of Indiana Graduates Remaining in Indiana from all Schools
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The creativity indexwas used to determirié there was a relationship between where
graduatehavecho®nto live after they earned their degrees and the attitudes and Swoé&ks
of that place. Figure-5 displays the total averagmunty creativity indexof where Indiana
graduates have decideallive by institutionas well as the average feach county in th&nited
States and IndianaThe average county creativityndex for each university was calculated by
using the county creativity index for where each graduate in currently living and averaging the

totals.

Figure 55. Where Graduates Reside in Relationh® Average County Creativity Index
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RHIT graduatedave chosen to liven places with the highest average creativity index,
followed in orderby BSU, UE, and ILBE, all of which exceed theverage creativity index for
both the U.S. and Indiana. This demonstrates that these groups of college graduates are currently
living in more creative counties. Additionallgraduates fromall of the schools except for {SE
haveselectedo live in counties that aren average between the 0.2349 and 0.3165 range on the
creativity index quantiles IU-SE graduatebave chosen to liven counties that are higher than
the national average, bonh average are in thmiddle quantile This datahas indicated that
college graduategreferto live in more creative placeksan the national and state average/en

though thereis a correlation between where college gradudiage decided to liveand the
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creativity index of these places, that does prove that thephavemowvedto these places because
of the creative environment. Based on literature from other studiethaistudens &urveys
economic factors and family connectiomsre more likelythe significant determining factsrin
where colége graduates want to live after they graduate.

The first economic factor that this research examimasithe personal income per capita
at the county level. The studenurveys indicatedhat they wouldprefer places witthigh
economic opportunitiesThe average per capita incofiee each county was used to measure this
factor. This informationof the places graduatdsmve settledvas calculatedoy countyand
displayed in Figure . The school averages were calculated in the same manner as the

credivity index averages.

Figure 56. Where Graduates Reside in Relationh®AverageCountyPer Capita Income
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The schools in this graph foll@d a similar patterrasthe creativity index graphThis
suggestda relationship between personal income thredtreativity index. A correlation analysis
confirmedthat there is a strong positive correlation between income and creativity index with a
correlation coefficient of 0.72and that the correlation is significant at the 0.01 level in a one
tailed test. The most notable differendetween the county creativity index graph and the county

per capita income graph that while Indiana is below ¢hnational average in the creativity class
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index, it is higher than the national average in per capita income. This may bgossible
explanation of why such a high percentage of Indiana graduateshosento remain in Indiana.
Figure 57 displayshow the 1998 and 2010 graduates are distributed in Indiana. Just as
the creativity class index was divided into natural breaks on the national level, so was the
personal income per capita. Figur& Bisplaysthat the more recent graduates in 20a0enot
cho®n places that have higher incomes. Once again this could be an indicattudents
returning home after they graduate instead of moving on to a more permaneterforigcation.
Graduates fronboth 1998 and 2010have a positive weak correlati in relation to per capita
income in Indiana, but only 1998 alumni have significance at the 0.01 level in-tailotest.
This indicated that 1998 graduates have been more likely to setighier income countge All
the universities in this studyave graduatethat livein places where the incomé&asl within the
guantile range 0$44,645 and $54,806. As graduatesenot settledin places with the highest

economic opportunities, there may be another economic factor to take into consideration.

Figure 57. Graduates for all Schools in IndiaRalated toCountyPersonal Per Capita Income
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Another economic factor that students indicated as important to thenthevasst of
living. In order to determine if graduates had a sinil@ference, the average listing price of
homes was used to represent this data. Fig@reiSplays the average housing cbgtcounty
wheregraduates from each schdwve locatedas well as the average housing dostindiana
and theUnited States Unlike the creativity index and personal income graphs, the counties with
lower housing costs should indicate a higher level of preference among graduates. The student
surveys identified cost of livingsan important factor in where they wadto live, so counties
with lower housing costs should have a higher preference among Indiana gradtates
assumed that graduates would prefer places with a lower cost of living rather than places that
were more expensiveWhile Indiana has lower housing cast average than the couniag a
whole, most graduatethat remained in Indianseemed to be living in places with housing costs
that are higher than the state averageure 59 alsoindicatedthat graduatebave not settleth
places with the lowest cost of living. The priciogtegoriesn Figure 59 were based on five
guantiles of national data instead of natural breaded in theprevious data maps. Natural
breaks did not give an even enough distribytiith most couaties clustered in the lowest
housing cost group. Ehdistributionin this figuredoes not reflect a preference for low cost

housing at the county scale.

Figure 58. Where Graduates Reside in Relationi®AverageCountyListing Price of Homes
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Figures 59. Graduates for all Schools in IndiaRelated to the
AverageCountyListing Price of Homes
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Figure 58 doesillustratethat Indiana overall has a lower housing cost than the national
average, and this could be a factor in why largmbersof graduatediaveremairedin Indiana.
Countieswith low housing costs are also places with low economic opportunities, so at the
courty scale these areas would most likely not be desirable to graduates. At the state scale,
Indiana has an overall lower housing cost with a higher average per capita,iacontkis may
make Indiana more attractive because even within countibsa higter cost of living,this cost
is still overall lower thart would bein other states under similar circumstances.

The creativity class index seems to be the best indicator of where graduates are living
when compared to economic opportunities and costioigl expensegven though the student
surveys did not indicate a high preference for creative platke final preference students gave
from their student surveys was family connections. This was measured by calculating the
distance between the grademthome university and were they are currently living. Only RHIT
provided data on the actual hometowns of their gradualée average distance RHIT were
living away from their actual hometown was very close to the average distance they were living

from their home institution. Based on this analysis, the univers#itendedby each student
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provided a reliable substitute to approximate the distance Indiana graduates have chosen to live
from home. Figure 510 displays the total average distances graduses decided to liveeom

their alma matres.

Figure 510. Average Distancds Miles Graduatedlovedfrom their Home Institution
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RHIT graduatessettledthe farthest from their home school, but tHikely had been
more willing to travel farther after they graduahee to their specialized degseeOn the other
end of the spectrum, HSE graduates on averalgave settledery close taheir homeinstitution
IU.SEG6s student body i s nrelrahdy livaip thevared and inay dlieady d u a | ¢
be predisposed to remaining locally after they graduate. FiglitedSplays what these average
distances are geographically. igfigure used each school as the center point of a circle with a
radius lengthequalto the average distandbesegraduatesmovedfrom that institution. This
figure illustratesthat even RHIT graduates on averdgee remaineih the midwestern United
States, even if they are not residing in Indiamhais data suggestithat graduatebavechosen to
live near where they attended collegénether within Indiana or the Midwestn some cases this
is within a couple of counties from the schaoid in others within theegion In both situations,
graduates on averadwve still remainedelatively close to home, and this could indicate a
preference to places with family that are not reflected by the creativity index or economic factors.
This first set of data evaluated the preferences of graduates between the different universities.

The next set views each university individually and comgb#ire data by graduation year.
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Figure 511. Average Distances Graduatdsvedfrom their Home Institution

RoseHulman Institute of Technology
The first school individually discussed is Rddalman Institute of TechnologyRHIT
focuses on the study of sciences, engineering, and mathematics, and seeks the best and the
brightest from high schools all over the country. Figu2Sharts where current RHI&lumni
have decided to liven relation to Indiana. While, not as many RHIT graduaesledin Indiana
asfrom the other institutions, more than a third still ahts stay within the state. FigureslS3
and 514 illustrate where all RHITgraduatedive in relation to creative places. Tlowerall
distribution of RHIT graduates does seem to be more localized in creative places, lalsdhey
have a strong presence in places that are lower on the creativity ilmdaxcorrelation analysis

between where these graduates live witheUnited Statee nd each countyés ¢

58

r

e



