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Executive Summary

The 2004 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04), conducted by RTI
International (RTI) and sponsored by the U.S. Department of Education’s National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES), is a nationally representative study that collects data regarding the
characteristics, workload, and career paths of full- and part-time postsecondary faculty and
instructional staff at public and private not-for-profit 2- and 4-year institutions in the United
States. Conducted previously in 1988, 1993, and 1999, it serves a continuing need for data on
faculty and instructional staff.

For the first time, NSOPF:04 is being conducted as a component study of the 2004
National Study of Faculty and Students (NSoFaS:04). The student component—the 2004
National Postsecondary Student Aid Study (NPSAS:04)—is a nationally representative study of
students enrolled in all levels of postsecondary education. Historically, there has been
considerable overlap in the institutions selected for participation in NSOPF and NPSAS;
therefore, institution sampling and contacting activities for both studies were coordinated to help
minimize response burden on institutions and to improve data collection efficiency.

This report describes the methodology and findings of NSOPF:04, which took place
during the 2003—04 academic year. A field test, conducted in the 2002—-03 academic year, was
used to plan, implement, and evaluate methodological procedures, instruments, and systems
proposed for use in the full-scale study. The 2004 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty Field
Test Methodology Report (Heuer et al. 2004) is available from NCES.

This methodology report is designed to report solely for NSOPF:04. NPSAS:04
procedures and results—provided in a separate report—are discussed here only as they impact or
overlap with those outlined for NSOPF:04.

Target Population and Sample Design

The NSOPF:04 sample consists of postsecondary institutions and their full- and part-time
faculty and instructional staff. The sampled institutions represent all public and private not-for-
profit Title IV-participating, degree-granting institutions in the 50 states and the District of
Columbia, as reported in the 2002 Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS)
data files. Stratified, systematic samples of institutions and faculty were designed to allow
detailed comparisons and high levels of precision. A customized cost/variance optimization
program was implemented to efficiently secure targeted levels of precision for key estimates.

A two-stage sampling methodology was utilized. In the first stage, the institution sample
was drawn based on a probability proportional to size (PPS) selection methodology, where each
institution was assigned a composite measure of size (MOS) that reflected the number of eligible
faculty and instructional staff in each of six strata. A sample of 1,080 postsecondary institutions
was selected for participation; 1,070" of these were eligible. Each institution was asked to
provide a list of all of the full- and part-time faculty and instructional staff that the institution
employed during the fall 2003 term. Institutions were asked to include all employees with faculty

’ Throughout this report, faculty and institution counts are rounded to the nearest 10 to protect the confidentiality of
faculty and institutions. However, percentages cited are based on the original unrounded numbers.
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status (both instructional and non-instructional) and all others with instructional responsibilities,
regardless of faculty status. A total of 980 institutions provided a list suitable for sampling.

In the second stage of sampling, full- and part-time faculty and instructional staff
employed by participating institutions as of November 1, 2003 were selected. Sampling was
conducted on a flow basis, as lists were received, checked for accuracy, and processed. A total of
35,630 faculty were sampled from participating institutions. Of these, 34,330 were eligible.

Instrumentation

The NSOPF:04 institution questionnaire was designed to be self-administered via the
Internet; the NSoFaS:04 website for institutional participation provided secure access to the
questionnaire and information about each component of the study. To expedite completion, it
could also be administered as a computer-assisted telephone interview (CATI), if necessary. The
instrument was divided into major sections that collected information on the number of faculty
and instructional staff employed at the target institution, the policies and practices that affected
full-time faculty and instructional staff, the policies and practices that affected part-time faculty
and instructional staff, and the percentage of undergraduate instruction assigned to various
instructional personnel.

The NSOPF:04 faculty instrument was also designed as a web-based instrument for self-
administration via the Internet and by CATI for nonresponse follow-up. The faculty website, like
the institution website, provided secure access to the self-administered questionnaire as well as
additional information about the study.

Both instruments were designed to accommodate the mixed-mode data collection
approach and to ensure the collection of high-quality data. Design considerations included
appropriate question wording for both self-administered and telephone interviews, and checks for
out-of-range or inconsistent values. The faculty instrument consisted of the following eight
sections grouped by topic:

e employment during the fall 2003 term (including academic rank, tenure status, and
field of teaching);

e academic and professional background (including highest degree earned and
employment history);

¢ institutional responsibilities and workload (including instructional activities and other
work responsibilities performed in a typical week);

e scholarly activities (including productivity, funding of scholarly activities, and field
of research);

e job satisfaction and retirement plans;

e monetary compensation (including income from the institution and other sources,
structure of the employment contract, and household income);

e sociodemographic information (including gender, race, date of birth, marital status,
number of dependent children, and citizenship); and

e opinions about working conditions at the institution.



Executive Summary

Institution Contacting

Sampled institutions were contacted by mail, e-mail, and telephone beginning in spring
2003 to allow institutions sufficient time to plan for the study and to resolve any potential
roadblocks to participation. Institution contacts were designed to verify institutional eligibility,
secure timely participation in each survey component, and identify a staff person at each
institution—called the Institution Coordinator—to respond to all NSoFaS:04 data requests. The
Institution Coordinator was mailed an introductory letter and accompanying information packet,
and then contacted by telephone to confirm the institution’s intent and ability to participate
within schedule constraints. At this time, each coordinator was asked to complete a Coordinator
Response Form that confirmed the data items requested for each component of NSoFaS:04 and
the projected deadlines for completion of the study. Upon request, project staff prepared
additional information packets for Institutional Review Boards (IRBs) and other deliberative
bodies within institutions to secure the institution’s participation.

Beginning in fall 2003, each Institution Coordinator was mailed a binder containing
complete specifications for participation. Institution Coordinators were asked to provide
electronic lists of all eligible faculty and instructional staff on November 1, 2003, and to
complete the institution questionnaire by December 6, 2003. Follow-up activities continued with
the Institution Coordinator until all requested data was supplied.

Of the 1,070 eligible institutions, 980 (91 percent unweighted and weighted) provided
faculty lists, and 920 (86 percent unweighted; 84 percent weighted) completed the institution
questionnaire.

Help Desk and Interviewer Training

Training programs were developed for help desk operators who would respond to
questions of sample members attempting to complete the web-based survey and for telephone
interviewers who would conduct the nonresponse follow-up. Help desk operators received
specific training in “frequently asked questions” regarding the instrument and technical issues
related to completion of the self-administered questionnaire via the Internet. In addition, help
desk operators received the same training as telephone interviewers because they were expected
to complete the instrument over the telephone if requested by a caller. The telephone interviewer
training focused on techniques for successfully locating and interviewing sample members, and
covered such topics as administrative procedures required for case management, quality control
of interactions with sample members and other contacts, and the organization and operation of
the web-based faculty instrument to be used in data collection.

Faculty Locating and Survey Completion

NSOPF:04 data collection procedures were designed to locate sample members,
encourage prompt completion of the self-administered questionnaire via the Internet, and
conduct telephone interviews with nonrespondents.

Upon receipt of faculty lists, contact information for the sampled faculty and instructional
staff was reviewed and assessed for completeness. Incomplete information was supplemented by
searches of the institution’s website for telephone and address information. Intensive tracing was
performed when all telephone numbers for a respondent were exhausted.
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Faculty data collection utilized a mixed-mode approach; sample members could
participate either by web-based self-administered questionnaire or by an interviewer-
administered telephone interview. The participation of sample members was initially requested
in a letter, which provided both instructions for completing the web questionnaire and
completing the interview via CATI. Periodic reminder letters and e-mail messages were sent to
nonrespondents to encourage their participation.

After 4 weeks, interviewers began calling the sample members directly to attempt a CATI
interview. An early-response incentive was provided to encourage prompt completion of the
instrument. Incentives were also offered to sample members who refused or were unresponsive.

Of the 34,330 eligible sample members, 26,110 (76 percent, unweighted and weighted)
completed the faculty questionnaire during a field period from January to October of 2004.
Seventy-six percent of respondents completed the self-administered web questionnaire, and 24
percent were interviewed by telephone. The average time to complete the survey was 30 minutes.

Evaluation of Operations and Data Quality

Evaluations of operations and procedures focused on the joint institution contacting
endeavor, the timeline for data collection from institutions (faculty lists and institution
questionnaires) and faculty (CATI and self-administered interviews), tracing and locating
procedures, refusal conversion efforts, the effectiveness of incentives, and the length of the
faculty interview.

Results of the data quality evaluations included the following:

e Eighty-two percent of faculty list counts were within 10 percent of the corresponding
institution questionnaire counts. There were greater variances between list counts and
IPEDS, which is based on a narrower definition of faculty. Patterns of discrepancies
between IPEDS and list data followed expected patterns, with list counts larger than
those from IPEDS.

e Item nonresponse was below 15 percent for 87 of the 90 items in the institution
questionnaire and for 141 out of the 162 items in the faculty questionnaire.

e Ofthe 26,550 eligible sample members who started the interview, 570 (2 percent)
broke off before completing the interview. Of these, 430 broke off before completing
the workload section and were not considered to be partial completes. Of the 140
partial completes, 48 percent broke off in the scholarly activities section; 9 percent
broke off in the job satisfaction section; 29 percent in the compensation section; 11
percent in the characteristics section; and 4 percent in the opinions section.

e A new assisted coding system, used to code field of teaching, highest degree field,
and principal field of scholarly activity, coded 77 percent of verbatim strings; 23
percent of strings required manual coding.

e A recoding of 10 percent of teaching, research, and highest degree verbatim strings
showed 71 percent were coded correctly, 13 percent incorrectly, and the remaining 15
percent were too vague to code. The coding performed by web respondents was more
often accepted as correctly coded than that done by CATI interviewers.

Vi
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e Of the approximately 25,760 postsecondary institutions coded in the faculty
instrument, 1,130 (4 percent) were initially deemed uncodeable. Based on the
institution information collected, however, 1,030 of these institutions were positively
identified and recoded.

NSOPF:04 Data Files and Products

NSOPF:04 data can be accessed both through the NCES Data Analysis System (DAS) for
public use and through electronically documented, restricted access data files (with associated
Electronic Codebooks). The public-use DAS may be accessed on the NCES website at
http://nces.ed.gov/das/.

Using DAS, researchers are able to
e create their own analysis tables;

e view the highlights of report findings, with figures and tables, for various
postsecondary topics;

e see a comprehensive listing of analyses regarding postsecondary education and
download the reports; and

e view and download DAS table parameter files (TPFs) used to generate report tables.

An ongoing series of descriptive statistical reports may be accessed online or ordered
through NCES as they are released. Descriptive reports focus on topics of interest, such as
undergraduate teaching, teaching with technology, distance education instruction, gender and
racial/ethnic composition of the faculty population, tenure status, work activities and
compensation, and characteristics of part-time faculty. Publications available for public use may
be downloaded or ordered at http://nces.ed.gov/pubsearch/getpubcats.asp?sid=011.

vii
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Foreword

This report describes the methods and procedures used for the data collection effort of the
2004 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04). NSOPF:04 serves a continuing need
for data on faculty and instructional staff, all of whom directly affect the quality of education in
postsecondary institutions.

We hope that the information provided here will be useful to a wide range of interested
readers and that the results reported in the forthcoming descriptive summary report will
encourage others to use the NSOPF:04 data. We welcome recommendations for improving the
format, content, and approach, so that future methodology reports will be more informative and
useful.

C. Dennis Carroll
Associate Commissioner
Postsecondary Studies Division
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Chapter 1
Overview of NSOPF:04

This document describes the study design, procedures, and outcomes for the 2004
National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04), which was conducted for the National
Center for Education Statistics (NCES) of the U.S. Department of Education, Washington, DC,
as authorized by Title I, Section 153, of the Education Sciences Reform Act of 2002 [PL 107-
279]. For the 2004 cycle, NSOPF:04 was conducted as a component study of the 2004 National
Study of Faculty and Students (NSoFaS:04) under contract by RTI International,' with the
assistance of MPR Associates, Inc., and Pinkerton Computer Consultants, Inc. Results for the
student component, the 2004 National Postsecondary Student Aid Study (NPSAS:04), are
provided in a separate methodology report (Cominole et al.).

This introductory chapter provides an overview of NSOPF:04, including a description of
the background and purpose of the study, the types of policy-relevant issues addressed, the
changes to the study from previous cycles, the data and reports generated from the study, and the
schedule of data collection activities.

1.1 Background and Purpose of NSOPF:04

NSOPF:04 was a comprehensive nationwide study of the characteristics, workload, and
career paths of postsecondary faculty and instructional staff.” The study was based on a
nationally representative sample of all full- and part-time faculty and instructional staff at public
and private not-for-profit 2- and 4-year degree-granting institutions in the United States. The
NSOPF:04 full-scale sample consisted of 35,630 faculty and instructional staff selected from 980
sampled institutions in the 50 states and the District of Columbia.’

NSOPF:04 comprises the fourth cycle of the National Study of Postsecondary Faculty.
Previous studies, conducted in 1988, 1993, and 1999 (called NSOPF:88, NSOPF:93, and
NSOPF:99, respectively), provided national profiles of faculty and instructional staff in
postsecondary institutions, national benchmarks for faculty productivity and workload, and
information on institutional policies and practices that affect faculty. The fourth cycle of the
National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, NSOPF:04, expanded the information about faculty
and instructional staff in two ways: (1) it allowed for comparisons to be made over an extended
period of time, and (2) it helped examine emerging issues concerning faculty, such as changes
related to increased use of the Internet and distance education.

NSOPF:04 was designed to address a variety of policy-relevant issues concerning faculty,
instructional staff, and postsecondary institutions. The study included faculty and institution
questionnaires covering general policies concerning faculty. Information obtained from these
two sources helped address important questions about postsecondary education, such as the
following:

' RTI International is a trade name of Research Triangle Institute.
2 References to “faculty” in this report include instructional staff and others (e.g., administrators) with faculty status
who may or may not have instructional duties).

Throughout this report, faculty and institution counts are rounded to the nearest 10 to protect the confidentiality of
faculty and institutions. However, percentages cited are based on the original unrounded numbers.
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e What are the background characteristics of full- and part-time faculty?

e What are their workloads and how is their time allocated between classroom
instruction and other activities?

e What are the current teaching practices and uses of technology among postsecondary
faculty and instructional staff?

e How satisfied are they with current working conditions and institutional policies?

e How are faculty and instructional staff compensated by their institutions? How
important are other sources of income?

e What are the career and retirement plans of faculty and instructional staff?
e What retirement packages are available to faculty and instructional staft?

e Have institutions changed their policies on granting tenure to faculty members? Are
changes anticipated in the future?

1.2 Methodological Issues and Changes for NSOPF:04
1.2.1 Combining NSOPF and NPSAS

NSOPF:04 was, in one respect, unlike any previous cycle of NSOPF, as it was conducted
in tandem with another major study, NPSAS:04, under one overarching contract: NSoFaS:04.
NCES recognized that, historically, there has been considerable overlap in the institutions
selected for participation in NSOPF:04 and NPSAS:04. By combining the two independent
studies under one contract, NCES sought to minimize the response burden on institutions and to
realize data collection efficiencies. The NSOPF:04 and NPSAS:04 studies retain their separate
identities. The purpose of this report is to summarize the methodology of NSOPF:04; sampling
and data collection procedures for NPSAS:04 are referred to only as they are combined with, or
impact, the parallel procedures for NSOPF:04.

The combination of NSOPF:04 and NPSAS:04 into NSoFaS:04 had important
implications for the NSOPF:04 institution sample design and institution contacting procedures.
Institutions for the NSOPF:04 sample were selected as a subsample of the NPSAS:04 sample
institutions.” This combination resulted in a somewhat larger sample of institutions for the full-
scale study than previous NSOPF cycles (1,070 eligible institutions compared to 960 in 1999)
and created a need to balance the design requirements of both studies in all institution-related
study procedures.

1.2.2 Institution Sampling and List Collection

Apart from the changes necessitated by combining NSOPF:04 and NPSAS:04, as noted
above, the key change in sampling procedures for NSOPF:04 was its use of a customized
cost/variance optimization technique. This procedure was designed to identify the allocation that
would accommodate all analytical objectives of this survey while minimizing data collection

*The larger NPSAS sample includes about 400 schools not eligible for NSOPF, including less-than-two-year and
proprietary schools, and schools located in Puerto Rico. It also includes about 140 institutions that were NSOPF-
eligible but not included in the sample because the precision requirements for NSOPF could be met without their
inclusion.
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costs. As with the institution-level sampling, a customized cost/variance optimization technique
was used to determine the optimal allocation of faculty to the sampling strata.

In previous cycles, delays in receiving faculty lists created critical delays in sampling and
contacting respondents during the time optimal to reach them (i.e., prior to the close of the
regular academic year). Because the perceived burden of NSoFaS:04 would likely be greater
than that of the individual studies by themselves, an advance notification and early contacting
strategy was developed for this cycle. The purpose of advance notification and early contacting
was to provide sufficient time to resolve any roadblocks to participation, allow the Institution
Coordinator sufficient time to plan staffing and resources for the study, and to allow sufficient
time for the completion of any review process the institution required, thereby facilitating the
finish of data collection prior to the deadline.

For faculty list collection, procedures were developed that would encourage institutions
to provide lists of faculty and complete related documentation (including the institution
questionnaire) online. On the NSoFaS:04 website, a secure tool for uploading lists was provided
to eliminate the need for institutions to send data files through conventional mail.

The institution questionnaire was designed as a single integrated web/computer-assisted
telephone interview (CATI) instrument; there was no hardcopy instrument, although a facsimile
was provided to allow dissemination of questions to different departments.

Table 1 summarizes the data collection schedule for the full-scale study.

Table 1. Schedule of major NSOPF:04 data collection activities: 2004

Activity Start date’ End date?

Select institution sample May 22, 2002 August 25, 2002
Institutional recruitment/early contacting of institution coordinators® March 10, 2003 September 29, 2003
Obtain faculty lists* September 29, 2003  July 11, 2004
Implement institution questionnaire September 29, 2003  October 22, 2004
Select faculty samples November 6, 2003 July 12, 2004

Send mail and e-mail to faculty January 15, 2004 October 1, 2004
Implement faculty web questionnaire January 15, 2004 October 6, 2004
Implement faculty CATI interviewing February 12, 2004 October 5, 2004

ThIS is the date on which the activity was initiated for the first applicable institution and/or its associated faculty.
ThIS is the date on which the activity was completed for the last applicable institution and/or its associated faculty.
®The Chief Administrator’s office at each institution was contacted to appoint an Institution Coordinator, who served
as the primary point of contact to deal with specific survey-related questions, correspondence, and follow-up.
Faculty sampling rates were determined based upon frame counts using Integrated Postsecondary Education Data
System (IPEDS) information, and selected on a rolling basis as lists were received.
NOTE: CATI = computer assisted telephone interview.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04).

1.2.3 Faculty Sampling and Data Collection

Precision goals for NSOPF:04 were to secure national-level survey estimates with
precisions comparable to or better than those of NSOPF:99 for the overall faculty population. As
with institution-level sampling, a customized cost/variance optimization technique was used to
allocate the sample faculty to the institution and person strata while minimizing cost and
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variance. Further details about faculty sampling may be found in Section 2.1; sample allocation
to strata is fully detailed in appendix A.”

Sample size was significantly larger than in the previous cycle: 35,630 faculty were
sampled for NSOPF:04; of which, 34,330 were eligible. The final eligible sample for NSOPF:99
was 19,210. Criteria for faculty eligibility are discussed in section 2.1.2.

Prior to sampling, faculty counts from all lists provided by participating institutions were
checked against both the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) and the
counts provided by the institution on their institution questionnaire. (In 1999, the IPEDS
comparison was used as a quality control check only when institution questionnaire counts were
absent). As in NSOPF:99, institutions were contacted to resolve any discrepancies between data
sources.

As in past cycles, faculty data collection utilized a mixed-mode approach; however, for
NSOPF:04, sample members could participate only by a web-based self-administrated
questionnaire or by an interviewer-administered telephone interview—there was no hardcopy
version of the questionnaire. The participation of sample faculty members was initially requested
in a letter that provided both instructions for completing the web questionnaire and calling to
complete the interview via CATI. After 4 weeks, interviewers contacted the sample faculty
members who had not completed the questionnaire to attempt a telephone interview. An early-
response incentive was provided to encourage prompt completion of the instrument. Refusal or
nonresponse incentives were also offered to selected sample members. Incentives are discussed
in section 3.2.5.

1.3 NSOPF:04 Products

Data from the full-scale study will be used by researchers and policymakers to examine a
wide range of topics, including who faculty are, what they do, and whether and how they are
changing over time. NSOPF:04 provides data on each of these topics. The NCES Data Analysis
System (DAS) for public release has been constructed from the data and is available to the public
at http://nces.ed.gov/das. Electronically documented, restricted access data files with associated
Electronic Codebooks (ECBs) are also available to qualified researchers.

The following types of reports are products of NSOPF:04: (1) this methodology report,
providing details of sample design and selection procedures, data collection procedures,
weighting methodologies, estimation procedures and design effects, and the results of
nonresponse analyses; and (2) a series of descriptive statistical reports on key topics of interest.
These topics include undergraduate teaching, faculty work activities and compensation, gender
and racial/ethnic composition, and characteristics of part-time faculty. NSOPF:04 publications
can be accessed electronically through the NCES website at
http://nces.ed.gov/pubsearch/getpubcats.asp?sid=011.

Special tabulations are available on a limited basis from the National Education Data
Resource Center (NEDRC) upon request. Use of NEDRC services is most appropriate for well
defined questions that are likely to yield a few tables. It is recommended that those requiring
more extensive research and in-depth analysis apply for direct access to the restricted access data
files. Questions regarding NEDRC services may be directed by e-mail to nedrc@pcci.com or to
Aurora D’ Amico at aurora.d'amico@ed.gov or (202) 502-7334.
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The remainder of this report contains the details of various activities. Chapter 2 details
the survey design and implementation. Data collection outcomes are reported in chapter 3.
Chapter 4 presents evaluations of the quality of data collected from institutions and faculty.
Chapter 5 details procedures for data file development and imputation. Chapter 6 reports on
procedures for weighting and variance estimation.
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Chapter 2
Design and Implementation of NSOPF:04

This chapter provides a detailed summary of the design and implementation of the 2004
National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04) full-scale study. Sampling of institutions
and of faculty and instructional staff is discussed in detail. In addition, instrument design and
data collection procedures are described.

A Technical Review Panel (TRP) meeting was held on September 89, 2003. The panel,
comprised of nationally recognized experts in higher education, reviewed the impact of
methodological changes in sampling and data collection, including combining NSOPF:04 with
NPSAS:04, the elimination of paper instruments, shortening the data collection period, and
revisions to the instruments. The list of panel members is provided in appendix B.

2.1 Sampling Design

NSOPF:04 employed a two-stage sampling methodology for selection of eligible faculty
and instructional staff based on a cost/variance optimization process, details of which are
provided in appendix A. In the first step, samples of eligible institutions were selected within the
following 10 institutional strata:

e public doctoral;

e public master’s;

e public baccalaureate;

e public associate;

e public other/unknown;

e private not-for-profit doctoral;

e private not-for-profit master’s;

e private not-for-profit baccalaureate;
e private not-for-profit associate; and
e private not-for-profit other/unknown.

In the second step, samples of faculty members were selected within sampled institutions using a
stratified systematic sampling where the six strata were defined in the following hierarchical
order:

e Hispanic;

e non-Hispanic Black;

e Asian and Pacific Islander;
e full-time female;

e full-time male; and
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e all other.

The institution frame was comprised of all 3,380 eligible postsecondary institutions,
while the faculty frame included all faculty and instructional staff in the corresponding
institutions, which was estimated to include approximately 1.1 million individuals (Zimbler
2001).°

The composition and eligibility definitions for these frames are outlined below.

2.1.1 Institution Frame

The institution frame for the NSOPF:04, like previous NSOPF cycles, consisted of all
institutions meeting the following criteria:

e located in the 50 states or the District of Columbia;

e classified as participating in Title IV® student aid programs;

e public or private not-for-profit;

e 2-or 4-year degree-granting;

e offers educational programs designed for students beyond high school;
e academically, occupationally, or vocationally oriented; and

e makes programs available to the public.

The resulting frame was a subset of that used for the National Postsecondary Student Aid
Study (NPSAS:04), in that NSOPF:04 did not include private for-profit less-than-2-year non-
degree-granting or Puerto Rican institutions that were included in NPSAS:04.

The institution frame for NSOPF:04 was constructed from the Winter 2001-02 Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System Data Collection (Winter:02 IPEDS) file. To allow precise
survey estimates for sectors of interest to the education community, this set of institutions was
stratified based on institution control and level of degree offered. Institution control
distinguished between public and private not-for-profit institutions, while level of degree offered
was based on the 2000 Carnegie classification system’ for segmentation of institutions. Table 2
summarizes the number of the eligible institutions for each of the resulting 10 primary
institutional strata, based on the Winter:02 IPEDS file.

® This was used as a preliminary estimate and was adjusted later.

® Postsecondary institutions which have signed Title IV federal student aid program participation agreements with the
U.S. Department of Education.

"The Carnegie Classification is a taxonomy of colleges and universities in the United States according to such
variables as degrees awarded, number of fields covered, and specialization.
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Table 2. Institution frame for the NSOPF:04, by Carnegie code, institution control, and degree
granted: 2004

Degree granting Total Carnegie code Public Private not-for-profit

Total 3,380 T 1,700 1,680
Doctoral 300 15, 16, and 52 190 110
Master’s 590 21 and 22 270 320
Bachelor’'s 570 31, 32, and 33 90 480
Associate’s 1,180 40 and 60 1,030 150
Other/unknown 730 51, 53-59, and unknown 110 620

1 Not applicable.

NOTE: For sampling purposes, public baccalaureate, private associate, and other/unknown institutions are collapsed
into a single stratum. Definitions of Carnegie codes are available at http://www.carnegiefoundation.org/classification.
The institution universe counts include institutions that were added after the sample was selected to account for
institutions that became eligible for NSOPF:04 after construction of the institution sampling frame from the Winter:02
IPEDS. Also, the 44 institutions that had an unknown Carnegie code at the time of sample selection have been
reassigned to their appropriate strata. Therefore, there are no longer any institutions with unknown Carnegie codes in
the sample, but some still remain in the universe. Numbers have been rounded to the nearest 10. Detail may not sum
to totals because of rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Integrated Postsecondary
Education Data System (IPEDS), Fall 2000.

2.1.2 Faculty Frame

The second-stage sampling frame for NSOPF:04 includes faculty and instructional staff
in the eligible postsecondary institutions. This includes both instructional faculty and faculty
with no instructional responsibilities (e.g., research or administrative faculty) as well as staff
with instructional responsibilities regardless of faculty status. In summary, eligible individuals
for the NSOPF:04 study included any faculty and instructional staff who

e were permanent, temporary, adjunct, visiting, acting, or postdoctoral appointees;

e were employed full- or part-time by the institution;

e taught credit or noncredit classes;

e were tenured, nontenured but on tenure track, or nontenured and not on tenure track;

e provided individual instruction, served on thesis or dissertation committees, advised,
or otherwise interacted with first-pr