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Foreword

The purpose of this report is to document and summarize the technical aspects of the National
Education Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS:88) first follow-up survey.

Some of the material in this report duplicates materials to be found in the NELS:88 first
follow-up user’s manuals. In particular, the following are areas of overlap between this report and
the user’s manuals: the overview and history of NCES’s National Education Longitudinal Studies
program and the various studies that it comprises; the general description of the data collection
instruments and procedures used in NELS:88; the account of sample design, weighting procedures
and results, variance estimation, and nonresponse patterns and the discussion of data control, data
preparation, and processing. :

Other material is unique to this report. Such material includes the following: the
psychometric documentation of the NELS:88 first follow-up tests (Chapter 6, Appendix A, Appendix
B), the documentation of the confidentiality/deductive disclosure analyses conducted with the first
follow-up data (Chapter 5, section 5.5.6), the detailed report on the base year ineligibles study
(Chapter 7), the expanded presentation of standard error/design effects tables (Appendix C),
examples of district contacting letters (Appendix D) and permission forms (Appendix E),
documentation of the HS&B address update conducted as part of the NELS:88 base year and first
follow-up contracts (Appendix F), content abstracts of OERI NELS:88 publications, Spanish-language
survey instrumentation (Appendix K), and a glossary of terms used in the study (G1).
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I. Introduction

This report provides documentation for the first follow-up survey of the National Education
Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS:88). Information about the purposes of the study, the data collection
instruments, the sample design, and data collection and data processing procedures is presented in this
report. Immediately following Chapter VII and prior to the appendices is a glossary of terms used
throughout this report. Readers of this report may also find Appendix H particularly useful. Appendix
H provides an annotated bibliography of all up-to-date (as of the printing of this report) OERI NELS:88
publications. : .

1.1  Organization of this Report

Chapter I begins with an overview and history of NCES’s National Education Longitudinal
Studies program and the various studies that it comprises. Chapter II contains a general description of
the data collection instruments used in the NELS:88 first follow-up.

The sample design and weighting procedures used in the first follow-up survey are documented
in Chapter III, as well as non-sampling measurement errors and problematic variables.

Data collection procedures, schedules, and results are presented in Chapter IV. Chapter V
describes data control and preparation activities such as monitoring receipt of questionnaires, manual
editing, and data retrieval, as well as data capture, machine editing (forced conmsistency cleaning),
confidentiality (disclosure avoidance) analysis and editing, and file construction. Chapter VI offers
additional psychometric documentation of the first follow-up test battery, including expanded information
about the IRT rationale and processes and bias comparisons of sample members who completed the test
with those who did not. Finally, Chapter VII provides a detailed account of the Base Year Ineligibles

(BYD) study.

The appendices contain the following material: item statistics and IRT parameters for the
cognitive test battery; a report on the HS&B sophomore cohort address update carried out under the first
two NELS:88 contracts; supplemental standard error/design effects tables (including individual item
standard errors and design effects by subgroups [that is, gender, race/ethnicity, school type,
socioeconomic status, and urbanicity] that were not included in the first follow-up user’s manuals);
examples of district contacting letters (unlike the base year, first follow-up schools were contacted by mail
followed by a personal visit, not by mail only) and of parental permission forms; the eligibility screener
for the BYI study; an annotated bibliography of OERI NELS:88 publications; a listing of NCES NELS:88
publications and reports; corrigenda to the first follow-up user’s manuals; and the Spanish version of the
1990 student questionnaire and of the new student supplement.

1.2  Overview
1.2.1 NCES’s National Education Longitudinal Studies Program
The U.S. Department of Education’s National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) is mandated

to "collect and disseminate statistics and other data related to education in the United States" and to
"conduct and publish reports on specific analyses of the meaning and significance of such statistics"
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(Education Amendments of 1974-Public Law 93-380, Title V, Sectlon 501, amending Part A of the
General Education Provisions Act).

Consistent with this mandate and in response to the need for policy-relevant, time-series data on
nationally representative samples of elementary and secondary students, NCES instituted the National
Education Longitudinal Studies (NELS) program, a continuing long-term project. The general aim of
‘the NELS program is to study the educational, vocational, and personal development of students at
various grade levels, and the personal, familial, social, institutional, and cultural factors that may affect
that development. The NELS program currently consists of three major studies: the National Longitudinal
Study of the High School Class of 1972 (NLS-72); High School and Beyond (HS&B); and the National
Education Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS:88). Taken together, these studies represent the educational
experience of youth from three decades—the 1970s, 1980s, and 1990s. Figure 1-1 illustrates the
increasing number of issues that have become part of NCES’s National Education Longitudinal Studies
research agenda. A brief description of these issues is followed by a review of NELS:88.




NELS:88 First Follow-Up
Final Technical Report

Figure 1-1: Development of key research issues for the NCES National Education
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1.2.2 The National Longltudmal Study of the 19705 NLS-72

The first of the NELS projects, the National Longitudinal Study of the High School Class of 1972
(NLS-72), began in the spring of 1972 with a survey of a national probability sample of 19,001 seniors
from 1,061 public,-secular private, and church-affiliated high schools. The sample was designed to be
representatlve of the approximately three million high school seniors enrolled in more than 17,000 schools
in the spring of 1972. Each sample member was asked to complete a student questionnaire and a
69-minute test battery. School administrators were also asked to supply survey data on each student as
well as information about the schools’ programs, resources, and grading systems.

Five follow-ups, conducted in 1973, 1974, 1976, 1979, and 1986, have been completed. At the
time of the first follow-up, an additional 4 450 students from the class of 1972 were added to the sample.
Through intensive locating and tracking efforts, 13,912 of the 1972 base-year respondents and 4,016
participants in the expanded first follow-up sample responded to- the fourth follow-up in 1979. The fifth
follow-up included 12,841 participants from a subsample of 14,489 respondents who. part1c1pated in the
base year or one of the subsequent follow-ups. : :

In addition to background information, the NLS-72 base year and follow-up surveys collected data
on respondents’ educational activities, such as schools attended, grades received, and degree of
satisfaction with their educational institutions. Participants were also asked about work experiences,
periods of unemployment, job satisfaction, military service, marital status, and children. Attitudinal
information on self-concept, goals, participation in political activities, and ratings of their high schools
are other topics for which respondents have supplied information.

1.2.3 High School and Beyond of the 1980s: HS&B

The next major longitudinal study sponsored by NCES was High School and Beyond. HS&B was
initiated in order to capture changes that had occurred in education-related and more general social
conditions, in federal and state programs, and in the needs and characteristics of students since the time
of the earlier survey. Thus, HS&B was designed to maintain the flow of education data to policymakers
at all levels who need to base their decisions on data that are reliable, relevant, and current.

Base year data collection was conducted in the spring of 1980. Students were selected using a
two-stage probability sample with schools as the first-stage units and students within schools as the
second-stage units. There were 1,015 public, private, and church-affiliated secondary schools m the
sample and a total of 58,270 participating students. Unlike NLS-72, HS&B included cohorts of both tenth
and twelfth graders. Additionally, in the HS&B base year, a subsample of parents of sophomores and
seniors was surveyed. The HS&B Parent File contains questionnaire responses from the parents of about
3,600 sophomores and 3,600 seniors who are on the Student File. Data on this file include parents’
aspirations and plans for their children’s postsecondary education. (The NELS:88 Second Follow-Up:
Parent Component Data File User’s Manual contains a crosswalk between the items included in the
HS&B parent surveys and the NELS:88 base year and second follow-up parent surveys.)

Also during the base year of HS&B (1980), Teacher Comment Forms were sought from all
faculty members who had taught any HS&B sample students during the 1979-1980 academic year. The
typical student in the sample was rated by an average of four different teachers. Teacher Comment
Forms asked for perceptions about whether each selected student would probably go to college, was
working up to potential, seemed popular with others, had talked with the teacher about school work or
plans, seemed to dislike school, had enough self-discipline to hold a job, and had a physical or emotional
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handicap that affected school work. The HS&B Sophomore Teacher File contains responses from
14,103 teachers on 18,291 students from 616 schools. The HS&B Senior Teacher File contains
responses from 13,683 teachers on 17,056 students from 611 schools.

Since the base year data collection in 1980, three follow-ups of the HS&B cohorts have been
completed: one in the spring of 1982; one in the spring of 1984; and the last in the spring of 1986. The
fourth follow-up, of the sophomore cohort only, took place in the spring of 1992.

The four NELS program cohorts (NLS-72 seniors, the HS&B sophomores and seniors, and
NELS:88 eighth graders) are displayed in Figure 1-2 according to their initial and subsequent survey
years and their modal age at the time of each survey. As illustrated, NLS-72 seniors were first surveyed
in 1972 at age eighteen and have been resurveyed five times since, with the last survey occurring in 1986,
when these respondents were about thirty-two years of age. The HS&B cohorts have been surveyed at
points in time that would permit as much comparison as possible with the time points selected for
NLS-72. NELS:88 is also designed to fit into this larger analytical scheme. The NELS:88 first follow-up
sophomore class of 1990 parallels the HS&B sophomore class of 1980; similarly, the second follow-up
senior class of 1992 parallels the 1980 HS&B and 1972 NLS-72 senior classes.
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1.3  The National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988: Overview

The base year of the National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS:88) represents the
first stage of a major longitudinal effort designed to provide trend data about critical transitions
experienced by students as they leave eighth grade and progress through high school and into
postsecondary institutions or the work force. The 1988 eighth grade cohort is being followed at two-year
intervals. Policy-relevant data about educational processes and outcomes will be collected over time,
especially as it pertains to student learning, early and late predictors of dropping out, and school effects
on students’ access to programs and equal opportunity to learn.

The first follow-up in 1990 provided the first opportunity for longitudinal measurement of the
1988 baseline sample. It also provided a comparison point to high school sophomores ten years before,
as studied in HS&B. The study captures the population of early dropouts (those who leave school prior
to the end of tenth grade), while monitoring the transition of the student population into secondary
schooling.

The second follow-up took place in 1992, when most sample members were in the second term
of their senior year. The second follow-up provides a culminating measurement of learning in the course
of secondary school, and also collects information that will facilitate investigation of the transition into
the labor force and postsecondary education after high school. Because the NELS:88 sample was
freshened to represent the twelfth grade class of 1992, trend comparisons can be made to the senior
cohorts of 1972 and 1980 that were studied in NLS-72 and HS&B. The NELS:88 second follow-up
resurveyed students who were identified as dropouts in 1990, and identified and surveyed those additional
students who had left school since the prior wave.

Data collection for the third follow-up took place in spring of 1994, after most sample members
had left high school. The primary goals of the 1994 round are to provide for trend comparisons with
NLS-72 and HS&B, and to address issues of employment and postsecondary access and choice.
Additionally, the third follow-up provides a basis for assessing how many dropouts returned to school
and by what route, and for measuring the access of dropouts to vocational training programs and to other
postsecondary institutions. A fourth follow-up is tentatively scheduled for 1997.

1.3.1 NELS:88 Study Objectives

NELS:88s objectives are more comprehensive than those of any education longitudinal study
conducted to date. Its major features include the planned integration of student, dropout, parent, teacher,
and school studies; the initial concentration on an eighth grade student cohort with planned follow-up at
two year intervals; the inclusion of supplementary components to support analyses of geographically or
demographically distinct subgroups; and the design linkages to previous longitudinal studies and other
current studies.

Multiple research and policy objectives are addressed through the NELS:88 design. The study
is intended to produce a general purpose data set for the development and evaluation of educational policy
at all governmental levels. Part of its aim is to inform decision makers, education practitioners, and
parents about the changes in the operation of the educational system over time, and the effects of various
elements of the system on the lives of the individuals who pass through it. Specifically, NELS:88 focuses
on a number of interrelated policy issues, including: identification of school attributes associated with
achievement; the transition of different types of students from eighth grade to secondary school; the
influence of ability grouping on future educational experiences and achievements; determinants of
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dropping out of the educational system; and changes in educational practices over time. One of the unique
features of NELS:88 is the extensive attention it gives to the role of parents. The base year parent survey
(the parent survey is to be repeated in the second follow-up in 1992) gathered data on the effect of
parents’ attitudes and behaviors on educational choices, the correlates of active parental involvement in
the school, parental guidance, and the parent’s role in the educational success of their children. Guides
to the linkage between NELS:88 base year and first follow-up questionnaire items and some of the key
policy issues related to education research are provided in Figures 1-3 and 1-4, respectively.

The NELS:88 design enables researchers to conduct analyses on three principal levels: cross-
wave, cross-sectional, and cross-cohort (by comparing NELS:88 findings to those of HS&B and NLS-72).
The first of these levels provides NELS:88 with its primary objective:  to serve the purposes of
longitudinal measurement. The sampling and data collection designs give priority to maintaining and
surveying a substantial number of base year sample members. Users of NELS:88 data will be able to
study the effect of a wide variety of factors on students’ educational and professional attainment. The
longitudinal data gathered from students, and augmented through parent, teacher, school administrator,
and archival (for example, academic transcripts) accounts of students’ progression and development, will
facilitate scrutiny of various facets of students’ lives--their problems and concerns, their relationships with
parents, peers, and teachers, and the characteristics of their schools--and permit examination of the impact
of these factors on social, behavioral, and educational development.

The second analytic level within NELS:88 is cross-sectional. By beginning with a cross-section
of 1988 eighth graders, following a substantial subsample of these students at two-year intervals, and
freshening the 1990 and 1992 samples to obtain representative national cross-sections of tenth and twelfth
graders, the study also provides data for the analysis of point estimates of student achievement that may
be related to factors such as school type, programs, family characteristics, and the like.

Finally, NELS:88 has been designed to provide researchers with data for drawing comparisons
with previous longitudinal studies. With the release of NELS:88 first follow-up data, it became possible
to conduct trend analyses with the 1980 sophomore cohort of HS&B. In addition, with the completion
of the NELS:88 second follow-up in 1992, comparisons may be made among NELS:88, HS&B, and
NLS-72 senior cohorts. To facilitate cross-cohort comparisons, many of the content areas contained in
the HS&B base year survey were repeated in the base year and first follow-up of NELS:88, and data
processing and file conventions have been kept consistent, to the maximum extent feasible, with HS&B
and NLS-72.

The similar research designs of HS&B and NELS:88 also permit comparisons to be made between
HS&B and NELS:88 parent and teacher surveys. Basic constrasts may be made between HS&B
sophomore and senior parent surveys, the NELS:88 base year parent survey, and the NELS:88 second
follow-up parent survey. Similarly, comparisons may be made between the HS&B sophomore and senior
teacher surveys, the NELS:88 first follow-up teacher survey and the NELS:88 second follow-up teacher
survey. However, researchers interested in conducting comparisons between HS&B and NELS:88
contextual surveys need to be aware of the ways in which the surveys differ from one another (across
longitudinal studies). With both contexutal surveys the differences involve: (1) the sampling strategies
employed for selecting the contextual samples; (2) the time frame for collecting the data; and (3) the
content of the questionnaires. Detailed information on the differences between the HS&B and NELS:88
parent and teacher surveys may be found in the NELS:88 Second Follow-Up Data File User’s Manual
that corresponds to the contextual survey of interest (i.e., either the NELS:88 Second Follow-Up: Parent
Component Data File User’s Manual or the NELS:88 Second Follow-Up: Teacher Component Data File
User’s Manual). ' ’ ‘
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1.3.2 Base Year Study and Sample Design

Four study components constituted the base year design: surveys and tests of students, and
surveys of parents, school administrators, and teachers. A student questionnaire gathered information
about basic background variables and a range of other topics including school work, aspirations, and
social relationships. Students also completed a series of curriculum-based cognitive tests that used item
overlapping methods to measure educational achievement and cognitive growth between eighth and twelfth
grades in four subject areas--reading, mathematics, science, and social studies (history/government). One
parent of each student was asked to respond to a parent survey intended to measure parental aspirations
for children, family willingness to commit resources to children’s education, the home educational support
system, and other family characteristics relevant to achievement. Selected teachers (in two of the four
subject areas) completed a teacher questionnaire designed to collect data about school and teacher
characteristics, evaluations of the selected students, course content, and classroom teaching practices.
Finally, a school administrator questionnaire was completed by school principals. It gathered descriptive
information about the school’s teaching staff, the school climate, characteristics of the student body, and
school policies and offerings.

In the NELS:88 base year, a two-stage stratified probability design was used to select a nationally
representative sample of eighth grade schools and students. Schools constituted the primary sampling unit;
the target sample size for schools was 1,032. A pool of 1,032 schools was selected through stratified
sampling with probability of selection proportional to eighth grade size and with oversampling of private
schools. A pool of 1,032 replacement schools was selected by the same method. Of the 1,032 initial
selections, 30 proved to be ineligible. Of the 1,002 eligible selections, 698 participated. An additional
359 schools (supplied by alternative selections available from the replacement pool) also participated, for
a total school sample of 1,057 cooperating schools, of which 1,052 schools (815 public schools and 237
private schools) contributed usable student data. For 1,035 of these 1,052 schools, both student and
school administrator data were received. In the NELS:88 base year design, students were the secondary
sampling unit. The second stage--student sampling-—-produced a random selection of 26,432' students
among participating sampled schools, resulting in participation by 24,599 eighth grade students. On
average, each of the participating schools was represented by 23 student participants. Additional
information about the base year sample design is provided in Chapter III of this report and in the
NELS:88 Base Year Sample Design Report.

NORC was responsible for designing--and working with NORC subcontractors to design--the five
base year survey instruments. The student questionnaire was designed by NORC, while the Educational
Testing Service (ETS), an NORC subcontractor, developed the eighth grade tests. The parent
questionnaire was developed jointly by NORC and ETS. Both the teacher and school questionnaires were
designed in collaboration with Westat, another NORC subcontractor. NORC conducted the student and
parent data collection, and also collected teacher and school administrator questionnaires on the date of
the in-school student survey. Westat was responsible for nonresponse follow-up and the retrieval of
missing items for both the teacher and school questionnaires.

1 The sample size of 26,435, which is cited in the NELS:88 Base Year Student Component Data File User’s
Manual, is a typographical error.
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Figure 1-3: NELS:88 Base Year Key Questionnaire items related to educational policy in education research

R Social capital/Parent involvement/Community

involvement

ISSUES

Active parental involvement, school policies and environment
related to parental involvement, parental choice in school

parental networks and interactions

STUDENT
34 Education level of parents
a7 Parent participation at school

SCHOOL

37 Test results prowded to parents

46 Available extracurricular activities
47 School climate and policy enforcement

. Equity/Access/Choice

ISSUES

Academic programs, school climate,
admissions practices, relationship
between elementary school experiences
and secondary education access, SES
and ethnicity, teaching quality and
pratices, A.P., honors and remedial
classes, student choices

STUDENT

20 Language Use

3N A-D Race, ethnicity
57-69 School climate

66 Advanced courses

68 Gifted /talented programs

SCHOOL
4 Type
5 Major program onentation
13 Ethnicity
14 Percentage in single- parent
- home
15 Percentage LEP (limited English)
16 Remedial and special programs
24 - Assignment of students to the
. school :
25-28 Admission procedures
33 Percentage receiving financial aid

34 Family ability to pay for tuition

35 Eigh-grade scores. used for high
school admission

39 Minimum academic instruction
required

40 Gifted /talented program

IR School effectiveness

ISSUES
Influence on outcomes of size of school;

student body ethnicity and SES level;
school type and affiliation; school climate,
and staff and curricular

STUDENT
Cognitive test scores
81 Self-reported grades

SCHOOL

2 School enroliment
6 Length of school year

10 Nominated tenth grade

11 Average daily attendance

12 Drop-out, migration rate

17 Number of full-time teachers
18 School structure for instruction
19 Teacher base salary

21 Teacher degree level

38  Retention reasons

45 Billingual classes

47 School climate

48 School policies

49 Discipline and other problems



Figure 1-3: (cont.): NELS:88 Base Year Key Questionnaire items related to educational policy in education research

L Social capital/Parent involvement/Community

involvement

TEACHER

Hl-26  Problems with school policies as related to student,
community, and parent: drugs, weapons, assault,
robbery, vandalism, etc.

I-30  Teacher time spent communicating with parents

iI-31  How many students’ parents does teacher talk to

Equity/Access/Choice

TEACHER

-11

-12

II-16

Teacher perception of student as
a language minority student
Teacher perception of student as
LEP

Teaching practices in the
classroom

11-17,29 Teaching methods in the

-4

-6

Ii-19
-21

H-27
-30

H-32

classroom for specific subjects
Years of teaching experience
Type of teaching cettificate
Amount of in-service education
Instruct in gifted /talented
program

Holding a second job

Time spent outside school hours
on activities such as planning
classes, correcting papers,
corrdinating curriculum, etc.
Percentage of students using
computer for instructional
material

School effectiveness

TEACHER

1,29

II-3
ll-14
-8
li-10

i-18
in-28

lil-29
i-33

Teacher rating of student’s
academic performance and
participation in class

Class size

Teacher adequacy -

Highest academic degree held
Major and minor fields of highest
degree

Employment status in the school
system

Number of days absent from
teaching

Number of supervisory visitations
Use of computers for student
instruction
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Figure 1-3: (cont.): NELS:88 Base Year Key Questionnaire items related to educational policy in education research

Social capital/Parent involvement/Community
involvement

PARENT

30 Parent education level

45 Parent request to retain child in school
54,56 Parent involvement in course selection

57 School contact with parent about child

58 Parent contact with school about child

59 Parent participation in school organizations
61 Outside community activities with child

62 Parent knowledge of child’s friends and their parents
63 Parent time talking with child about school
67 Talk with child about high school plans

68 Talk with child about PSE plans

69 Parent time helping child with homework
85 Parent involvement with financial aid and

scholarships

L. Equity/Access/Choice

PARENT

10 Race/ethnicity

34,80 SES level

38 Child's attendance at pre-school

48 Child’s participation in special
programs

52 Child in gifted/talented ptogram

70 Computer in home

82 Money for educational expenses

84 Money earmarked for student’s
PSE

22 Language spoken at home

School effectiveness

PARENT
34,80 SES level

57

74

75

76

School contact with parent
Parent opinion of school's
effectiveness

Parent satisfaction with school
curriculum

Parent opinion of child's
schooling future



Figure 1-4: NELS:88 First Follow-Up Key Questionnaire items related to educational policy in education research

l. Equity/Access/Choice

ISSUES

Academic programs, school
climate, admission practices,
SES and ethnicity, equal teaching
quality and practices, A.P. and
honors courses, remedial
classes, student choices

STUDENT
19 Attend start/pass each
term

20  HS program

Il. Cognitive growth

ISSUES

Tracking, coursetaking,
involvement, language
proficiency, teacher quality,
schoal climate, textbooks,
parental involvement, family
structure

STUDENT
13 Days absent

18A  Certainty will graduate

19 Attend start/pass each
term

20 HS program

46 Important things in life

49 Educational expectations

53 Occupational
expectations

92-93 Who else lives in house

97 _Absences because
‘babysit

99 Major family events

Ill. Tracking dynamics and
correlates

ISSUES

Coursetaking, grouping, decision
making, cognitive growth,
differential assignment, dropping
out, achievement, attitudes,
social relations, college and
employment opportunities

STUDENT

20 HS program

49 Educational expectations

53 Occupational
expectations

IV. Process of dropping out

ISSUES
School achievement, attendance,

behavior, attitudes toward
school, social relations, family
structure and characteristics

STUDENT
13 Days absent

18A  Cenrtainty will graduate

19 Attend start/pass each
term

20 HS program

46 Important things in life

49 Educational expectations

53 Occupational
expectations

76 Have any children of own

92-93 Who else lives in house

97 Absences because
babysit

99 Major family events
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Figure 1-4: (cont.): NELS:88 First Follow-Up Key Questionnaire items related to educational policy in education research

l. Equity/Access/Choice

SCHOOL

1 HS program enrollment

24-25 Days to be truant, D-out

29 % Students LM or LEP

35 Number of teachers

43 Ethnicity of teachers

45-46 Teachers assigned ESL,
certitied

54 Admission practices

61 Use homogenous
grouping

62 Who affects stud.
placement

75 Math/sci. courses offered

76 # AP courses offered

82 Have D-out prevent.
program

84 Why studs. in D-out

program’

ll. Cognitive growth

SCHOOL

1-4 School size, type

11 HS program enroliment

30 % Received special
services

35 # Teachers

43 Ethnicity of teachers

45-46 Teachers assigned ESL,

A certified
54 Admission practices
61 Use homogenous
. grouping

62 Who affects stud.
placement

70 Coursework requirements

75 Math/sci. courses offered

76 # AP courses offered

82 Have D-out prevent.
program

84 Why studs. in D-out

program

ill. Tracking dynamics and

correlates
SCHOOL
11 HS program enroliment
29 % Students LM or LEP
30 % Receive special
services
54 Admission practices
61 Use homogenous
grouping
62 Who affects stud.
placement
75 Math/sci. courses offered

IV. Process of dropping out

SCHOOL
24-25 Days to be truant, D-out

29
30

35
45
61

75
82

84

% Students LM or LEP
% Receive special
services

# Teachers

Teachers assigned ESL
Use homogenous

" grouping

Math/sci. courses offered
Have D-out prevent.
program

Why studs. in D-out
program



Figure 1-4: (cont.): NELS:88 First Follow-Up Key Questionnaire items related to educational policy in education research

I. Equity/Access/Choice

TEACHER
II-16  Division of class time
-2 - Teacher ethnicity

Il. Cognitive growth

TEACHER

I-11
I-12

-3
I1-4
-5
11-16
20 M
I-22 M
I1-24 M
21 S
I-23 S
20 H
21 H
20 E
-1
-2
-4
-6
1-7,8
-9
V-8

Language minority (LM)
Limited-English prof.
(LEP)

Track of class

Level of students in class
Class enrollment
Division of class time
If Algebra |, topics

If Algebra Il, topics

If Geometry, topics

If Biology, topics

If Chemistry, topics

If U.S. History topics
If World History topics
If English topics
Teacher gender
Teacher ethnicity
Year teaching
Employment status
Type certification
Highest degree held
Who helps teacher

. Tracking dynamics and

cormrelates

TEACHER

1-3

1-4

I-5
i1-20 M
22 M
24 M
iI-21 8
1-23 8
-20 H
-2t H
II-20 E
-4

Track of class

Level of students in class

Class enrollment

If Algebra |, topics
If Algebra Il, topics
If Geometry, topics
If Biology, topics

If Chemistry, topics
If U.S. Hist., topics
If World Hist., topics
If English, topics
Years teaching

IV. Process of dropping out

TEACHER
1-22 Student at risk of D-out
IV-8  Who helps teacher
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Fiéurc 1-4: (cont.): NELS:88 First Follow~-Up Key Questionnaire items related to educational policy in education research

I. Equity/Access/Choice

DROPOUT
28 Who tried ta prevent D-
out
36 Important things in life
38-39 Educ./occ. expectations
41 Home language not
"English
- 44

English ability

Il. Cognitive growth =~ -

19

92

DROPOUT
6 - HS program
Why chose classes
20 Grades received
22 Days absent
36 . Important things in life
38 - Educational expectations
41 -~ Home language not
English '
44 English ability
74 Hours work
77 Wage
86  Who else lives in house
- Absences because

babysit

lil. Tracking dynamics and

- 20

correlates

DROPOUT
16 HS program
19 Why chose classes

Grades received
41 Home language not
o -English -
44 English ability. -

IV. Process of dropping out

DROPOUT
6  Why left school
7 When last attended

: - school _
89 What grade in then; pass
10 Name and address last
o school '
11 Plans to get HS diploma
16 HS program ’
19 Why chose classes
20 Grades received
22 Days absent -
27 Major student events
28 Who tried to prevent D-

- out :
29 School response to D- -
out
30 Parent response to D-out
36 Important things in life
38-39 - Educ./occ. expectations
41 - Home language not
English.

44 English ability
52 # Friends drop out
63 Have children of own
74 Hours worked
76-77 - Job type; wage
86 Who else lives in house
92 Absences because

babysit
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Figure 1-4: (cont.): NELS:88 First Follow-Up Key Questionnaire items related to educational policy in education research

V. Transition patterns from 8th to 10th
grade

ISSUES

Movement across private/public school
sectors family migration, track placement,
differences in experience of school
environment, school size, moral climate and
organizational ethos of school

STUDENT
19 Attend start/pass each term
20 HS program

SCHOOL
54 .Admission practices

V1. School effectiveness

ISSUES

School size, SES level, school sector, school
climate, principal and teacher autonomy, staff
job satisfaction, textbooks, curricular offerings,
teacher quality, student performance and
growth, student persistence and school-leaving

STUDENT
18A  Certainty will graduate
19 Attend start/pass each term
39 Self-reported grades
49 Educational expectations
SCHOOL
1-4 School size, type
11 HS program enroliment
24-25 Days to be truant, D-out
29 % Students LM or LEP
30 % Received special services
35 # Teachers
43 Ethnicity of teachers
45-46 Teachers assigned ESL; certified
54 Admission practices
61 Use homaogenous grouping

- 62 Who affects stud. placement
70 Coursework requirement
75 Math/scl. courses offered
76 # AP courses offered
82 Have D-out prevent. program
84 Why stud. in D-out program

Vil. Parental and community involvement

ISSUES
Active parental involvement, school policies

and attitudes related to parental
involvement, parental choice in school,
parental networks and interactions, student
performance, remain in school

STUDENT
13 Days absent
99 Major family events

SCHOOL
84 Why studs. in D-out program
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Figure 1-4: (cont.): NELS:88 First Follow-Up Key Questionnaire items related to educational policy in education research

V. Transition patterns from 8th to 10th VI. School effectiveness Vil. Parental and community involvement

grade

TEACHER TEACHER TEACHER

I1-20 M If Algebra 1, topics

~ 11-22 M If Algebra li, toplcs
li-24 M If Geometry, topics
lI-21 S If Biology, topics
11-23 S 1f Chemistry, topics
I-20 H If U.S. Hist., topics
II-21 H If World Hist., topics
1-20 E If English, topics
-6 Employment status
I-7,8  Type certification
lil-8 Highest degree held
IV-8  Who helps teacher

DROPOUT DROPOUT

10 Last school 19 Why chose classes 30 Parent response to D-out
1 Plans for HS diploma 29 School response to D-out 41 Home language not English
38 Educational expectations 86 Who else lives in house

44 English language proficiency '

DROPOUT
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1.3.3 First Follow-Up Core Study and Sample Design

The first follow-up of NELS:88 comprised the same components as the base year study, with the
exception of the parent survey. (The parent component has been repeated in the second follow-up, along
with the collection of high school transcripts.) In addition, three new components--the dropout, Base
Year Ineligible Study, and School Effectiveness Study--were initiated in the first follow-up, and a
freshened sample was added to the student component.

As in the base year, students were asked to complete a questionnaire and cognitive test. The
cognitive test was designed to measure tenth grade achievement and cognitive growth between 1988 and
1990 in the subject areas of mathematics, science, reading, and social studies (history/government). The
student questionnaire collected basic background information, and asked students about such topics as
their school and home environments, participation in classes and extra-curricular activities, current jobs,

their goals and aspirations, and opinions about themselves. Following the base year design, two teachers .

of each student were asked to complete a teacher questionnaire, and a school administrator questionnaire
was completed by school principals. If a student was a first-time participant of NELS:88, he or she also
completed a new student supplement, containing questions on basic demographic information which were
asked in the base year but not repeated in the first follow-up.

In addition to surveying students who were enrolled in school, the first follow-up also surveyed
and tested youths who had dropped out of school at some point between the spring term of the 1987-88
school year and that of the 1989-90 school year. The dropout questionnaire collected information on a
wide range of subjects, including reasons for leaving school, school experiences, absenteeism, plans for
the future, employment, attitudes and self-concept, and home environment.

The selection of students was implemented in two stages. The first stage of sampling involved
the selection of 21,474 students who were in the eighth grade NELS:88 sample in 1988.2 These students
were termed "core" students. The core student sample was then augmented through a process called
"freshening”, the aim of which was to provide a representative sample of students enrolled in the tenth
grade in the 1989-90 school year. Freshening added an additional 1,229 tenth graders (of whom 1,043
were found to be eligible and still retained after final subsampling) who were not contained in the base
year sampling frame, either because they were not in the country, or were not in the eighth grade in the
spring term of 1988. Additional information about the first follow-up sample design is provided in
Chapter III of this report.

The initial data collection period for the first follow-up was from late January to July, 1990. At
the end of this period, the population of nonrespondents (for example, students who had not attended the
survey session or had not been located), which was believed to possibly contain "hidden" dropouts, was
subsampled and further pursued in a second data collection effort conducted between January and June
of 1991. The populations of sample members previously identified as dropouts and base year ineligible
students (see Section 1.3.4), who had not been surveyed when data collection was suspended in July of
1990, were also pursued during the second effort. Subsampling procedures for the second data collection
period are described in detail in Chapter III. Figure 1-5 outlines the sample and subsamples of the first
follow-up.

2 This includes students who were base year nonrespondents, as well as approximately 2,400 OBEMLA-

sponsored sample members.
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NORC, the prime contractor for NELS:88, and its subcontractor, the Educational Testing Service
(ETS), were responsible for designing the six survey instruments. Specifically, NORC designed the
student, dropout, new student supplement, school administrator, and teacher questionnaires, while ETS
developed the cognitive tests. NORC conducted all data collection activities for the first follow-up.

1.3.4 First Follow-Up Design Enhancements

- Several components were added to the first follow-up to increase its analytic power. One of these
enhancements, the Base Year Ineligible (BYI) Study, was added to the first follow-up in order to ascertain
the status of students who were excluded from the base year survey due to a language barrier or physical
or mental disability which precluded them from completing a questionnaire and cognitive test. The BYI
study served three primary purposes: it incorporated into the sample those students whose eligibility status
had changed since the base year study, that is, who had become capable of completing a questionnaire
and cognitive test in the spring of 1990, thus contributing to the representativeness of the tenth grade
cohort; it allowed for the correction of any classification errors of eligibility status which may have
occurred in the base year; and finally, it permitted generation of national estimates of dropping out that
reflected the school enrollment status of both the ehglble and ineligible 1987-88 eighth grade cohort
members.

In addition to the BYI study, a supplemental study, designed to sustain analyses of school
effectiveness issues, was conducted in conjunction with the first follow-up. As a longitudinal study, the
sampling plan employed in the first follow-up--following eighth grade students to high schools as opposed
~ to drawing a random sample of high schools and then tenth grade students within the schools--fails to
provide: (a) a probability sample of high schools; (b) a within-school representative tenth grade student
sample; and (c) a sufficiently large number of students and teachers per school to permit use of multilevel
analytic techniques (such as hierarchical linear modeling), and to facilitate investigation of the internal -
culture and organization of schools. To address these limitations, the within-school student sample of
247 participating first follow-up high schools in the thirty largest metropolitan statistical areas was
augmented. In addition, school enrollment and eighth grade feeder pattern information was collected to
provide a basis for estimating the probability of a particular high school being selected into NELS:88.
In short, the School Effectiveness Study may be viewed as a study of a probability sample of both schools
and students within the framework of the primary longitudinal study.

1.3.5 HS&B Address Update

Preparatory to the HS&B fourth follow-up (1992), an address update for the HS&B sample took
place as part of the NELS:88 base year and first follow-up contracts. The address update is described
in appendix F of this report. -

In addition to changes in student characteristics relevant to the determination of eligibility (for example,
a student gaining proficiency in English), the eligibility criteria themselves changed in the first follow-up.
Unlike the base year study, students who were unable to complete an English-language questionnaire,
but could complete a Spanish-language version, were eligible to participate in the first follow-up. A
detailed writeup of the BYI study appears as Chapter 7 of this report.
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Figure 1-5
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1.4  NELS:88 Sponsers

The NELS:88 sponsor, the U.S. Department of Education’s National Center for Education
Statistics (NCES), provided federal agencies, states, and educational institutions with an opportunity to
expand the scope of the base year and first follow-up studies and enrich them through a variety of means.
Enhancements sponsored by various groups included: sample supplements for states that provided
representative state samples, oversamples of specific student groups, supplemental questions for various
data collection instruments, and supplemental questionnaires.

1.4.1 Sample Supplements and Augmentations

Sample supplements and augmentations were sponsored by various sources. Beginning in the base
year, the U.S. Department of Education provided major funding for the parent component of NELS:88
and, with the National Science Foundation (NSF), co-sponsored the teacher component. Both agencies
continued their sponsorship of the teacher component in the first follow-up as well. The U.S. Department
of Education’s Office of Bilingual Education and Minority Languages Affairs (OBEMLA) provided funds
in the base year for oversampling Hispanic, Asian-Pacific Islander, and American Indian students, and
in the first follow-up for following the approximately 2,400 students who were added to the sample in
the base year, as well as the 176 LEP/NEP* students identified during the freshening process. The School
Effectiveness Study of the first follow-up added some 6,400 students to the initial base year retained
sample, and was supported in part by funds from the John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation,
and by NCES. - NCES also sponsored the Base Year Ineligible Study, which included 626 base year
sample members who were ineligible to participate in the base year survey, and 27 base year dropouts.

In both the base year and first follow-up, all survey instruments and cognitive tests were
administered to the core (which included the OBEMLA oversample) and augmentation samples in an
identical fashion. ' '

1.4.2 Instrument Supplements

The NELS:88 base year and first follow-up instruments were supplemented in various ways by
federal agencies and educational institutions.

In the base year study, the National Science Foundation (NSF) co-sponsored the teacher
questionnaire supplement, while the U.S. Department of Education sponsored the parent questionnaire
supplement. NSF also sponsored supplemental mathematics and science items on the student, parent, and
school questionnaires. Other federal agencies, which sponsored questions in the student, parent, teacher,
and school questionnaires, included: the National Endowment for the Humanities (NEH), which
sponsored questions about the humanities and history; the U.S. Department of Education’s Office of
Bilingual Education and Minority Languages Affairs (OBEMLA), which added questions about minority
language use patterns and bilingual programs; and the U.S. Department of Education’s Office of
Planning, Budget, and Evaluation (OPBE), which sponsored questions about gifted and talented programs.

4 In contrast to a Fully-English-Proficient (FEP) student, a LEP (Limited-English-Proficient) or NEP (Non-
English-Proficient) student is one whose native language is not English and whose skills in listening to,
speaking, reading, or writing English are such that he or she derives little benefit from school instruction
delivered in English.
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In the first follow-up, NSF again sponsored the teacher questionnaire supplement, as well as the
mathematics and science items in the student and school questionnaires. OBEMLA also continued its
support of questionnaire items about minority language use patterns and bilingual programs in the first
follow-up student, dropout, new student supplement, teacher, and school questionnaires.

1.5 NELS:88 Data and Documentation

NELS:88 base year and first follow-up data are available in both public use and restricted use
versions on magnetic tape; the public files are also available on compact disc (CD-ROM). Machine-
readable documentation, and an electronic codebook that is user-manipulable through menu-driven
software are included on the compact disc version of the data.

Because multilevel microdata carries with it some risk of the possibility of statistical disclosure
of institutional or individual identities, the NELS:88 data have been extensively analyzed to determine
which items of information, used alone, in conjunction with other key variables, or in conjunction with
public external sources such as school universe files, have significant disclosure potential. (For an account
of the disclosure analysis and confidentiality editing undertaken in the first follow-up, see 5.5.6 of this
report.) Variables that were found to pose significant disclosure risks were suppressed or altered to
remove or substantially reduce such risks. For example, in some cases, continuous variables have been
recast as categorical variables, or fine-grained categorical variables have been more grossly recategorized.

In a few instances, data elements have been suppressed or changed. Because of this, a particular
school might be characterized in terms of a certain variable on the restricted use version of the NELS:88
data, but be coded to missing on the public files. Or, very rarely, a given school might fall within one
response category within a variable on the privileged use files but fall within an adjacent category in the
public release files.

While the value that is placed on confidentiality justifies these alterations of the data, it is
recognized that some of these protections against disclosure may at times reduce the analysis potential
of certain variables in the data set. For example, when only ranges of percentages are given for a
variable, threshold points that may be important for some analyses may be obscured, or nonlinearities
in relationships hidden. = No matter how thoughtfully continuous variables are transformed into
categorical form, different cut points for the categories may be desirable, depending on one’s particular
analytic purposes. While most suppressed data will have only a negligible effect on most analyses, there
are time$ when the suppressed information is critical. For this reason, NCES also makes restricted use
data files available to qualified researchers with a proven need for the data in its restricted use form. To
obtain the restricted use data, it is necessary for an organization to obtain a licensure agreement from
NCES. The agreement must be signed by the principal investigator and by someone authorized to
commit the organization to the legal requirements. In addition, each professional or technical staff
member with access to the data must sign and have notarized an affidavit of nondisclosure.
Institutionally-based researchers may apply to the Associate Commissioner for Education Statistics at the
Statistical Standards and Methodology Division, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), if they
wish to pursue the possibility of obtaining access to the NELS:88 restricted use data files.




NELS:88 First Follow-Up
Final Technical Report

1.5.1 Base Year Data Files and Documentation

Four public release files were produced for the NELS:88 base year study, one for each study
component--the student, parent, teacher, and school. Each file included a data file based on the core
sample, which consisted of 1,052 participating schools, 24,599 participating students, and 22,651
_ participating parents. In addition, 1,035 school administrator questionnaires were collected, along with
5,193 teacher questionnaires with teacher ratings for 23,188 participating students.

As illustrated by Figure 1-6, a data file user’s manual was produced for each of the public release
data files, along with other forms of documentation. The NELS:88 Base Year Sample Design Report’
documents the sampling procedures for the base year survey. The Psychometric Report for the NELS:88
Base Year Test Battery® gives an in-depth description of the rationale, development, and statistical
properties of the eighth grade cognitive test battery. The NELS:88 Base Year Final Technical Repor?
provides detailed documentation of the methodology of the survey. Finally, Quality of the Responses of
Eighth-Grade Students in NELS:88° documents the reliability and validity of student responses.

In addition to these réports, which are valuable for researchers interested in conducting analyses
with the base year data files, a number of analysis reports and special tabulations are also available from
NCES. These publications are described in appendix A of this report.

1.5.2 First Follow-Up Data Files and Documentation

Four public release data files have been produced for the NELS:88 first follow-up study, one for
each study component--the student, dropout, teacher, and school surveys.® The student file includes data
based on the entire first follow-up sample, which consists of 18,221 participating students (including
17,424 panel participants for whom both base year and first follow-up data are available), 1,043
participating dropouts, and 1,442 nonrespondents. The dropout file includes data strictly on the 1,043
participating first follow-up dropouts. The school file maintains a record for each participating first
- follow-up student whose school administrator completed a school administrator questionnaire. In total,
1,296 school administrator questionnaires, covering 17,663 students (or 92 percent of the student sample),
were completed. The teacher file contains data that was collected from 9,987 participating teachers. The

_student public release data file also contains data for all 24,599 base-year respondents, regardless of
whether or not they were retained in the first follow-up.

5  Spencer, B.D.; Franke;|, M.R.; Ingels, S.J.; Rasinski, K.A.; Tourangeau, R. August 1990; NCES 90-463.
& Roc_k_, D.A., and Pdllack, J.M. April 1991; NCES 91-468.

7 Ingels,kS'.J.; Rasinski, K.A.; Frankel, M.R.; Spencer, B.D.; Buckley, P.B.; 1990; Chicago: NORC.

8 Kaufman, P.; Rasinski, K.A.; Lee, R.; West, J. September 1991; NCES 91-487.

®  The School Effectiveness Study data will be released as a combined base line (NELS:88 first follow-up)
and follow-up (NELS:88 second follow-up) data set file in the fali of 1994.




Figure 1-6: Base Year Data File User's Manuals and Technical Reports
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II. Data Collection Instruments

This chapter provides a brief description of the student, dropout, teacher, and school administrator
survey instruments and cognitive tests used in the base year and first follow-up. (NELS:88 first follow-
up questionnaires are reproduced in the appendices of the NELS:88 first follow-up data file user’s
manuals.) Figure 2-1 gives a comparative overview of the content areas in the base year questionnaires.
Any differencies in, or additions to thematic areas in the first follow-up survey instruments are illustrated
in Figure 2-2.

2.1 Instrument Development

The data collection instruments for the NELS:88 base year and first follow-up were similar in
content and form. The base year instruments consisted of a student questionnaire and cognitive tests, and
parent, teacher, and school administrator questionnaires. All of these instruments, with the exception of

‘the parent questionnaire, were enhanced and used in the first follow-up. Two new instruments, the
dropout questionnaire and the new student supplement, were developed for use in the first follow-up.

Instrument development was guided by the research objectives of NELS:88. Questionnaires were
designed to meet the longitudinal goals of the study; items were chosen based on their utility in predicting
or explaining future outcomes as measured in later survey waves. All of the questionnaires employed

.in the base year and first follow-up surveys were framed to provide continuity and consistency with
earlier education longitudinal studies, as well as to address new areas of policy concern and to reflect
recent advances in theory. Where appropriate, NELS:88 drew test and questionnaire content from prior
longitudinal studies (NLS-72, HS&B), and from repeated cross-sectional NCES study series, such as the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) and the Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS), to

“ensure a common standard of measurement that would permit comparisons with other important data
sources, and maximize the utility of NELS:88 data. In the first follow-up, the instruments that were used
in the base year were augmented to capture the education and social experiences of tenth graders, and
new instruments were developed for the populations new to the first follow-up--dropouts and freshened
students. Items used in the new questionnaires were drawn from the studies mentioned above, as well
as from the base year instruments. Appendix F of the student component data file user’s manual contains
a crosswalk for the items which overlap between the NELS:88 base year student questionnaire, the first
follow-up student and dropout questionnaires, and the HS&B student questionnaire.
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Figure 2-1: Content Areas in NELS:88 Base Year Questionnaires

Content category Student Parent Teacher School
Constitutional Student sex birthdate Responding parent’s sex, birthdate Teacher sex
factors : birthdate
Race/ethnicity Self-reported race/ethnicity Parent’s race/ethnicity Teacher School (student/faculty)
race/ethnicity race/ethnic composition
Home Characteristics Number of brothers and sisters ~ Number or brothers and sisters Student health and Percent of students in single-
marital status of parents religion  language use parent homes, percent with

practice at home, language
spoken at home

limited English proficiency

Socioeconomic Status

Parental occupation and
education, items in home

Parent occupation, income,
education

Work status

Jobs or chores done for pay

Parental employment status

Teacher employment
status

Opinions, attitndes, and

values

Self-concept, locus of control

Teacher impressions
of sampled student

School Characteristics

School type, major program
orientation, days in school
year, class periods in days

School atmosphere

Self-reported attitude toward
alcoholism, illegal drugs, and
other problems in school; school
discipline in class

Parent’s attitudes toward
atmosphere, standards, and
policies

Teacher perception
of drug use, verbal
and physical abuse of
teachers, and other
problems in school

Teacher morale, structure and
competitiveness of grades,
physical conflicts of students,
robbery, thefts, and verbal
abuse

School work

Self-reported tardiness,
absenteeism, homework,
attitudes towards mathematics,
social studies, and science

Contact from school about
student’s performance and
curriculum, help given by parent
to child with homework, use of
computer in the home

Homework assigned,
instructional methods
and materials used,

student tardiness and

absenteeism, content

areas covered

Student tardiness,
absenteeism, degree to which
students are expected to do
homework
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Table 2.-1 (Cont.): Content Areas in NELS:88 Base Year Questionnaires

School -
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Content category Student Parent Teacher

School performance Self-reported grades, .- Parental expectations for child's ~ Teacher imPfession
performance on NELS:88 grades of student
cognitive test battery achievement

Guidance Student-reported availability of Parent talks at home with child Availability of guidance
counseling (for eduction plans, about school, high school plans, counseling for students in
jobs, careers, drug abuse, etc.) or homework school ' )
given by school employee, adult
relative, or friend

Special programs Participation in spécial progfams Physical and mental limitations of Teacher involvement Special services (e.g., gifted

(e.g., gifted and talented, special
education, bilingual, or ESL)

students, special services rendered
(e.g., for gifted and talented
students)

and satisfaction with
gifted and talented
programs

and talented programs)

After-school supervision

Parental supervision

Parental supervision, after-school
childcare arrangements

Involvement with
community

Family life, cultural experience,
participation in neighborhood
programs :

Family life, activities in
community (e.g., borrows books
from library, attends concerts,
museums, participates in
community-based groups

After-school activities

Extra-curricular activities,
outside school classes and clubs

Student enrollment in outside
school clubs

Life goals, educational
and occupational

Student and parent expectations
of how far in school student will
advance, student’s desired

Parental expectations of
educational attainment of child

Financial assistance

occupation

Proposed financial aid for future
education

Percent of students receiving
aid in school
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Figure 2-2: Content areas in NELS:88 First Follow-Up Questionnaires

Content category

Student

R R O R R R

IR

* Teacher

—_—

e ————

Constitutional
factors

Teacher sex birthdate

Race/ethnicity

Teacher race/ethnicity

School (student/faculty)
race/ethnic composition

Home Characteristics

Othess in household, number
of brothers and sisters, own
child, religion, language use

Others in houschold, number
of brothers and sisters, own
child, religion, language use

Student language use and
health

Percent of students in single-
parent homes, percent with
percent with limited English
English proficiency

Family and friends

Family relationships and
events, parental school
involvement, -attributes of
friends

Family relationships and
events, parental school
involvement, attributes of

Parental school involvement

Patental school involvement

Work status

Work status, type, hours, and
pay

Work status, type, hours, and

Teacher work status, outside
work

Teacher pay, degrees, work
status, and certification

Opinions, attitudes, and
values

Self-concept, locus of control

Self-concept, locus of control

Teacher iinpression of
student

School Characteristics

School type, structure,
grades, locale, courses and
programs, departments,
periods, days -

School atmosphere

School climate, problems in
school, level of discipline

School climate, problems in
school, level of discipline

School climate, problems in
decision-making processes,
satisfaction with teaching

Problems in school,
disciplinary actions taken,
teacher morale, grading

Schbol work

Program, coursework,
homework, teacher practices,
self-reported tardiness,
absenteeism, suspension, and
arrests :

Program, coursework,
homework, teacher practices,
self-reported tardiness,
absenteeism, suspension, and

Instructional methods and
materials, content areas
covered, track of class,
homework, tardiness,
absenteeism

Track composition, student
tardiness and absenteeism
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Table 2.-2 (Cont.): Content Areas in NELS:88 First Foliow-Up Questionnaires

Content category

School performance

Student

Dropout

Teacher

Self-reported grades, NELS
cognitive test scores

Self-reported grades, NELS
cognitive test scores

Student achievement

School

Special programs

Participation in special
programs

Programs offered, level of
participation

After-school
activities

Participation in school-
related and non-school-
related activities

Participation in school-
related and non-school-

_ related activities, activities

since left

Life goals, educational and
occupational

Educational and
occupational expectations
and preparation, others’
expectations, important
things in life

Educational and
occupational expectations
and preparation, others’
expectations, important
things in life, why left school
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2.2  Survey Instruments and Content Coverage
2.2.1 Student Questionnaire and Cognitive Tests

Sample members who were attending school during the spring term of the 1989-90 school year
(including those who were identified as dropouts at some earlier time, but returned to and remained in
school during the spring term of 1990) were administered a student questionnaire, either at an in-school
or off-campus survey session. The self-administered questionnaire, which took approximately one hour
to complete, collected information on a wide range of topics, including students’ background, language
use, home environment, perceptions of self, plans for the future, jobs and household chores, school
experiences and activities, work, and social activities. The first follow-up student questionnaire was
available in both English and Spanish.'?

In addition to the student questionnaife, students completed a series of cognitive tests, also
administered at in-school or off-campus survey sessions. The combined tests, covering four subject areas,
included 116 items to be completed in 85 minutes. The cognitive tests are described briefly below:

. Reading Comprehension (21 items, 21 minutes) consisted of five short passages followed
by comprehension and interpretation questions, such as interpreting the author’s
perspective, understanding the meaning of words in context, and identifying figures of
speech. Unlike the base year, two versions of the reading test were developed, differing
in degree of difficulty.

. Mathematics (40 items, 30 minutes) assessed both simple mathematical application skills,
as well as more advanced skills of comprehension and problem solving. Test items
included word problems, graphs, quantitative comparisons, and geometric figures. Three
versions of the mathematics test were developed for the first follow-up, varying in the
level of difficulty.

. Science (25 items, 20 minutes) contained questions drawn from the fields of life, earth
and physical sciences. Emphasis was placed on the comprehension of underlying
concepts and scientific reasoning ability.

. History/Citizenship/Geography (30 items, 14 minutes) assessed knowledge of important
issues and events in American history. Citizenship items included questions on the
operation and structure of the federal government and the rights and obligations of
citizens. Geography questions touched on patterns of settlement and food production
shared by various societies.

NORC'’s subcontractor, the Educational Testing Service (ETS), developed the cognitive test
battery, both in the base year and first follow-up. While there was but one version of the base year test

Excluding the base year ineligible students who were reclassified as eligible in 1990 (and who will be
added to the first follow-up data with the second follow-up data release), nineteen {15 of them from the
freshening sample} students completed the Spanish-language questionnaire inthe NELS:88 first follow-up.
Because of the small number of questionnaires completed in Spanish, a separate flag was not created for
these cases. The percentage of questionnaires completed in Spanish -- around one-tenth of one percent
of the total first follow-up student participants, is similar to the percentage of HS&B sophomores who
opted to complete Spanish-language questionnaires in 1980 (36 out of 27,118 participants, or 0.13
percent).
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battery, six forms of the cognitive test battery were produced in the first follow-up, each comprising a
different combination of mathematics and reading difficulty levels. Each student’s test form was
determined by his or her scores on the base year mathematics and reading tests; freshened students and
base year non-respondents received the intermediate version of the first follow-up cognitive test battery
(Version IIT)... The purpose of the multi-level design of the first follow-up cognitive test battery was to .
guard against ceiling and floor effects which may occur when testing must span four years of schooling.
This adaptive approach tailors the difficulty of the reading and mathematics tests to the ability of the
respondent, thereby leading to a more accurate measurement than a single level design. Figure 2-3
illustrates the distribution of test versions to base year retained sample members and defines the test
combinations used in the first follow-up. :

In drder to facilitate comparisons with test data from other national studies, NELS:88 borrowed
or adapted a number of test items from NAEP and HS&B. Properties of the cognitive tests are discussed
in the Psychometric Report for the NELS:88 Base Year Test Battery, and in Chapter 6 of this report.

2.2.2 Dropout Questionnaire

During the data collection period (the spring term of the 1989-90 school year), sample members
who had been out of school for four or more consecutive weeks at the time an NORC interviewer
contacted them to be surveyed were administered the dropout questionnaire, as well as (when possible)
the cognitive test battery. The hour-long, self-administered questionnaire and 85-minute cognitive test
battery were completed with an NORC interviewer present, at either a group or single survey session.
The dropout questionnaire collected data about the last school attended by the sample member and the
school’s climate, reasons for leaving school, and actions school personnel, parents, and friends took when
the respondent stopped going to school. Respondents also reported on their likelihood of returning to and
graduating from high school, and described their current activities and future plans.

Produced for the first follow-up study, the dropout questionnaire was designed to facilitate
comparisons with the NELS:88 first follow-up student questionnaire. This item overlap with the student
questionnaire permits users to contrast factors such as school environment, family life, aspirations, and
self-perceptions of students with the responses of dropouts.

223 New Student Supplement

First-time NELS:88 participants who were brought into the study through sample freshenmg or
who were base year non-respondents completed the new student supplement questionnaire which was
available in English and Spanish. The self-administered supplement took approximately 15 minutes to
complete, and contained questions that gathered basic demographic information (such as birthdate, sex,
and ethnicity) about students and their families which were included in the base year questlonnalre but
not repeated in the first follow-up Among other items, students reported on their language use, and the
employment status, occupation, and educational attainment of their parents or guardians.
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‘Figure 2-3: Distribution of first follow-up test forms to base year retained sample members
(N= 21474)

o : Version Il - 2%
._Versmn - 32% Version| - 19%

Version IV - 29% Version VI - 23%

Version V - 2%

The first follow-up test forms differed from each other only in combination of reading and mathematics
difficulty levels. Only one form existed for the subject areas of science and social studies
(history/government). The six test combinations are listed below, by increasing level of difficulty.

Version I Easy mathematics and reading test

Version II: Easy mathematics test and difficulty reading test
Version III: Middle mathematics test and easy reading test
Version IV: Middle mathematics test and difficult reading test
Version V: Difficult mathematics test and easy reading test
Version VI: Difficult mathematics test and reading test
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2.2.4 = Abbreviated Questionnaires

Abbreviated versions of the first follow-up dropout, student, and new student supplement
questionnaires were administered to pending populations™ during the second data collection period of
the first follow-up. These shortened versions of the original instruments consisted mainly of locator
information and key policy-relevant items.

The mode of administration of the abbreviated instruments was primarily telephone interviews;
a small percentage of abbreviated questionnaires were completed through personal interviews.

2.2.5 Teacher Quostionnaire

In the first follow-up, a self-administered questionnaire was completed by selected teachers'
responsible for instructing sampled students in two of the four cognitive test subjects (mathematics,
science, reading, and social studies). Teachers were asked to respond to the questionnaire items in
relation to a specific list of sampled students enrolled in their classes. The teachers of each sample
member were chosen, when possible, from the same two cognitive test areas that were chosen for that
student in the base year. (In some cases, however, students who were not enrolled in classes in the same
subject areas as the base year were evaluated by teachers in "substitute” subjects.)

The NELS:88 teacher component was designed to provide teacher information that can be used
to analyze the behaviors and outcomes of the student sample, including the effects of teaching on
longitudinal student outcomes. The teacher-student-class linked design of this component does not
provide a stand-alone analysis sample of teachers, but instead permits specific teacher characteristics and
practices to be directly related to the learning context and educational outcomes of sampled students. The
teacher questionnaire is the critical instrument for investigating the student’s specific learning
environment. ' :

The teacher questionnaire attempts to illuminate questions of the quality, equality, and diversity
of educational opportunity by obtaining information in the following four content areas:

® ‘Teacher’s assessment of the student’s school-related behavior and academic performance,
educational and career goals (e.g., likelihood student will go to college, student
motivation, effort, absenteeism, and class participation). Respondents completed. this
section with respect to the sample members they instructed for a particular subject matter.

° Information about the class the teacher taught to the sample member (e.g., track
assignments, instructional methods, homework assignments, and curricular contents). In
this section of the instrument, classroom topic coverage ("Opportunity to Learn") items
have been articulated with the cognitive tests.

° Information about the teacher’s background and activities (e.g., academic training, years
of teaching experience, employment status).

¥ Sample members who had ‘not been surveyed when data collection was halted in July of 1990.

New schools brought into NELS:88 by virtue of student mobility (i.e., sample members who transferred

to a non-NELS:88 school) were not eligible for the school administrator or teacher surveys.
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. Information about the school social climate and organizational culture and ethos (e.g.,
teacher autonomy, participation in determining school policy, and relationships with the
principal).

2.2.6 School Administrator Questionnaire

The primary purpose of the school administrator questionnaire was to gather general descriptive
information about the educational setting and environment associated with the individual students who
were selected for participation in NELS:88. This school information describes the overall academic
climate in terms of enrollments and educational offerings, as well as specific school practices and policies.
The information obtained through the school administrator questionnaire provides supplemental data to
that provided by the student questionnaire so that student outcomes can be considered in terms of the
educational setting.

A self-administered 60-minute school administrator questionnaire was completed by the school
principal, headmaster, or other knowledgeable school administrator designated by the principal of eligible
schools. The questionnaire was designed to collect information about school, student, and teacher
characteristics; school policies and practices; the school’s grading and testing structure; school programs
and facilities; parent involvement in the school; and school climate.
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III. Sample Design and Implementation; Weighting and Variance Estimation

This chapter describes the design and procedures used for selecting schools and students into the
NELS:88 base year and first follow-up samples. It provides information on the calculation of sample
weights and the relative efficiency of the sample design. The chapter also provides information about
procedures used to adjust sample weights for monresponse and about the effect of unit and 1tem
‘nonresponse and other non-sampling errors on estimates.

3.1  Base Year Sample Design™

The NELS:88 base-year survey employed a two-stage, stratified sample design, with schools as
the first-stage unit and students within schools as the second-stage unit. Within each stratum, schools were
selected with probabilities proportional to their estimated eighth grade enrollment. In addition, schools
were oversampled in certain special strata. Within each school approximately 26 students were to be
randomly selected (typically, 24 regularly sampled students and two, on average, OBEMLA-supplement
‘Hispanic and Asian/Pacific Islander oversampled students). In schools with fewer than 24 eighth graders,
all eligible students were selected. Because of the incidence of small schools in the NELS:88 sample, the
average within-school sample size for the base year was 25 students (or 23 participating students). From
* _ a national frame of about 39,000 schools with eighth grades, 1,052 schools partxclpated and provided
usable student data. ,

NORC'’s sampling frame was the school database compiled by Quality Education Data, Inc.

(QED) of Denver, Colorado. The QED list contained information about whether a school was urban,
suburban, or rural. NORC used this information for stratification purposes. The QED list did not at that
time contain information about the racial/ethnic composition of individual public schools usable for the
NELS: 88 sampling frame. Racial/ethnic composition data were obtained from Westat, Inc, in its capacity
as an NORC subcontractor for the NELS:88 base year study. As part of their work on the National

- Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), Westat had obtained data from the Office of Civil Rights
(OCR) and from other sources (e.g., district personnel) that identified those schools with a minority
_enrollment of greater than 19 percent. Use of this data set facilitated the explicit stratification and
allocation of schools with very large percentages of black or Hispanic students. Stratification information -
_on whether a school was public, Catholic (pnvate) or other private was obtained from the QED list and '
- lists of private schools.

3.2  Calculation of Base Year Sample Weights

The base year weights were based on the inverse of the probabilities of selection into the sample
and on nonresponse adjustment factors computed within weighting cells. Two different weights were
calculated to adjust for the fact that not all sample members have data for all instruments. The weight

- BYQWT applies to 24,599 student questionnaires (and is also used in conjunction with parent data), while
BYADMWT applies to the 1,035 school administrator questionnaires (17 base year school principals
failed to complete a school questionnaire). These weights project to the population of approximately
3,008,080 eligible eighth graders in public, Catholic, and other private schools in 1988. '

4 Further detail may be found in the VELS:88 Base Year Sample Design Report, Spencei', Frankel, Ingels,

Rasinski, and Tourangeau; NCES, 1290.
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Figure 3-1: Longitudinal Sample Design of NELS:88
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The weighting procedures consisted of two basic stages:

Stage 1. Calculation of a preliminary base year weight based on the inverse of the product of the
probabilities of selectlon for the base year sample.

~ Stage 2. Adjustment of this preliminary weight to compensate for "unit" nonresponse, that is,
for noncompletion of an entire school questionnaire or student questionnaire. The unit varied depending
‘upon the weight being adjusted.

The nonresponse-adjusted school weight was derived as the product of the school’s preliminary
weight times a nonresponse adjustment factor intended to adjust for the fact that some of the sampled
schools did not return a completed questionnaire. The preliminary weight for students was based upon
the inverse of the probability that the student’s school was selected into the sample multiplied by the
inverse of the probability that the student was sampled within the school. The nonresponse-adjusted
student weight was derived as the product of the student’s preliminary weight times a nonresponse
adjustment factor intended to adjust for the fact that some of the sampled students did not participate, that
is, did not return a completed questionnaire. Statistical properties of the base year weights are presented
in Table 3.2-1.

Table 3.2-1
NELS:88 base year statistical properties of sample case weights

School Student

Weight BYADMWT BYQWT
- Mean 37.46 122.28
Variance - 2,109.17. 4,359.25
Standard deviation 45.92 66.02
Coefficient of variation (X 100) 122.59 53.99
Minimum 1.54 2.44
Maximum 387.30 836.91
Skewness 2.69 2.17
Kurtosis 9.47 16.32
Sum ‘ 38,774.12. . 3,008,079.63
Number of cases ‘ 1,035 24,599

Each school appearing on the NELS:88 base year school file, and each student appearing on the
NELS:88 student file, has a value for the final weight variable. The weight represents the probability of
selection into the sample plus a factor that adjusts for nonresponse. Thus, the weight serves the purpose
of allowing a particular case to represent other nonsampled cases within its sampling stratum, and to
represent nonresponding cases similar to it in various respects. Because separate final student and school
weights have been provided, the construction of each will be considered separately in the following
discussion.
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Base year school weights. The final school weight, BYADMWT, was derived using a multistage
process. First, an initial weight--which represented the inverse of the school’s selection probability--was
attached to each school record in a file containing records for all eligible schools in the NELS:88 sample.
A logistic regression procedure was used to estimate (in terms of a probability of nonresponding) the
degree to which each of the responding schools resembled a nonresponding school. This estimated
probability of nonresponse was the first adjustment factor applied to a school’s weight.

Next, a polishing procedure further adjusted the weights to sum to known population totals within
strata. Estimating the nonresponse probability for each of the responding schools was possible because
key background information on almost all of the nonresponding schools was available.

The final result of these procedures was a weight for each of the responding schools adjusted to
compensate for nonresponse. For the purpose of adjusting the school weight, a nonresponding school was
defined as a school for which both school administrator questlonnalre data and student questionnaire data
were unavailable.

Base year student weights. The final student weight, BYQWT, was also derived using a
multistage process. A design weight for each eligible student on a participating school’s sample roster
represented the student’s probability of selection within the school. A student-level nonresponse
adjustment factor was calculated by forming weighting cells based upon the combination of certain levels
of variables representing school type, region, ethnicity, and gender. For each student, the product of a
nonresponse-adjusted preliminary school weight and the student’s design weight was formed. (The
preliminary school weight was slightly different from BYADMWT. BYADMWT was adjusted to
accommodate the 17 schools for which school administrator questionnaire data were unavailable though
student questionnaire data had been obtained. The preliminary school weight eliminated this step in the
adjustment process. Thus, it is appropriate for application to the 1,052 schools with student questionnaire
data available). This product was summed for participating students and all students within weighting
cells. The ratio of the sums for all students to participating students was used as the nonresponse
adjustment factor for each student’s design weight.

3.3  Base Year Standard Errors and Design Effects

Statistical estimates calculated using NELS:88 survey data are subject to sampling variability.
Because the sample design involved stratification, disproportionate sampling of certain strata, and
clustered (i.e. multi-stage) probability sampling, the calculation of exact standard errors for survey
estimates can be difficult and expensive. Popular statistical analysis packages such as SPSS (Statistical
Program for the Social Sciences) or SAS (Statistical Analysis System) do not calculate standard errors
by taking into account complex sample designs. Several procedures are available for calculating precise
estimates of sampling errors for complex samples. Procedures such as Taylor series approximations,
Balanced Repeated Replication (BRR), and Jackknife Repeated Replication (JRR) produce similar
results.”® Consequently, it is largely a matter of convenience which approach is taken. For the NELS:88,
NORC used Taylor Series linearization to calculate the standard errors.

The impact of departures from simple random sampling on the precision of sample estimates is
often measured by the design effect. For any statistical estimator (for example, a mean or a proportion),

¥ Frankel, M.R., Inference from Survey Samples: An Empirical Investigation (Ann Arbor: Institute for Social
Research, 1971).
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the design effect is the ratio of the estimate of the variance of a statistic derived from consideration of
the sample design to that obtained from the formula for simple random samples.

Standard errors and design effects were selected for 30 means and proportions based on the
NELS:88 student, parent, and school data.’® The 30 variables from the student questionnaire were
selected to overlap as much as possible with those variables examined in High School and Beyond. The
remaining variables from the student questionnaire and from the parent and school questionnaires were
selected randomly. NORC calculated the standard errors and design effects for each statistic both for the
sample as a whole and for selected subgroups. For both the student and parent analyses, the subgroups
were based on the student’s sex, race and ethnicity, school type (public, Catholic, and other private), and
socioeconomic status (lowest quartile, middle two quartiles, and highest quartile). For the school analysis,
the subgroups were based on two levels of school type (public and combined private) and eighth-grade
enrollment (at or below the median and above the median).

Design effects for questions selected from the student questionnaire are presented in Table 3.3-1.
On the whole, the design effects indicate that the NELS:88 sample was slightly more efficient than the
High School and Beyond sample. For means and proportions based on student questionnaire data for all
students (see Table 3.3-1), the average design effect in the NELS:88 base year was 2.54; the comparable
base year figure was 2.88 for the High School and Beyond sophomore cohort and 2.69 for the senior
cohort. Table 3.3-2 gives the mean design effects (DEFFs) and mean root design effects (DEFTS) for
each subgroup. This table shows that the difference is also apparent for subgroup estimates. The High
School and Beyond Sample Design Report"” presents design effects for ten subgroups defined similarly
to those in Table 3.3-2. For eight of the ten subgroups, the NELS:88 design effects are smaller on the
average than those for both the High School and Beyond sophomore and senior cohorts. The increased
efficiency is especially marked for students attending Catholic schools. In NELS:88, the average design
effect is 2.70; in High School and Beyond, it was 3.60 for the sophomores and 3.58 for the seniors.

The smaller design effects in the NELS:88 base year may reflect the somewhat smaller cluster
size used in the later survey. The High School and Beyond base year sample design called for 36
sophomore and 36 senior selections from each school; the NELS:88 sample called for the selection of
only 24 students (plus, on average, two oversampled Hispanics and Asians) from each school. Clustering
tends to increase the variability of survey estimates, because the observations within a cluster are similar
and therefore add less information than independently selected observations.

18 bFor a more detailed presentation of design effects for individual items for the total sample and for various

subsamples, please see the NELS:88 Base Year Sample Design Report. For tables of base year parent and
school administrator questionnaire data standard errors and design effects, see the respective base year
data file user’s manuals, or the sample design report.

7 Frankel, M; Kohnke, L.; Buonanno, D.; and Tourangeau, R. 1981; Chicago:NORC.
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Table 3.3-1
NELS:88 base year student questionnaire data: standard errors and design effects (N = 24,599)

All Students

Survey item (or composite variable) Esti- Design , SRS
mated S.E.* DEFF DEFT N S.E.

Mother/female guardian living BYS2A 99.35 0.06 1.35 1.16 24126 0.05

Father/male guardian living BYS7A 91.48 026 1.94 139 22775 0.19
Expect to attend public high school BYS14 88.13 043 421 2.05 24156 0.21
Father finished college BYS34A 2936 0.65 4.18 2.04 20450 0.32
Mother finished college BYS34B 2294 0.50 3.03 174 21504 0.29
Parents require chores to be done BYS38B 90.11 023 - 139 1.18 24392 0.19
Watch more than 2 hrs of TV per weekday BYS42A  66.35 0.47 218 148 22042 0.32
1 feel good about myself BYS44A 9226 0.23 1.73 1.31 24355 0.17

Good luck more important than hard work BYS44C  11.87 0.25 1.48 1.22 24245 0.21 .
Every time I get ahead something stopsme  BYS44F . 28,50 0.40 1.87 1.37 24266 0.29
Plans hardly work out, makes me unhappy BYS44G  20.16 034 1.78 1.34 24258 0.26
1 feel I do not have much to be proud of BYS#4L  14.26 0.29 1.64 1.28 24200 0.22
Expects to finish college BYS45 65.44 049 2,62 1.62 24384 0.30
Expects to graduate from high school BYS46 68.20 0.10 146 121 24332 0.09
Talk to father about planning H.S. prgrms BYS50A 7398 041 2.05 143 23795 0.28
Student cutting class a problem at school BYS58C 1496 037 251 1.58 23849 0.23
Student use of alcohol a problem at school BYSS8G 1532 035 223 1.49 23838 0.23

Parents wanted R to take algebra BYS62 5742 060 225 - 1.50 15084 0.40
Enrolled in advanced mathematics BYS66D 41.09 0.51 246 1.57 23159 0.32
English will be useful in my future BYS70C 84.14 030 160 1.26 23379 0.24
Afraid to ask questions in social studies BYS71B 15.09 032 1.82 1.35 23225 0.23
Ever held back a grade in school BYS74 17.66 037 212 146 22771 0.25
Often come to class without homework BYS78C 21.86 034 1.60 1.26 23062 0.27
Participated in school varsity sports BYS82B 47.85 0.57 296 1,72 22578 0.33
Participated in dance BYS82G 26.67 050 2.8 1.69 22383 0.30
Participated in religious organization BYS82T 14.89 0.34 2.07 1.44 22120 0.24
Reading test formula score BYTXRFS 10.23 0.08 4.12 2,03 23791 0.04
Mathematics test formula score BYTXMFS 15.98 0.16 499 223 23778 0.07
Science test formula score BYTXSFS 09.86 0.08 4.82 220 23765 0.04
History/government test formula score BYTXHFS 15.12 0.11 5.01 2.24 23673 0.05
Mean 2.54 1.56

Minimum 135 1.16

Maximum 501 2.24

Standard deviation : 1.11  0.33

Median 2.15 1.47

2Standard error calculated taking into account the sample design.
Standard error calculated under assumptions of random sampling.
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Table 3.3-2
Mean design effects (DEFFs) and root design effects (DEFTS)
for base year student questionnaire data

Group Mean DEFF Mean DEFT
All students 2.54 1.56
Male® , 1.98 1.39
Female 1.93 1.38
White and other® 2.25 1.48
Black 1.65 1.27
Hispanic : 2.06 - 1.41
Asian/Pacific Islander 2.00 "1.40
Public schools 2.27 : 1.48
Catholic schools 2.70 1.59
Other private schools 8.80 1.83
Low SES 1.58 1.25
Middle SES 1.66 1.28
High SES 1.84 , 1.34

Note: Each mean is based on 30 questionnaire items.

*Sex categories are based on the composite sex variable.
*Race categories are based on the composite race variable.

3.4  First Follow-Up Sample Design

There were three basic objectives for the NELS:88 first follow-up sample design. First, the
sample was to include approximately 21,500 students who were in the eighth-grade sample in 1988
(including base year nonrespondents). This longitudinal cohort was to be distributed across 1,500 schools.
Second, the sample was to constitute a valid probability sample of all students currently enrolled in the
tenth grade in the 1989-1990 school year. This entailed freshening the sample with students who were
tenth graders in 1990 but not in the eighth grade during the 1987-1988 school year. Third, the first
follow-up was to include a sample of students who had been deemed ineligible for base year data
collection (because physical, mental, or linguistic barriers prevented them from participating) so that those
able to take part could be added to the first follow-up student sample, and demographic and school
enrollment information could be obtained for them. Figure 3-1 provides an illustration of the longitudinal
sample design of the base year and first follow-up, as well as that of the second follow-up.

Although the populations associated with the first and second objectives overlap, they are not
identical. Some students who were in eighth grade in 1988 were not in tenth grade or not in school at
all in 1990; similarly, some students enrolled in the tenth grade in 1990 were not in elghth grade in 1988
or were in school outside of the United States at that time.
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3.4.1 Longitudinal Cohort (1988 eighth graders)

The general sample design strategy for this component of the sample involved subsampling
students selected for the base year with non-zero probabilities related to characteristics of their 1990
schools. Base year students who had dropped out of school between 1988 and 1990 were subsampled with
certainty (their probabilities were set equal to one). Base year students attending school in 1990 were
subsampled with probabilities related to the number of other base year students attending the same school.
Base year students who were reported to be attending a school with at least 10 other base year students
were sampled with certainty. All other students were sampled with probabilities greater than zero, but
less than one. :

Including nonrespondents, the NELS:88 base year sample comprised 26,432 students. Of these,
96 were deemed out of scope for the 1990 first follow-up; included in this category were students who
had died or moved out of the United States. Among the remaining 26,336 students, 348 were found to
have dropped out of school.™ All of these students were selected into the first follow-up with certainty
(probability equal to one).

On the basis of information obtained during the spring and summer of 1989, it was determined
that the remaining pool of 25,988 students were distributed among 3,967 schools.” As had been
anticipated, the distribution of these students among schools was highly skewed. It was found that
approximately 75 percent of the students (19,568 of 25,988) were attending approximately 23 percent
(908 of 3,967) of the schools; each of these schools included at least 11 base year students. All of these
19,568 students were included in the first follow-up with certainty.

The remaining 6,420 students were distributed among 3,059 schools with 10 or fewer members
of the base year sample. Their sampling probabilities for the first follow-up depended on the number of
base year students the school contained, as shown in Table 3.4-1.

The probabilities were determined on the basis of an optimal allocation algorithm that assumed
a per school to student cost ratio of 7:1.%

Table 3.4-2 shows the number of Asians, Hispanics, Native Americans, and Blacks among the
26,336 base year students eligible for the first follow-up sample and the number retained in the first
follow-up sample. ‘

8 Included in this group are 250 dropouts whose status was confirmed by the student’s home, 58 sample

members whom the school reported to have dropped out but field interviewers could not locate, and 40
students who were institutionalized. The latter group are not necessarily dropouts in the usual sense,
because in some cases they were receiving academic instruction. However, they were grouped with the
dropouts to ensure that they would remain in the first follow-up sample with certainty.
' When the school a student was attending could not be identified, a separate "school” of size one was
created. This was the case for 221 students who could not be located and ten students who were in
home study. Hence, the number of actual schools was 3,736..

The optimization, which involved Neyman allocation, took into account the cluster sizes associated with
schools in the different size strata. Itis this feature of the procedure that produces the slightly higher rate
of sampling for schools of size 8 than for schools of size 9.

20
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Table 3.4-1
Distribution of students and selection probabilities by school size

School Size # Schools : ‘# Students . Selection Probability
(Number of NELS:88 Students)

1 1968 - ' 1968 0.16209
2 413 - 826 0.21306
3 189 - 567 0.24339
4 -119 : 476 0.26891
5 97 : 485 0.28866
6 71 426 0.29577
7 62 434 ' . 0.30645
8 56 448 0.32143
9 50 : 450 S 0.32000
10 34 : 340 - 0.32353
> 10 908 19,568 . 1.00000
Table 3.4-2 ,
First follow-up base year retained sample members by race
Group : Eligible for . Selected for
First Follow-Up - First Follow-Up
All Students : 26,336 21,474
Asian/Pacific Islanders 1,530 : , 1,246
Hispanics ‘3,153 : ' 2,565
American Indians : - 314 : 243
Blacks 3,008 - - 2,134
White C 16,289 - ‘ 13,657
Missing/Refused 2,042 1,629
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The efficiency of this design relative to one with no subsampling at all was 66.5 percent.* One
alternative design was considered that retained the same overall sample size but increased the number of
American Indians by 71 and the number of Asians by approximately 275. However, this design lowered
the efficiency from 66.5 percent to 44.0 percent. This represented a reduction in the overall effective
sample size of approximately 4,800 cases. Given the constraint of 1,500 schools (imposed for budgetary
reasons), the use of this alternative strategy would have resulted in excessive losses in precision for
estimates based on the entire follow-up sample.

3.4.2 TFreshened Student Sample (1990 tenth graders)

The second sampling objective was to create a valid probability sample of students enrolled in
tenth grade in the 1989-1990 school year. In order to achieve this goal, a procedure call "freshening"
was performed. "Freshening" brings in to the study students who are part of the sample of interest, for
example, students enrolled in tenth grade during the academic year 1989-1990, but who were not
available for selection at the time of initial sample selection. Thus, in terms of the first follow-up study,
freshening brings into the study students who were sophomores in 1990, but who were not enrolled in
eighth grade in 1988. In general, such students tended to be language minority students who were not
in this country in 1988, but were in 1990; grade repeaters (enrolled in ninth grade in 1988, advanced to
tenth grade in 1989, and repeated tenth grade in 1990); and students who had advanced a grade in school
(enrolled in seventh grade in 1988, advanced to ninth grade in 1989, and enrolled in tenth grade in 1990).

The freshening procedure was carried out in four steps:

1. For each school that contained at least one base year 10th grade student selected for interview
in 1990, a complete alphabetical roster of all 10th grade students was obtained.

2. For each base year sample member, we examined the next student on the list; if the base year
student was the last one listed on the roster, we examined the first student on the roster (that
is, the roster was "circularized").

3. If the student who was examined was enrolled in the 8th grade in the U.S. in 1988, then the
freshening process terminated. If the designated studenit was not enrolled in the 8th grade in
the U.S. in 1988, then that student was selected into the freshened sample.

4. Whenever a student was added to the freshened sample in step 3, the next student on the roster
was examined and step 3 was repeated. The sequence of steps 3 and 4 was repeated (adding
more students to the freshened sample) until a student who was in the 8th grade in the U.S.
in 1988 was reached on the roster.

At a given first follow-up school, the freshening process could yield zero, one, or more than one
new sample member. Altogether, 1,229 new students were added to the tenth grade sample--on average,
just less than one student per school. Some of these freshened students were dropped in the subsampling
process (described below) either because they themselves were not included in the subsample or because
the base year student to whom they were linked was not included. Some 1,043 students selected through
the freshening procedure remained in the final first follow-up sample.

21 The measure of efficiency was computed as 1/{1 +RV) * 100%, where RV is the relative variance of the

weights required to compensate for the different rates of subsampling.
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This freshening procedure is an essentially unbiased method for producing a probability sample
of students who were enrolled in the tenth grade in 1990 but were not enrolled in the eighth grade in the
U.S. in 1988. There is a very small bias introduced by the omission of eligible tenth graders attending
schools that included no students who were eighth graders in 1988. There is an additional small bias
introduced by not freshening on the members of the sample of base year ineligibles. All other 1990 tenth
graders who qualify for the freshening sample have some chance of selection. This is because every
student who was in the tenth grade in 1990 but not in the eighth grade in 1988 is linked to exactly one
student who was a 1988 eighth grader--this is the 1988 eighth grader who would immediately precede
the candidate for the freshening sample on a circularized, alphabetical roster of tenth graders at the
school. Because each 1988 eighth grader had a calculable, non-zero probability of selection into the base
year and first follow-up samples, one can calculate the selection probabilities for all students eligible for
the freshening sample.  Thus, the freshening procedure produces a sample that meets the criterion for a
probability sample.

Implementation of student sample freshening in the first follow-up was subject to a set of
eligibility rules that were patterned after but not identical to those of the base year. While again students
with overwhelming physical, mental, or linguistic barriers to participation were excluded, students not
sufficiently proficient in English to complete the tests or regular questionnaire but able to complete the
student questionnaire in Spanish were classified as eligible and asked to complete the translated
instrument. (Through the first follow-up’s base year ineligibles study, this liberalized eligibility criterion
was also applied to excluded 1987-88 eighth graders.) Of the 1,060 students in the freshened sample
(retained after subsampling), 1,043 were found to be eligible to participate. Some 17 (1.6%) were found
to be ineligible (as compared to 5.3% ineligibility in the base year). Sixteen were excluded owing to
physical or mental disabilities, and one for language reasons.

It also should be noted that the school sample from which school contextual data (teacher
questionnaires and school administrator questionnaires) were collected is not identical to the school sample
used for freshening. Freshening took place at all schools at which there were NELS:88 sample members
as of the first day of the 1989-90 school year,? regardless of whether that site was the Phase 1 origin
school (that is, one of the 1,468 clusters containing, in total, 21,126 in-school sample members selected
after Phase 1 tracing) or the destination school of a transfer from a selected Phase 1 school. The school
sample for purposes of collecting contextual data from principals and teachers, on the other hand,
comprised the 1,330 schools that represent sampled clusters (as traced in Phase 1) at which (1) NELS:88

22 The reference point for tenth grade representativeness in NELS:88--membership in the tenth grade as of

the first day of class in the autumn term--is different from the tenth grade membership definition used
in High School and Beyond. HS&B’s reference point was essentially tenth grade status as of the spring
term; a sophomore was defined as a student who expected to complete his/her tenth grade course work
between April 1, 1980 and August 31, 1980. This was to include those students who might be held
back or who might repeat tenth grade {thus HS&B obtained a sample of 1273-80 sophomores who were
retained and were to be sophomores again in the 1980-81 school year), but to exclude students dropping
out before administration of the HS&B questionnaire in the spring of 1380. This difference between the
autumn term reference of NELS:88 tenth grade sample freshening, and the HS&B spring term definition
of tenth grade status, must be taken into account when cross-cohort contrasts are drawn using NELS:88
data (for example, trend comparisons to HS&B 1980 and 1982 results). For purposes of HS&B
comparisons, the NELS:88 sophomore cohort consists of only those first follow-up sample members who
were enrolled in tenth grade in the spring term of 19930-first follow-up dropouts (including dropouts from
the freshening sample} and students not in tenth grade are not part of the HS&B-comparable NELS:88
sophomore cohort. For simplicity’s sake, in the NELS:88 second follow-up re-release of the data, the
spring cohort only will appear on the public release files. "Autumn-only” sophomores and seniors will
appear only on the privileged use file. ’ :
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sample members were still present in the 1989-90 school year, and (2) provided at least one completed
student questionnaire.

3.4.3 Subsampling the Eighth-Grade Cohort and Freshened Sophomore Samples

After the initial selection of the longitudinal cohort, the combined longitudinal-freshened sample
was further subsampled. The students dropped from the first follow-up as a result of subsampling will
also be excluded from future rounds of NELS:88. Two categories of sample members were subsampled:
(1) students who had transferred out of the school from which they had initially been selected for the first
follow-up sample; and (2) first follow-up nonrespondents who were classified as potential dropouts.

Transfer students were subsampled as a cost-saving measure. Because of the large number of
transfer students and the high costs of obtaining questionnaires from them, NORC selected a 20 percent
subsample of transfer students in the spring of 1990. Of the 1,991 transfers, 386 were retained and 1,605
were dropped from the sample.

A fifty percent subsample of "potential dropouts” was drawn after the end of the regular data
collection period in the spring of 1990. The subsampling encompassed those students who had not been
located in the data collection phase and those who had been absent on both survey and makeup days.
Those selected into the subsample were the object of renewed follow-up efforts to identify any "hidden
dropouts” in these categories of cases. This further investment of time and effort was needed to clarify
the status of students who were no longer at the school at the time of the survey session and whose
whereabouts were unknown. Among students who were absent on both survey and makeup days there
was reason for doubt about their enrollment status even though the schools had indicated at the time that
these students were still enrolled. The process by which students drop out of school often involves an
indeterminate period during which the student is neither clearly in school or out of school; as a result,
there is room for error in school records. Depending upon when the student’s status is checked, the
student may be in such an indeterminate state; with a little more elapsed time--during which period school
records will be updated or corrected--a clearer picture of enrollment status often emerges. There were
742 "potential dropout” cases, of whom 357 were retained in the sample and pursued in the final data
collection period of the study. In the course of final data collection, we did indeed find that substantial
numbers of these "potential dropouts" (75 of the 357 subsample members) were confirmed as having been
dropouts at the time of their school’s survey session.

As a result of this subsampling, the longitudinal cohort and the tenth grade freshened student
samples were reduced by 1,990 cases, yielding a final first follow-up sample size of 20,706 (see Table
3.4-3). While this number represents the number of sample members included on the public release data
file (or more precisely, represented by the 19,264 of this number who were first follow-up respondents),
additional students--the 343 members of the sample of base year ineligibles found to be able to take part
in the first follow-up and who completed the student or dropout questionnaire--will be added to the first
follow-up sample files at a later time. Of the 20,706 sample members, 1,060 represent the freshened
sample and 19,646 the longitudinal cohort that began with eighth graders in 1988. Of these 20,706 sample
members, 1,182 are classified as dropouts, and 19,524 as students (including 139 stopouts). Again, only
the 19,264 participating members of the first follow-up sample have been assigned a weight (FIQWT),

Z  Inthe second follow-up, questionnaire data is being added for the base year ineligible students who were
reclassified as eligible in the first follow-up. The final first follow-up sample size will become 20,991,
with the second follow-up release, based on addition of 1990-eligible base year ineligibles, and correction
of past sampling errors.
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and only those (N=17,424) who participated in both the base year and first follow-up have been assigned
a panel weight (FIPNLWT). Participation was defined as questionnaire completion; therefore, for
example, there will be some panel participants who are missing 1988 or 1990 cognitive test results.

Table 3.4-3
~ First follow-up race breakdown"

First Follow-Up Freshened  Dropped in final Final

Initial Selections Sample Subsampling® Sample
All R 21,474 1,229 1,997 20,706
Asian/Pacific Islanders 1,367 89 141 1,315
Hiépanibs : o 2,828 : 246 323 ' 2,751
American Indians , 278 ' 28 : 32 274
Blacks - 2,265 235 : 280 12,220
Whites 14,349 . _ 554 - 1,061 13,842
Missing/Refused 387 77 160 304

® Figures in this table represent the first follow-up constructed race variable frequencies.?

® 1,821 members of the eighth-grade longitudinal cohort and 169 freshened tenth graders were dropped
“in Phase 3 subsampling. In addition, 7 members of the eighth-grade longltudmal cohort were discarded
because they were selected in error during the base year.

3.4.4 Sample of Base Year Inellglblos

The NELS:88 base year sample excluded students for whom the NELS:88 tests would be
unsuitable (i.e., mentally handicapped students and students not proficient in English) and students whose
physical or emotional problems would have made participation in the survey unduly difficult. Data were
obtained on the numbers of such ineligibles to facilitate inferences to the larger population that includes
such . persons. About 5.3 percent of the students at base year sample schools were excluded from
participation. Of these, 57 percent were excluded because of mental disability, another 35 percent because
of language barriers, and 8 percent because of physical disability. (Further detail on sample eligibility
in the base year is provided in the NELS:88 Base Year Sample Design Report, pp. 6-11.)

There were several reasons for adding a sample of ineligibles at this time. One such consideration
was a change in eligibility rules between base year and first follow-up. Because a Spanish translation of
the first follow-up questionnaire was developed and because the requirement that standardized tests be
administered was waived for those who could not complete them in English, it was feasible for some of
the base year ineligibles to take part in the first follow-up who could not have taken part in the base year.

2 This variable--constructed race-is not the same variable used in Table 3.4-2 or included on the data

files and reported in the codebooks. This variable was used because it was the only race variable that
was constructed for initial sample members dropped in final subsampling.
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Another consideration was the need to accommodate eligibility change.” Students whose ineligibility
status had changed between 1988 and 1990 also could be surveyed in the first follow-up. However, even
for those excluded base year students who still could not complete the NELS:88 instruments, collecting
additional demographic information would help to better describe any undercoverage biases, while
collecting school enrollment status information would facilitate more accurate estimation of a national
dropout rate between grades eight and ten.

Because the ineligibles had been excluded prior to the base year sample selection, NORC
simulated the selection of a base year sample that included these ineligibles. Within each base year sample
school, NORC applied the same within-school sampling rates that had been used in selecting the base year
sample students. A total of 674% ineligibles were selected for this simulated base year sample by the
following procedure, with a final sample size of 653.

Of 10,853 students declared ineligible on the base year rosters, an initial sample -- representing
the number who would have been included in the sample had there been no exclusions -- was drawn,
numbering 1,598 students. The file of 1,598 ineligible students was then sorted by ethnicity and eligibility
reason. A sort was then employed. The file was subsampled, using an interval of 2.37091 and a random
start of 1.685831. The result of this process was selection of the 674 1987-88 eighth graders who were
to be part of the followback study of ineligibles. (In addition, 27 base year dropouts were added to the
sample of 674 as part of the base year ineligible study.) The eligibility status of these students was
reassessed, their school enrollment status and basic demographic characteristics were determined, and
student questionnaire data were obtained from those deemed able to complete a questionnaire. These
questionnaires will be added to the data from the rest of the first follow-up sample at a later point in time.
Student questionnaire data from those who were successfully surveyed will be included in the combined
base year and first follow-up and second follow-up data release and may be made available as a separate
restricted use file prior to that time.

% While the tendency is for certain classes of ineligible students to become eligible {for example, speakers

of other languages come to be proficient in English), in rare instances eligible 1987-88 eighth graders had
become ineligible in the first follow-up (for example, because of mental or physical problems engendered
by an accident). We have treated students who were outside the United States in the 1989-90 school
year as out-of-scope for the first follow-up, but as retaining their overall sample eligibility. Hence in the
second follow-up we attempted to ascertain whether these students had returned to the United States,
and to resurvey during spring term 1992 those who had done so.

2 The target sample size of the followback study of ineligibles was in fact set at 600. There were 172
students in the initial {(N=1,598) ineligibles file who were crossed off rosters but not assigned ineligibility
codes. Since these were expected in most cases to be transfers, 674 cases were selected in order to
ensure that a final ineligibles sample of at least 600 was obtained. indeed, 48 of the 74 "no ineligibility
reason given" cases were found to be transfer students, and hence, ineligible for the followback study.
This meant that the sample size for the ineligibles study was 626. To this final sample of 626 was added
the special sample of 27 base year dropouts (however, since this is a fall-defined cohort, the base year
dropouts will not be included in this category in the second follow-up). The final sample size of 626 {plus
27) must further be adjusted to accommodate 29 out of scope students. {in the course of follow-up, it

-was determined that some sample members had died or were outside of the country.) For a fuller
description of the BY!I study, see Chapter 7 of this document.
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3.5 Calculation of First Follow-Up Sample Weights

The general purpose of weighting survey data is to compensate for unequal probabilities of
selection and to adjust for the effects of nonresponse. Weights are often calculated in two main steps.
In the first step, unadjusted weights are calculated as the inverse of the probabilities of selection, taking
into account all stages of the sample selection process. In the second step, these initial weights are
adjusted to compensate for nonresponse; such nonresponse adjustments are typically carried out separately
within multiple weighting cells. ’

Two weights were developed for the overall NELS:88 first follow-up sample. The first, or basic,
weight applies to all members of the first follow-up sample who completed a first follow-up questionnaire,
regardless of their status during the base year. The basic weight (FIQWT) allows projections to the
population consisting of all persons who were either in the eighth grade during the 1987-88 school year
or in the tenth grade during the 1989-90 school year. Thus, this population encompasses both populations
of prime analytic interest--the population of 1990 tenth graders (including those who were not eighth
graders in 1988) and the 1988 eighth-grade population (excluding any additional 1990 tenth graders). By
selecting the appropriate sample members, analysts can use this basic weight to make unbiased projections
to the first of these populations (i.e., 1990 tenth graders). The second, or panel, weight applies to all
members of the first follow-up sample with complete data from both rounds of the study. The panel
weight (FIPNLWT) can be used to make projections to the other key analytic population--1988 eighth
graders (excluding those ineligible for base year data collection).

3.5.1 Basic First Follow-Up Weight (FIQWT) and Panel Weight (FIPNLWT)

F1QWT. Calculation of the basic weight required somewhat different procedures for two groups
of the full first follow-up sample--1988 eighth graders deemed eligible for the base year survey, and 1990
tenth graders who were not in the eighth grade in 1988.

F1QWT: . Eligible 1988 eighth graders. With a few exceptions, those individuals who were
eligible for the base year survey and selected into the base year sample in 1988 remained eligible for the
first follow-up sample. (The exceptions involved cases who died, left the country, or suffered grave
impairments between 1988 and 1990.)

The first step in constructing a basic weight for these sample cases involved developing a design
weight that reflected the selection probabilities for each case. Each case selected for the base year sample
(including base year nonparticipants) was assigned a base year design weight (BYDW) based on his or
her probability of selection into the base year sample. The base year design weight reflected both the
probability of selecting the base year school (inflated to adjust for school-level nonresponse) and the
probability of selecting the student given that the school had been selected and agreed to participate. The
base year design weight does not adjust for student-level nonresponse. The base year design weight was
then multiplied by the inverse of the case’s probability of selection for the first follow-up sample; the
latter probability took into account the subsampling done during the first follow-up. More formally, the
first follow-up design weight (FFUDW) for student i was defined as:

FFUDW, = BYDW, x (1/P,),

in which P; represents the probability of selection for the first follow-up sample.

50



NELS:88 First Follow-Up
Final Technical Report

The next step was to adjust the design weight for first follow-up nonresponse. Weighted response
rates were computed for subgroups of this portion of the first follow-up sample. (The weight used was
the first follow-up design weight.) The subgroups were selected based on characteristics indicative of
a propensity to respond or not respond. The subgroups were:

. Out of sequence students (i.e., those who were not in tenth grade in 1990);

. Dropouts identified at the time of initial first follow-up sampling;

. Students who had transferred out of the first follow-up school from which they were selected;
. Potential drop-outs;

e. Other students initially classified as attending schools with 3 or fewer base year students;

f. Other students initially classified as attending schools with 4 or more base year students.

an ow

The product of the inverse of the relevant response rate and the first follow-up design weight
served as a preliminary adjusted weight. These preliminary weights were then further adjusted to meet
overall and marginal targets for the sums of the weights. The target for a given marginal category was
the sum of the final base year weights for all base year sample cases in that category. The categories were
based on base year school type (public, Catholic, NAIS private, and other private), student sex (male and
female), race/ethnicity (non-Hispanic White, American Indian, Hispanic, Asian, non-Hispanic Black, and
unknown), and base year region (Northeast, Midwest, South, and West). The preliminary adjusted first
follow-up weights were further adjusted until the sum of the weights for each marginal category (e.g.,
males) was equal to the corresponding sum of the final base year weights for that group. This final
adjustment procedure is referred to as multidimensional raking.”

FIQWT: 1990 tenth graders who were not 1988 eighth graders. All members of this
population who are included in the first follow-up sample were selected through the freshening process.
This process linked each 1990 tenth grader who was not a 1988 eighth grader to a student who was an
eighth grader in 1988. The first follow-up design weight (FFUDW) for each student in the freshening
sample is therefore equal to the first follow-up design weight of the base year student to whom he or she
was linked. For purposes of variance estimation, both students are considered members of the same
stratum and school and the subsampling of transfer students.

The nonresponse adjustment for this portion of the sample involved two steps. First, the first
follow-up design weight (FFUDW) for responding students in the freshening sample was inflated by a
factor equal to the inverse of the weighted response rate for this portion of the sample. (The first follow-
up design weight was the weight used in computing this response rate.) Second, the marginal
distributions of the weights of the respondents were adjusted, by raking, to match the corresponding
distributions for all cases selected through freshening (including nonrespondents). The two dimensions
used in the raking procedure were sex and race/ethnicity (non-Hispanic White, American Indian,
Hispanic, Asian, non-Hispanic Black, and unknown as the categories).

27 Multidimensional raking was also used in the base year weighting process. Although it is generally true
that the base year weight for a student should be less than the first follow-up weight, this relationship
may sometimes be reversed. Thisis a consequence of the raking procedure. The use of raking may also
sometimes produce a reversal of the ordering for panel weights (described in the next section) relative
to the basic first follow-up weight; that is, the first follow-up panel weight for an individua! may be less
than the individual’s basic first follow-up weight.
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FIPNLWT. The panel weight was developed only for those cases who were selected for both
the base year and first follow-up samples and who provided complete data in both rounds. The same
procedures used in developing the basic first follow-up weight for 1988 eighth graders selected for the
base year sample were applied to the subset of them for whom complete data were obtained in both
rounds. As with the basic first follow-up, the target sum of weights for the panel weight was the sum of
the final base year weights for all base year sample cases who remained eligible for the first follow-up
sample. The same six nonresponse adjustment groups and multidimensional raking procedures used in
calculating the basic first follow-up welght were also used in calculating the panel welght

3.5.2 First Follow-Up Dropout Nonresponse-AdJusted Weights (FIDQAJWT and FIDPAJWT)

In order to maximize the number of respondents who received key items on the dropout
questionnaire, an abbreviated questionnaire was administered to roughly twenty-five percent of the
participating dropout sample. As a result, a substantial number of items are missing for twenty-five
percent of the dropout respondents. Dropouts who received the abbreviated questionnaire were not
selected at random from among nonrespondents. The purposive targeting of these respondents may have
increased nonsampling error due to nonresponse, and may contribute to bias in estimates derived from
the items with the high level of nonresponse.

As a partial corrective, a special abbreviated questionnaire nonresponse weight, to be applied to
items that did not appear on the abbreviated questionnaire, was created to compensate for some known
differences (specifically, race, gender, and last grade attended) between respondents who received the
abbreviated questionnaire and those who received the full version,

The first step in creating this weight involved examining differences between dropouts who
received the full questionnaire and those who received the abbrev1ated version. The variables used in the
comparison are listed below.

Reasons for dropping out (F1ID6A-U)

When did you last attend school? (F17MONTH/F17YEAR)
What grade were you in when you last attended school? (F1D8)
Did you pass that grade? (F1D9)

Do you plan to get a high school diploma or GED? (F1D11)
Grades before dropping out? (F1D20)

Days absent during last full semester. (F1D22)

Other language besides English spoken in your home? (F1D41)
Do you have any children of your own? (F1D63)

10. Are you currently workmg or have you ever had a job? (F 1D73)
11, Age

12, Sex

13. Race/ethnicity

14. SES quartile

VoS hwhe=

Separate analyses of the differences between the two questionnaire groups were performed on the
cross-sectional and panel dropout samples. The groups differed on a number of variables, depending upon
whether the cross-sectional or panel sample was used. The three variables with the largest consistent
differences across the two samples were race/ethnicity, sex, and F1D8 (grade when last attended school,
dichotomized to 8/9th vs 10th). These variables were not s1gn1ﬁcantly related in the full dropout sample
thus minimum redundancy results from adjustments made using each.
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The adjustment was carried out by using multidimensional raking to adjust the weights of
dropouts not receiving the abbreviated version of the questionnaire to sum to the dropout weight totals
for the following groups: Minority status (white, minority, missing), Sex (male, female, missing), FID8
(8/9th, 10th, missing) for the full dropout sample and for the panel sample.

Again, analysts should use FIDQAJWT and FIDPAJWT when analyzing dropout data (for the
cross-sectional or panel samples, respectively) for variables not in the abbreviated dropout questionnaire.
If the analyst wishes, he or she may utilize FIDQAJWT and FIDPAJWT for these variables with the
combined dropout/student samples by creating a composite weight which is FIQWT or FIPNLWT for
students and FIDQAJWT or FIDPAJWT for dropouts.

3.5.3 Results of Weighting

To check the sample case weights, NORC analyzed the statistical properties of the weights; Table
3.5-1 displays the mean, variance, standard deviation, coefficient of variation, minimum, maximum,
skewness, and kurtosis for both of the weights included on first follow-up data files.

Table 3.5-1a
NELS:88 first follow-up statistical properties of sample weights

(Full Sample)
WEIGHT F1QWT F1IPNLWT
Mean 164.83 172.62
Variance 46,781.00 52,603.86
Standard Deviation 216.29 229.36
Coefficient of Variation (X 100) 131.22 132.86
Minimum 2.14 2.26
Maximum 6,996.80 7,479.71
Skewness 10.97 11.22
Kurtosis 205.04 214.14
Sum 3,175,250.00 3,007,812.00
Number of Cases 19,264.00 17,424.00

Compared to the base year questionnaire weight (BYQWT), the first follow-up questionnaire
(F1QWT) and panel (FIPNLWT) weights are larger, on average, and more variable. This mostly
reflects the effect of subsampling students at different rates depending upon the number of other
NELS:88 students they clustered with in their first follow-up schools.
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Table 3.5-1b
NELS:88 first follow-up statistical properties of sample weights
Dropouts only

WEIGHT : F1QWT FIPNLWT FIDQAJWT FIDPAJWT
Mean ' : 207.77 236.55 275.36 307.23
Variance 146,708.24 201,092.89 318,509.93 436,903.37
Standard Deviation 383.03 448.43 564.37 - 660.99
Coefficient of Variation (X 100) 184.35 189.57 204.96 215.14
Minimum ' 13.01 15.95 17.31 20.14
Maximum 6,996.81 7,479.71 10,044.68 10,529.21
Skewness 10.92 10.33 11.89 11.18
Kurtosis 151.94 133.88 170.06 145.47
‘Sum 216,705.68 180,959.08 216,705.68 180,959.08
Number of Cases 1,043.00 765.00 787.00 589.00

3.6 First Follow-Up Variance Estimation

As in the base year, NORC calculated standard errors as a measure of sampling variability in
survey results; the standard error is an estimate of the expected difference between a statistic from a
particular sample and the corresponding population value. Because NELS:88 uses a multistage, clustered
probability sample design, rather than a simple random sample, the resulting statistics are more variable
than they would have been had they been based on data from a simple random sample of the same size.
This increase in sampling variability is measured by the design effect. Section 3.6.1 presents design
effects and standard errors for selected statistics derived from first follow-up data. Section 3.6.2 explains
the use of mean design effects to approximate the standard errors of statistics based on data from the first
~ follow-up of NELS:88.

3.6.1 Standard Errors and Design Effects

Standard errors and design effects were calculated for 30 means and proportions based on the
NELS:88 student and dropout data. The goal was to estimate standard errors/design effects for all -
respondents including dropouts, on the one hand, and separately for dropouts, on the other. Because of
the lack of perfect overlap between questions on the student and dropout questionnaires, and because 25
percent of the dropout sample was administered an abbreviated questionnaire, it was necessary to select
two sets of 30 items, one set to represent questions asked of all respondents and one to represent
questions asked of all dropouts.

To select questions for the standard errors/design effects analysis of all respondents a number of
criteria were used. The first criterion was whether a question appeared in the NELS:88 base year or High
School and Beyond analyses of standard errors/design effects. This criterion resulted in the selection of
ten questions, seven which were used in both the NELS:88 base year and High School and Beyond
standard error/design effects analysis and three which were used only in the NELS:88 base year analysis.

Policy relevance was the second criterion used for selecting questions. This criterion was used
in order to ensure that variables that were important to analysts, thus likely to receive considerable use,
were represented. Using this criterion, four cognitive test scores, specifically the IRT-estimated number

e
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right scores for math, English, science and social studies, were selected. Although several test score
composites are available in the data file, the IRT-estimated number right scores were chosen because they
compensate for guessing and for omitted items. The IRT scores also have the virtue of being equated
across the multi-level math and reading test forms.

The remaining 16 variables were selected randomly from the pool of remaining critical items.
The selection process occurred as follows: means or proportions were calculated for all critical items not
selected by the first two criteria. In order to equate ranges, items were first transformed to a 100 point
scale. This also gave the advantage of making scaled items comparable with proportions. Each category
of multiple category items was treated as a separate item. The items were then sorted according to the
size of their means and a systematic sample of 16 items was obtained.

For dropouts, the starting point for selecting the variables for standard error/design effect
calculations was to use items that overlapped the student and dropout questionnaires and that were already
selected for the analysis of all respondents. There were 18 such items. The remaining items were selected
randomly from the pool of critical items not already selected that were in both the full and abbreviated
versions of the dropout questionnaire. A systematic sample of 12 items from this pool was obtained by
the same transformation, ordering, and systematic sampling procedure used to select items for all
students.

Standard errors and design effects were calculated for each of the 30 items for the sample as a
whole and for selected subgroups. The subgroups were based on the respondent’s school status
(student/dropout), sex, race and ethnicity, school type (public, Catholic, and other private),
socioeconomic status (lowest quartile, middle two quartiles, and highest quartile) and urbanicity (urban,
suburban, and rural). Two sets of standard errors and design effects were calculated, one using all of the
first follow-up respondents weighted by the full sample questionnaire weight, FIQWT, and the second
using just the panel respondents weighted by F1IPNLWT.

The individual item standard errors, design effects (DEFF) and root design effects (DEFT) for
all respondents are presented along with summary statistics in Tables 3.6-1 (full sample) and 3.6-2 (panel
sample). Tables 3.6-3 and 3.6-4 present corresponding summary design effects for the subgroups. DEFF
and DEFT were calculated as follows: '

DEFF = (DESIGN SEP N
(SRS-SE)?

DEFT = DESIGN SE @
SRS-SE

Individual item standard errors, design effects and design effect summary statistics for dropouts
are presented in Tables 3.6-5 (full sample) and 3.6-6 (panel sample). No subgroup analyses were
conducted for the dropouts because the resulting sample sizes would have been quite small. Individual
item standard errors and design effects by subgroups are presented in the appendix to this report.

As expected, the design effects in the first follow-up are somewhat higher than those of the base
year. This is a result of the subsampling procedures used for the first follow-up. As described in Section
3.4.1, students who were found to be attending schools with a small number of base year sample students
were undersampled in the first follow-up. For the base year survey the average design effect for students
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was 2.54 (see Table 3.3-1); the average design effects for the first follow-up are 3.86 for all respondents
and 3.80 for respondents in both the base year and first follow-up samples (i.e., panel respondents).

Tables 3.6-3 and 3.6-4 show that the larger design effects relative to the base year also obtain
for subgroups. Table 3.3-2 presents design effects for 12 subgroups defined similarly to those in Tables
3.6-3 and 3.6-4. For 11 of the twelve subgroups, the first follow-up survey average design effects are
larger than those for the base year survey, regardless of whether the full or panel samples are considered.
The one exception is students from private schools. While having the highest average design effect (as
they did in the base year analysis), these students show a lower average design effect in the first follow-
up survey (full sample, 6.65; panel sample, 6.53) than in the base year survey (8.80).
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Table 3.6-1.-NELS:88 first follow-up:

Standard errors and design effects, all respondents; full sample (N=19,264)

Survey item (or composite variable)

Sure to graduate from H.S

Sts in collg Prep/acadmc pgm

Sts in vocational/tec pgms

Watch more than 2hrs/per weekdy
Expect to finish college

At age 30 exp to be a manager

At age 30 exp to be in the military
At age 30 exp to be an operative
At age 30 exp to be a clergyman
At age 30 exp to be a technician
At age 30 doesn’t know what to be
Others in home speak Spanish

I feel good about myself

Luck is more imprtnt than hrd wk
Something always prevnts success
My plans do not work out

I do not have much to be proud of
Live with other adult male in hh
Live with mother in same hh

Live with stepmother in same hh
Live with boy/girl friend

Live with own children

Parents require chores to be done
#-Grandparents in same household
#-Relatives under 18 in same hh
#-Nonrelatives under 18 in hh

Reading test formula score
Mathmtcs test formula score
Science test formula score
Hist/Cit/Geog test formula score

Mean

Minimum
Maximum
Standard deviation
Median

F1S18A
F1520C
F1520D
F1S45A
F1549
F1S53F
F1853G
F1S53H
F1853)
F1S53P
F1S538
F1855
F1S62A
F1562C.
F1S62F
F1562G
F1S62L
F1892C
F1892D
F1S92E
F1S92H
F15921
F1S100E
F1593C
F1893D
F1S93F

FITXRIR
FITXMIR
FITXSIR
FITXHIR

All Students and Dropouts

Esti- Design
mate S.E.?
95.51 0.403
31.56 0.784
11.50 0.435
5452 0.693
5495 0.776
523 0252
2.97 0.188
1.43 0.223
- 18.11  0.535
467 0223
10.47 0.365
57.69 2.296
91.99 0.292
12.64 0.460
27.90 0.607
2255 0.545
17.41 0471
7.04 0376
88.39 0.463
3.04 0.192
1.34 0.129
3.69 0.235
9429 (.269
0.10 0.005
0.09 0.006
0.04 0.004
21.08 0.133
35.53 0.220
13.68 0.090
18.94  0.098

DEFF

7.182
5.362
3.504
3.491
4.627
2.300
2.204
6.318
3.465
2.007
5.376
8.462
2.083
3.427
3.277
3.034
2.746
4.129
3.991
2.391
2.396
2.970
2.327
2.462
2.423
2.202

5.215
5.661
5.581
5.121

3.858
2.007
8.462
1.681
3.446

DEFT 'N

2.680
2.315
1.872
1.868
2.151
1.517
1.485
2.513
1.861
1.417
2.319
2.909
1.443
1.851
1.810
1.742
1.657
2.032
1.998
1.546
1.548
1.723
1.525
1.569
1.557
1.484

2.284
2.379
2.362
2.263

1.923
1.417
2.909
0.408
1.856

18945
18843
18843
18026
19023
17959
17959
17959
17959
17959
17959
3919
18007
17887
17889
17837
17800
19109
19109
19109
19109
19109
17324
16672
16625
16578

17832
17793
17684
17591

SRS
SE!

0.150
0.339
0.232
0.371
0.361
0.166
0.127
0.089
0.287
0.157
0.157
0.789
0.202
0.248
0.335
0.313
0.284
0.185
0.232
0.124
0.083
0.136
0.176
0.003

10.004

0.003

0.058
0.092
0.038
0.043

“Standard error calculated taking into account the sample design.

bStandard error calculated under assumptions of simple random sampling.
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Table 3.6-2.—-NELS:88 first follow-up:
Standard errors and design effects, all respondents, panel sample (N=17,424)

Survey item (or composite variable)

Sure to graduate from H.S.
STS in college prep/academic pgms
STS in vocational/technical pgms

Watch TV more than 2 hrs/per wkday

Expect to finish college

At age 30 expect to be a manager
At age 30 exp to be in the military
At age 30 exp to be an operative
At age 30 exp to be a clergyman
At age 30 expect to be technician
At age 30 doesn’t know what to be
Others in home speak Spanish

I feel good about myself

Luck is more imp than hard work
Something always prevents success
My plans do not work out

I do not have much to be proud of
Live with other adult male in hh
Live with mother in same hh

Live with stepmother in same hh
Live with boy/girl friend

Live with own children

Parents require chores to be done
#-Grandparents in same household
#-Relatives under 18 in same house
#-Nonreltves under 18 in same hh

Reading test formula score
Mathematics test formula score
Science test formula score
History/cit/geog test formla score

Mean

Minimum
Maximum
Standard deviation
Median

FIS18A
F1520C
F1S20D
F1S45A
F1549
F1S53F
F1853G
F1S53H
F1S53]
F1S53P
F1S538
F1S55
F1S62A
F1862C
F1S62F
F1562G
F1S62L
F1592C
F1592D
F1S92E
F1S92H
F1S92I
F1S100E
F15893C
F1S93D

- F1893F

FITXRIR
FITXMIR
FITXSIR

F1TXHIR

Esti-
mate

95.82
32.61
11.08
54.44
56.47
5.22
2.94
1.47
18.58
4.63
10.11
57.59
92.09
12.12
27.24
21.92
16.79
6.85
88.59
3.1
1.28
3.61
94.52
0.10
0.08
0.04

21.31
35.93
13.80
19.11

All Student.é and Dropouts

Design
S.E.a

0.420
0.837
0.439
0.719
0.799
0.272
0.196
0.244
0.561
0.215
0.370
2.232
0.311
0.458
0.639
0.557
0.471
0.410
0.501
0.213
0.136
0.248
0.277
0.005
0.006
0.004

0.136
0.222
0.092
0.099

DEFF

7.580
5.439
3.337
3.428
4.473
2.440
2.197
6.723
3.398
1.708
5.059
6.921
2.185
3.218
3.369
2.955
2.583
4.558
4.297
2.607
2.527
3.059
2.350
2.390
2.565
2.170

5.014
5.342
5.341
4.816

3.802
1.708
7.580
1.574
3.353

DEFT

2.753
2.332
1.827
1.851
2.115
1.562
1.482
2.593
1.843
1.307
2.249
2.631
1.478
1.794
1.835
1.719
1.607
2.135
2.073
1.615
1.589
1.749
1.533
1.546
1.601
1.473

2.239
2.311
2.311
2.194

1.912
1.307
2.753
0.390
1.831

N

17208
17065
17065
16448
17223
16333
16333
16333
16333
16333
16333

3394
16450
16345
16351
16301
16269
17302
17302
17302
17302
17302
15857
15305
15264
15227

16304
16270
16181
16096

SRS
S.E’

0.153
0.359
0.240
0.388
0.378
0.174
0.132
0.094
0.304
0.165 -
0.165
0.848
0.210
0.255
0.348
0.324
0.293
0.192
0.242
0.132
0.085
0.142
0.181
0.003
0.004
0.003

0.061
0.096
0.040
0.045

“Standard error calculated taking into account the sample design.

bStandard error calculated under assumptions of simple random sampling.
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Table 3.6-3

Mean design effects (DEFFs) and root design effects (DEFTS)
for student and dropout questionnaire data -- full sample

Subgroup

Students
Dropouts

Male®
Female

White

Black

Hispanic
Asian/Pacific Islander
American Indian/
Alaskan Native

Public schools
- Catholic schools
Other private schools

Low SES
Middle SES
High SES

Urban
Suburban
Rural

Mean DEFF

3.858
4,713

3.370
3.454

3.051
3.615
3.555
2.765

2.415

3.226
2.668
6.650

2.838
3.088
3.477

3.478
3.475
2.668

Mean DEFT

1.923
1.999

1.797
1.813

1.712
1.827
1.755
1.627

1.442

1.755
1.535
2.421

1.649
1.719
1.797

1.847
1.799
1.578

Note: Each mean is based on 30 questionnaire items. For item-level tables for these subgroups, see Appendix C.

28 Sex categories are based on the composite sex variable.
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: Table 3.6-4
Mean design effects (DEFFs) and root design effects (DEFTSs)
for student and dropout questionnaire data -- panel sample

Subgroup - - Mean DEFF Mean DEFT
Students ' . 3.802 1.912 -
Dropouts 4,705 1.997
Male® . : 3.456 1.817
Female - C 3.324 1.783
White - 3.101 1.729
Black R : - 3.804 1.867
Hispanic 2.643 ‘ 1.591
Asian/Pacific Islander Lo 2758 ‘ 1.609
American Indian/

Alaskan Native . 2.066 _ 1.362
Public'schools = ‘ 3.147 ' - 1.736
Catholic schools : - 2.619 1.513
Other private schools: - 6.529 2.391
Low SES -~ 2.797 . L644
Middle SES - 3.138 1.732
High SES 3.576 _ 1.817 .
Utban . 3.463 1842
Suburban g ' 3.412 1.788

Rural . - 2.634 : 1.571

Note: . Each-mean is based on 30 questionnaire items. For item-level tables for these subgroups, see Appendix C

2% Sex categories are based on the composite sex variable.
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Table 3.6-5—-NELS:88 first follow-up:

Standard errors and design effects, dropouts, full sample

Survey item (or composite variable)

R could not get along w/others

R had no feeling of safety in school
R had no feeling of belonging

R dropped out because failing grades
R had passing grade when last in school
Sts were in college prep/acad program
Sts were in vocatnl/tech training

Sts expect to finish college

At age 30 exp to be an employee

At age 30 exp to be a farmer

At age 30 exp to be a homemaker
At age 30 exp to be a manager

At age 30 exp to be in the military
At age 30 exp to be an operative

At age 30 exp to be a clergyman

At age 30 exp to be a school teacher
At age 30 exp to be a technician

At age 30 do not know what to be
Others in home speak spanish

Live w/father in same house

Live w/other adult male in hh

Live with mother in same hh

Live w/stepmother in same hh

Live w/other adult female in hh
Live with boy/girl friend

Live with own children

#-Sisters living in same hh
#-Grandparents in same hh
#-Relatives under 18 in same hh
#-Non relatives under 18 same hh

Mean

Minimum
Maximum
Standard deviation
Median

Dropouts

FID6E
F1D6K
F1D6P
F1D6R
F1D9
FID16C
F1D16D
F1D38
FID39A
F1D39C
F1D39D
F1D39F
F1D39G
F1D39H
F1D39]
F1D39N
F1D39P
F1D398
F1D42
F1D86A
F1D86C
F1D86D
F1D86E
F1D86F
F1D86H
F1D86l
F1D87B
F1D87C
F1D37D
F1D87F

Esti-
mate

19.05
11.41
24.97
42.10
18.10
7.70
12.16
12.36
9.27
4.12
3.01
' 4.69
3.61
4.30
7.45
0.40
2.90
15.16
78.99
31.16
14.13
69.97
2.66
15.39
7.31
18.42
0.63
0.16
0.19
0.11

Design
S.E*

2.604
2.142
3.230
3.506
2.185
3.208
1.952
2.611
1.855
3.291
0.828
1.130
0.652
0.934
2.708
0.191
0.600
1.735
4.734
2.558
2.109
2.814
0.635
2.657
1.173
2.448
0.063
0.038
0.030
0.028

DEFF

4.392
4.535
5.563
5.038
3.265
14.686
3.617
6.457
3.925
26.265
2.255
2.742
1.172
2.033
10.201
0.889
1.227
2.244
3.686
3.084
3.706
3.810
1.576
5.482
2.052
4.031
4.431
6.109
1.056
1.858

4,713
0.889
26.265
4.953
3.696

DEFT N

2.096
2.129
2.359
2.245
1.807
3.832
1.902
2.541
1.981
5.125

1.502

1.656
1.083
1.426
3.194
0.943
1.108
1.498
1.920
1.756
1.925
1.952
1.255
2.341
1.433
2.008
2,105
2.472
1.028
1.363

1.999
0.943
5.125
0.860
1.923

1000
1000
1000
1000
1015
1015
1015
1027
960
960
960
960
960
960
960
960
960
960
274
1012
1012
1012
1012
1012
1012
1012
958
932
934
927

SRS
S.E’

1.243
1.006
1.369
1.562
1.209
0.837
1.026
1.027
0.936
0.642
0.551
0.682
0.602
0.655
0.848
0.203
0.542
1.158
2.466
1.457
1.095
1.442
0.506
1.135
0.809
1.219
0.030
0.015
0.029
0.021

*Standard error calculated taking into account the sample design.

*Standard error calculated under assumptions of simple random sampling.
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Table 3.6-6—NELS:88 first follow-up:
Standard errors and design effects, dropouts, panel sample

Dropouts

Survey item (or composite variable) Esti- Design
mate S.E.* DEFF DEFT

R could not get alng w/others FID6E 20.05 3.228 4.784 2.187
R had no feeling of safety in school FID6K 12.12  2.648 4.845 2.201
R had no feeling of belonging FID6P 23.22 3932 6.382 2.526

R dropped out because of failing grades FID6R 39.87  4.083 5.118 2.262
R had passng grades when last in school F1D9 16.95 1.956 = 2.022 1.422
Sts were in college prep/acad program  FID16C 8.43 4,084 .16.035  4.004

Sts were in vocational/tech training F1D16D 13.21  2.365 3.619 1.902
Sts expect to finish college F1D38 11.84 3.177 7.300 2.702
At age 30 exp to be an employee FID39A 9.52 2.182 3.884 1971
At age 30 exp to be a farmer F1D39C 5.29 4,147 24127 4912
At age 30 exp to be a homemaker F1D39D 2.20 0.786 2.016 1.420
At age 30 exp to be a manager FID39F 4.95 1.430 ~3.058 1.749
At age 30 exp to be in the military FID39G 3.54 0.788 1.277 1.130
At age 30 exp to be an operative FID39H 4.45 1.141 2.153 1.467
At age 30 exp to be a clergyman F1D39]  6.73 27772 8.611 2934
At age 30 exp to be a school teacher F1ID39N 0.49 0.247 0.883 0.939
At age 30 exp to be a technician FID39P 292 0.678 1.142 1.068
At age 30 do not know what to be FID39S 15.03 2.012 2.228 1.493
Others in home speak spanish F1D42 79.63 5.197 3.347 1.829
Live with father in same house F1D86A 30.89 3.018 3.144 1.773
Live with other adult male in hh F1D86C 14.28 2,502 3.769 1.941
Live with mother in same hh F1D86D 68.29 3.366 3.856 1.964
Live with stepmother in same hh F1D86E 2.83 0.780 1.631 1.277
Live with other adult female in hh FID86F 16.27  3.274 5.800 2.408
Live with boy/girl friend FID86H 7.62  1.394 2.033 1.426
Live with own children FID86I 18.90 2.932 4.133 2.033
#-sisters living in same household FID87B 0.62 0.077 5.433 2.331
#-grandparents in same household F1D87C 0.17 0.047 6.252 2.500
#-relatives under 18 in same house FID87D 0.21 0.039 1.061 1.030
#-non relatves undr 18 in same hh FID87F 0.12 0.028 1.211 1.101
Mean 47705 1.997
Minimum 0.883 0.939

- Maximum 24.127 4.912
Standard deviation 4.748 0.862
Median 3.694 1.922

737
737
737
737
745
743
743
756
704
704
704
704
704
704
704
704
704
704
202
738
738
738
738
738
738
738
696
674
679
672

SRS
S.E}

1.476
1.203
1.556
1.805
1.376
1.020
1.243
1.176
1.107
0.844
0.554
0.818
0.697
0.778
0.945
0.263
0.635
1.348
2.841
1.702
1.289
1.714
0.611
1.359
0.978
1.442
0.033
0.019
0.038
0.025

*Standard error calculated taking into account the sample design. v
PStandard error calculated under assumptions of simple random sampling.
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Both average design effects for the first follow-up survey were larger than the average design
effect of 2.88 obtained for the base year HS&B Sophomore Cohort. The direction of this difference held
for 10 of the 11 subgroups comparable across the first follow-up and HS&B. Catholic school students
are the exception. The average first follow-up design effect for Catholic school students is lower than the
average HS&B Catholic school student design effect (first follow-up: full sample, 2.67, panel sample,
2.62; HS&B, 3.60). While the first follow-up design effect for private school students was higher than
in HS&B, the difference is small (first. follow-up: full sample, 6.65, panel sample, 6.53; HS&B, 6.22);
in fact it is the smallest of the differences in average design effects between the two surveys.

The general tendency in longitudinal studies is for design effects to lessen over time, as dispersion
reduces the original clustering. However, subsampling has the opposite effect, that is, it increases design
effects. This is so because subsampling introduces additional variability into the weights with an attendant
loss-in sample efficiency, as may be illustrated by the case of the sophomore cohort of HS&B.

The mean design effect for the base year HS&B sophomores (1980) was 2.88. Considerable
subsampling of nonrespondents was done in the HS&B first follow-up, which had a rather higher design
effect, 3.59, than HS&B base year. Comparatively more subsampling was done in the NELS:88 first
follow-up, which has an overall design effect similar to though somewhat higher than the HS&B first
follow-up (3.8 or 3.9 for NELS:88, 3.6 for HS&B).

The larger design effects (compared to NELS:88 and HS&B base years) in the NELS:88 first
follow-up survey are probably due to disproportionality in strata representation introduced by subsampling
(see section 3.4-1). This is illustrated in the higher design effects for dropouts than for students (full
sample: students, 3.86, dropouts, 4.71; panel sample: students, 4.71, dropouts, 4.70); dropouts were
retained at a much higher rate (i.e., certainty) than students, who were subsampled at rates corresponding
to their clustering in first follow-up schools (see Table 3.4-1).

To make a more exact assessment of the expected increase in design effects for the first follow-up
sample an additional analysis of the student data was conducted using NELS:88 base year data. Standard
errors and design effects were calculated on the base year student respondents, using the same variables
that were used in the base year analysis, but using the first follow-up panel weight. Any magnitude of
the increase in design effects in the first follow-up can be assessed by comparing the average design effect
obtained from this analysis with the design effect obtained using the entire base year sample and the base
year questionnaire weight, BYQWT. This analysis yielded a design effect of 3.90 (root design
effect=1.96), and supports the contention that the increase in first follow-up design effects is due to
weighting necessary to accommodate the subsampling. i

3.6.2 Design Effects and Approximate Standard Errors

Researchers who do not have access to software for computing accurate estimates of standard
errors can use the mean design effects presented in Tables 3.6-3 and 3.6-4 to approximate the standard
errors of statistics based on the NELS:88 data. Design-corrected standard errors for a proportion can
be estimated from the standard error computed using the formula for the standard error of a proportion
based on a simple random sample and the appropriate mean root design effect (DEFT):

SE = DEFT x (p (1-p)/n)"” )

where p is the weighted proportion of respondents giving a particular response, n is the size of the
sample, and DEFT is the mean root design effect.
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Similarly, the standard error of a mean can be estimated from the welghted variance of the
individual scores and the appropnate mean DEFT: :

SE DEFT x (Var/m)'?> @
where Var is the sample variance, n is the size of the sample, and DEFT is the mean root des1gn effect.

Tables 3 6-3 and 3 6-4 make it clear that the design effects and root des1gn effects vary
considerably by subgroup. It is therefore important to use the mean DEFT for the relevant subgroup in
calculating approximate standard errors for subgroup statistics. -

Standard error estimates may be needed for subgroups that are not tabulated here. One rule of
thumb may be useful in such situations: design effects will generally be smaller for groups that are
formed by subdividing the subgroups listed in the tables. (This is because smaller subgroups will
generally be less affected by clustering than larger subgroups.) Estimates for Hispanic males, for
example, will generally have smaller design effects than the corresponding estimates for all Hispanics or
all males. - For this reason, it will usually be conservative to use the subgroup mean DEFT to
approximate standard errors for estimates concerning a portion of the subgroup. This rule applies only
when the variable used to subdivide a subgroup crosscuts schools. Sex is one such variable, since most

schools include students of both sexes. It will not reduce the average cluster size to form groups that are
based on subsets of schools.

Standard errors may also be needed for other types of estimates than the simple means and
proportions that are the basis for the results presented here. A second rule of thumb can be used to
estimate approximate standard errors for comparisons between subgroups. If the subgroups crosscut
schools, then the design effect for the difference between the subgroup means will be somewhat smaller
than the design effect for the individual means; consequently, the variance of the difference estimate will
be less than the sum of the variances of the two subgroup means from which it is derived:

Var(b-a) < Var(b) + Var@ . 3)

in which Var(b-a) refers to the variance of the estimated difference between the subgroup means, and
Var(a) and Var(b) refer to the variances of the two subgroup means. It follows from equatlon (3) that
Var(a) + Var(b) can be used in place of Var(b-a) with conservative results.

A final rule of thumb is that more complex estimators show smaller design effects than simple
estimators.® Thus, correlation and regression coefficients tend to have smaller design effects than
subgroup comparisons, and subgroup comparisons have smaller design effects than means. This implies
that it will be conservative to use the mean root design effects presented here in calculating approximate
standard errors for complex statistics, such as multiple regression coefficients. The procedure for
calculating such approximate standard errors is the same as with simpler estimates: first, a standard error
is calculated using the formula for data from a simple random sample; then, the simple random sample
standard error is multiplied by the appropriate mean root design effect.

One analytic strategy for accommodating complex survey designs is to use the mean design effect
to adjust for the effective sample size resulting from the design. For example, one could create a new

%0 Kish, L., and Frankel, M. (1974). Inference from complex samples. Journal of the Royal Statistical
Society: Series B {Methodological), 36, 2-37.
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rescaled, design effect-adjusted weight, which is the product of the inverse of the design effect and the
rescaled case weight NEWWGT=(1/DEy*F1QWT/(EF1QWT/N)), and use this new weight to deflate
the obtained sample size to take into account the inefficiencies due to a sample design that is a departure
from a simple random sample. Using this procedure, statistics calculated by a statistical program such
as SPSS will reflect the reduction in sample size in the calculation of standard errors and degrees of
freedom. Such techniques capture the effect of the sample design on sample statistics only approximately.
However, while not providing a complete accounting of the sample design, this procedure is a decidedly
better approach than conducting analysis that assumes the data were collected from a simple random
sample. The analyst applying this correction procedure should carefully examine the statistical software
he or she is using, and assess whether the program treats weights in such a way as to produce the effect
described above. :

3.6.3 Additional Standard Error Tables

Additional standard error and design effects tables appear in Appendix C. These tables prox;ide
subgroup data for items in the student and dropout questionnaires. :

3.7 Potential Sources of Nonsampling Measurement Error

Analysis of survey error is important for understanding the potential bias in making inferences
from an obtained sample to a population. Both sampling and nonsampling measurement errors contribute
to total survey error. Sampling errors occur because the data are collected from a sample rather than a
census of the population. Sampling error analyses for NELS:88 (documenting standard errors of
measurement and design effects for key variables) were presented earlier in this chapter. In this section,
sources of nonsampling error are discussed.

Nonsampling error is the term used to describe variations in the estimates which may be caused
by coverage, data collection, processing, and reporting procedures. Several factors comprise nonsampling
measurement errors, including nonresponse biases caused by unit and item nonresponse; and imperfect
reliability, and invalidity, of obtained data. Nonresponse is readily quantified. While many data quality
factors are difficult to measure in the non-experimental context of large-scale survey administration,
NELS:88 offers the possibility of comparing reports from multiple sources, thereby permitting some very
approximate but useful validity parameters to be inferred. :

Below, we discuss two kinds of nonsampling error in the NELS:88 base year and first follow-up:
undercoverage and item nonresponse.

3.7.1 Biases Caused by Undercoverage of Special Populations
3.7.1.1 Undercoverage of Non-English Speakers

There is significant undercoverage in the NELS:88 data of that portion of the language minority
population that is more severely limited in English proficiency (LEP) or non-proficient (NEP) in English.
This undercoverage is most severe for the base year questionnaire data, and for both base year and first
follow-up test results. Undercoverage bias will affect estimates for LEPs and NEPs, but will also affect
certain estimates for racial-ethnic subgroups that have large numbers of LEPs and NEPs when individuals
in these groups generally differ in a relevant characteristic from other non-LEP/NEP Asians, Hispanics

65



NELS:88 First Follow-Up
Final Technical Report

or others.®® Although, for example, Hispanics and Asians were selected at a higher than normal rate
in the base year and have been disproportionately retained in the first follow-up, significant numbers of
Asian, Hispanic and other LEPs were excluded from the base year sample.

Specifically, among the total number of eighth-grade students enrolled in the 1,052 fully
participating base year schools, 1.9 percent of the potential sample (3,831 of 202,966) were excluded by
their schools for reasons of a language barrier to participation. Had no students been excluded for
language reasons, the NELS:88 baseline would have included an additional 532 students. All of these
students would be classifiable as LEPs or NEPs; 270 of these students would have been Hispanics, 175
would have been Asians, and a further 87 language-excluded eighth-grade students would have been
neither Hispanic nor Asian. Some 24,599 students (out of 26,432 sample members) participated in the
base year, and of these participants, 642 were classified either by self-report or teacher report as of
limited English proficiency. If one counts as LEP all students reported as LEP by either source, then
just over half of the LEPs in the potential sample were captured by the base year sample design and
contributed data to the base year. (If one uses the more stringent criterion of counting only those so
identified by both sources -- self-report and teacher -- or counts only those identified by teachers, then
less than half of the potential LEPs are represented in the base year data).

In the first follow-up, two measures were adopted to increase coverage of students with limited
English language proficiency. (1) Eligibility rules were modified so that the number of LEPs obtained
through sample freshening would be maximized. The modified eligibility rules were applied also to a
sample of base year ineligibles. (2) In addition, base year ineligibles who had gained sufficient
proficiency to complete survey forms in the first follow-up were added to the study.

3.7.1.2 Increasing Language Minority Coverage

LEPs who entered the sample through freshening. Substantial numbers of limited English
proficient students entered the NELS:88 first follow-up in the freshening process. While, by the most
generous count (that is, self-report or teacher report), only 2.6 percent (or, weighted, 2.3 %) of the base
year respondents were LEPs, around 17 percent of the freshening sample in first follow-up were classified
by their schools as LEPs (176 out of 1,060)--LEPs are of course disproportionately present in the

#  Of course, elements excluded from the sampling frame are not accounted for by sample weighting, so

that population estimates from the data file fall appropriately short of full 1987-88 eighth grade enroliment
figures. Nevertheless, such exclusions limit one’s ability to describe in an unbiased way special
populations of interest, such as all dropouts, all language minority students, and so on. Some examples
of this potential for bias may serve to underline the need for caution in the use of the language minority
student data. Let us suppose, for example, that one wishes to look at the cognitive test scores of various
Asian subgroups. A group with a high immigration rate, such as Korean Americans, is likely to have a
high rate of language exclusions; an Asian subgroup with a low immigration rate, such as Japanese
Americans, is likely to have few language exclusions. Clearly test score comparisons between the groups
can be biased by this factor; scores for Korean Americans may be inflated if there are large numbers of
limited English proficiency students in this group who are excluded from the sample. Or let us suppose
that one wants to derive a dropout rate for students with limited English proficiency. If those least
proficient in English are most likely to drop out of school, then projections based on data that exclude this
group will prove seriously misleading. If some racial or ethnic subgroups are disproportionately present
in the group of students least proficient in English, then dropout estimates for these groups will be
affected also.
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population of students who fall behind the modal progression through school. Virtually all*? of the LEP
students selected in the freshening process were retained for the first follow-up.

As more fully accounted in Section 3.4 of this report, eligibility rules were modified in the first
follow-up to reduce the likelihood that LEP students would be excluded in the sample freshening process.
With support from the Office of Bilingual Education and Minority Language Affairs (OBEMLA), the
student questionnaire was translated into Spanish; because a translation of the cognitive tests was not
feasible, students completing the Spanish questionnaire were not pressed to attempt to complete the test
component.

LEPs who entered the sample through the Base Year Ineligibles Study. At the same time,
the same modified eligibility rules were applied retroactively to a sample of base year language-excluded
students. Base year language-excluded students whose English proficiency status had changed such that
they now were able to complete the survey forms were administered the English-language version of the
first follow-up student questionnaire. Cognitive test data were not collected for this group (although were
tested in the second follow-up in 1992). The 532 students who would have been chosen for the base year
except for language barriers to their participation are represented (with appropriate adjustment to their
weights) in the base year ineligibles study by 204 individuals.

Of those 204 individuals, 132 were reclassified as eligible for participation in NELS:88, 21 were
out of the country at the time of the first follow-up (an attempt will be made to relocate all 1990 out-of-
country students in the second follow-up, since some may have returned), 40 were classified as still
ineligible (these cases will be reassessed in the second follow-up) and eleven of the 204 cases were not
successfully screened. Students with a base year language barrier who were reclassified were
administered the first follow-up student questionnaire in Spanish or English, or the dropout questionnaire
if they were school-leavers. Enrollment status data was gathered for base year excluded students who
were classified as being still unable to complete the NELS:88 survey forms.

LEP students brought in through the freshening process appear on all releases of the first follow-
up files. First follow-up data for base year language ineligibles who have become eligible do not appear
on the initial public release file but do appear on the first follow-up file included in the final combined
base year and first follow-up and second follow-up data set (released fall of 1994). Since it was not
necessary to exclude any freshened students for language reasons and cases representing about 65 percent
of the base year language exclusions became eligible for the first follow-up, the net effect of these
additions to the data will be to substantially reduce undercoverage of current and former limited English-
proficient students. However, bias is at best but modestly reduced for the cognitive test data. This is
the case because some of the freshened LEP students did not complete the cognitive tests, nor did any
of the reclassified base year excluded students (whose questionnaire results will later be added to the first
follow-up data files) complete the test battery. Data users should take these potential biases into account
in their analyses.

82 Three had to be excluded because they had physical or mental disabilities that precluded their
participation, and eleven were temporarily ineligible (out of scope for the first follow-up because though
in the country at the time of freshening, they were outside the country at the time of data collection).
The other 158 entered the first follow-up sample.
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3.7.1.3 Undercoverage of Students with Disabilities

There is significant undercoverage in the NELS:88 data of that portion of the special education
population that is most severely mentally or physically disabled.” Undercoverage bias. may also affect
certain estimates for racial or gender subgroups that have large numbers of students in the excluded
category.. (Our data show, for example, that blacks and males are disproportionately represented in the
class of students excluded owing to mental handicaps). Coverage of this population will be improved for
the first follow-up by the fact that in the base year ineligibles study, ten of the 23 students excluded
because of physical barriers to participation, and 140 of the 322 students who had been excluded because
of mental barriers to participation, were reclassified as eligible. However, it is our sense that very few
of these students actually "changed" substantially between rounds; rather, most reclassifications reflected
the process of taking a second look at students at the margin between eligible and ineligible, and
aggressively pursuing status information from their special education teachers that would permit a more
accurate assessment to be made of their ability to complete at least the student questionnaire,
Overwhelmingly, the reclassified students would appear to be those with learning disabilities or emotional
disturbances, rather than the mentally retarded. Hence students with severe or profound impairments are
not represented in the NELS:88 data

: Estimates based on the members of the ineligibles sample are also subject to limitations. By and
large, the NELS:88 samples of eligible and ineligible language-excluded students, when combined,
provide excellent population coverage. However, for the severely physically and mentally disabled
populations, there are two potential sources of exclusion in addition to school-level classification as
ineligible. These further sources of undercoverage are (1) exclusion of schools -- special purpose schools
for the handicapped were excluded from the base year sampling frame and (2) the exclusion of ungraded
classrooms in what was by definition a sample of eighth graders.

3.7.1.4 . Test Score Undercoverage of Dropouts.

Data users are reminded that no special nonresponse adjusted weight was created for cases with
a completed questionnaire but without a cognitive test.  As in the base year, cognitive test completion
rates were sufficiently high (of 18,221 participating students, 17,352 completed both the questionnaire
and the cognitive test battery) that such a weight was not needed. However, the high overall rate of test
completion does not apply to dropouts. While 91 percent of identified dropouts provided questionnaire
data, cognitive tests were completed by only half of the sample members who completed a full or
abbreviated dropout questionnaire.*® Of course, base year test score data are available for most of the
individuals for whom first follow-up test results were not obtained. It would, however, be inadvisable
to, for example, draw conclusions about test score gains between 1988 and 1990 for dropouts as a

¥ K.S.McGrew, M. Thurlow and A.Spiegel (1993) estimate that eighth graders excluded in the NELS:88
base year represent 36 percent of handicapped eighth graders in regular schools; and that about 40
percent of students with disabilities were excluded from the 1988 NAEP samplé ("An Investigation of
the Exclusion of Students With Disabilities in National Data Collection Programs in Educational
Evaluation and Policy Analysis, Fall 1993, 15(3).)

By design, dropouts administered the abbreviated or modified dropout questionnaires [28% of the dropout
sample] were not asked to complete the cognitive test battery; for these sample members only the
standard classification variables and a number of key items that differentiate the in-school and: out-of-
school populations are available for analysis. However, more comprehensive information was gathered
for these individuals in 1992, when they completed the second follow-up student or dropout questionnaire
and cognitive test battery.
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separate group, given the amount of 1990 test data that are missing (see Chapter 6 for a discussion of bias
in the dropout test-taking sample).

3.7.2 Item Nonresponse

Item nonresponse occurs when a respondent fails to complete certain items on the survey
instrument. While bias associated with unit nonresponse has been controlled by making adjustments to
case weights, item nonresponse has generally not been compensated for in the NELS:88 student
component data set. There are three exceptions to this generalization.

The first exception is machine editing, through which, occasionally, certain nonresponse problems
are rectified by imposing interitem consistency, particularly by forcing logical agreement between filter
and dependent questions. Thus, for example, the missing response to a filter question can often be
inferred if the dependent question has been answered. Because the edited files were used in the
nonresponse analysis reported below, this adjustment to item nonresponse is reflected in the results of the
analysis.

The second exception is that some key student classification variables have been constructed in
part from additional sources of information when student data are missing. Thus, data from school
records (for example, student sex or race/ethnicity as given on the sampling roster) or other respondent
sources (for example, the parent questionnaire) have been used to replace missing student data. Because
composite variables were not included in the nonresponse analysis, this adjustment of missing data is not
reflected in the statistics reported below.

The third exception is the language series filter question F1554. Base year data (from BYS21)
were imported into the first follow-up files in order to resolve, when possible, missing cases - in
particular, to identify respondents who should have legitimately skipped the dependent items in the
language series. This adjustment to nonresponse is reflected in the item statistics reported below.

A further point to note is that there may be some hidden nonresponse in the NELS:88
questionnaires that is impossible to quantify. This is the case because for many questions, a "mark all
that apply" format was used. While such a format results in slightly less burden to the respondent, it also
makes it impossible to distinguish between a negative response and nonresponse. This conflation of
negative response and nonresponse creates the potential for nonresponse biases that cannot be measured
and thus cannot become the basis for precise warnings to users about the limitations of data.

A final point to note is that, implicitly, unit nonresponse is a further source of missing item data-—-
that is, nonparticipating students complete no questionnaire items. Weights accommodate student
nonresponse by projecting questionnaire data to the full population, with appropriate adjustments for
-defined subgroups. However, they cannot compensate for the bias that arises if nonrespondents would
have answered the questionnaire differently than respondents. For this reason, "total response” should
be thought of as the survey (unit) response rate times the item response rate. (For example, given a cross-
sectional weighted 1990 student response rate of 91 percent, and an item response rate of 93 percent, total
response would be 85 percent.)

Student questionnaire item nonresponse is discussed below. For further details of item
nonresponse on on the first follow-up student instrument and other first follow-up instruments, see the
respective user’s manuals.
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3.7.2.1 Student Questionnaire Item Nonresponse

Table 3.7a shows descriptive statistics for item nonresponse for the student questionnaire overall
and for items grouped into categories depending upon their position in the questionnaire, the topic they
addressed, and whether they were part of a skip or filter pattern.

The mean item nonresponse rate for the NELS:88 first follow-up student questionnaire is 6.97
percent, compared to 4.7 percent on the base year instrument.

A factor influencing item nonresponse rates in the first follow-up documents--a factor that
impacted dramatically on the dropout instrument but that had only a marginal influence (just under one
percent) on overall item response in the student questionnaire--was the administration of several different
versions of the student and dropout questionnaires. The various versions of the questionnaires differed
in the number of questions being asked of respondents. For purposes of item response analyses, questions
not appearing. on the abbreviated or modified student or dropout questionnaires were treated as if they
were intended to be asked of the participating sample member. This was done so that the total impact on
estimation of missing information--whether the information was missing by design, or by respondent
omission or error--could be assessed. Hence, completed abbreviated or modified interviews were included
in the denominator of the item response formula used in this analysis. Out of the 18,221 student
respondents, only 218 or 1.2 percent completed either a modified or abbreviated student questionnaire.
While over a quarter of dropouts received an abbreviated instrument, only items that were completed by
all dropout sample members (that is, items that were on both the abbreviated and regular instrument) were
included on the student component data file. (All other items on the dropout questionnaire are represented
in the separate dropout component data file.)
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Table 3.7a: Percent Nonresponse on the Student Data File by Various Item Characteristics

Standard Number

Domain Average Deviation Minimum Maximum  of Items
Overall 6.97 8.64 .00 63.50 475
Position

First Third 4.31 3.51 .00 11.77 164

Second Third 8.54 13.12 .60 63.50 178

Last Third 8.15 3.39 91 22.73 133
Topic (in order of appearance in the questionnaire)
Schl Experiences 4.47 -3.18 .00 11.77 235
Future Plans 3.89 2.43 .60 8.52 44
Language Use 34.18 25.07 .65 63.50 22
Opinions, Attitudes 6.69 1.76 1.33 13.39 96
Background 6.68 57 6.33 7.34 3
Money and Work 10.93 2.69 6.57 13.93 5
Family 8.86 3.35 91 22.73 70
Filtered

No 5.62 3.35 .00 14.69 385

Yes 12.73 17.66 1.67 63.50 90

Table 3.7b
Percent item nonresponse by topical area
F1 Non- BY Non- BY

Topic Response Response Position
(1) School Experiences 4.5 6.9 ¢}
(2) Future Plans 39 25 3)
(3) Language Use 34.2 5.0 )
(4) Opinions, Attitudes 6.7 1.6 4)
(5) Background 6.7 3.0 1
(6) Money and Work 10.9 0.9 ©)
(7) Family 89 34 3
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IV. Data Collection

This chapter describes the data collection procedures for student, dropout school administrator,
and teacher survey instruments.

4.1 Base Year Data Collection

The base year survey collected data from students, parents, teachers, and school administrators.
Self-administered questionnaires and tests were the principal mode of data collection. Completion rates
based on sample eligibility for each instrument are listed in Table 4.1-1. Completion rates by sampling
strata are presented in Tables 4.4-2 and 4.4-3.

Table 4.1-1
Summary of NELS:88 base year completion rates

Instrument , Completed Weighted Unweighted
Student questionnaires 24,599 93.41% 93.05%
Student tests 23,701 96.53%* 96.35%*
Parent questionnaires 122,651 : 93.70% 92.08%
Teacher ratings of students 23,188 95.91%" 94.26 %"
Teacher questionnaires 5,193 NA 91.40%
School admin. questionnaire 1,035 - 98.92% 98.38%

® Percentages of cases for which a student questionnaire was obtained for which a cognitive test was
also obtained. :

b Indicates a coverage rate. See section 4.4.

4.2 Base Year Pre-Data Collection Activities

Before the data collection effort could begin, it was first necessary to secure from the
administrator of each sampled school a commitment to participate in the study. Several levels of
cooperation were sought before school administrators were approached. The first level involved contacting
key educational organizations. The Education Information Advisory Council (EIAC) of the Council for
Chief State School Officers was asked to give its approval for the project. Contact was also made with
the National Catholic Education Association (NCEA) and the National Association of Independent Schools
(NAIS) in order to inform them of the study and to solicit their endorsements.
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For public schools the next step involved contacting the Chief State School Officer (usually the
state Superintendent of Schools) of each state to explain the objectives of the study and the data collection
procedures, especially those for protecting individual and institutional confidentiality. Once approval was
obtained at the state level, contact was made with District Superintendents and, upon receipt of district
approval, contact was made with the school principals. Wherever selected private schools were organized
into an administrative hierarchy, for example, Catholic school dioceses, a "courtesy" call to request
permission to contact the principal of the Catholic school was placed at the higher level before the school
principal or other chief administrator was actually approached.

Within each cooperating school, principals were asked to designate a school coordinator who
would serve as a liaison between NORC staff, and selected respondents--the school administrator,
students, teachers, and parents. The school coordinator, who was often a gnidance counselor or senior
teacher, but sometimes the principal or assistant principal, handled all requests for data and materials,
as well as all logistical arrangements for data collection on the school premises. Included among these
responsibilities was annotating the list of sampled students to identify students whose physical or learning
handicaps or linguistic disabilities would preclude participation in the survey. Coordinators were asked
to classify all eligible students as Hispanic, Asian-Pacific Islander, or “other" (neither Hispanic nor
Asian-Pacific Islander), and to distribute parental permission forms to sampled students.

4.3 Base Year Student Data Collection Activities

Student questionnaires and tests were administered in group sessions to roughly twenty-three
students in each of the schools in the core and augmentation samples. Telephone interviews were
conducted for a small number of students who were unable to participate in the group-administered
sessions. Parents who initially refused to grant permission for their child to participate in the study, but
who later consented when contacted by an NORC representative, usually allowed their child to complete
a questionnaire by telephone. Given the mode of administration, test data were not collected for these
students.

NORC organized an Orientation Day for 158 schools that requested it or for schools that were
deemed likely to particularly benefit from it.*® The Orientation Day was usually arranged one or two
weeks prior to the administration of the student questionnaire and tests. During these sessions, sampled
students were informed about the objectives of NELS:88, its voluntary nature, and the measures to be
used to ensure respondent confidentiality. Students were also briefed about the tasks and procedures that
would be followed in administering the questionnaire and tests.

Base year student data were collected from students® in the core and state augmentation sample
schools between February 1 and June 30, 1988. Selected eighth graders within each school were gathered
in a group session on the scheduled Survey Day. Two NORC field staff members, a "team leader” and
a clerical assistant, were responsible for overseeing the administration of the questionnaires and tests
during the planned session. '

%8 Qrientation days were originally planned for all schools. However, the NELS:88 base year field test
indicated that orientation days for eighth grade students would not significantly affect participation rates
in most schools. (See Ingels, S. J., et al., National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988: Field Test
Report, NORC, 1987; ERIC ED 289-897.)

3 Student sample selection procedures are discussed in the NELS:88 Base Year Sample Design Report.
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Survey administration, normally conducted in a school classroom or library, consisted of several
steps. Students were instructed to first complete the student questionnaire. A ten-minute break followed,
during which time NORC field staff began their review of the questionnaires for completeness (i.e.,
checked for missing or multiple-response critical items).** Upon completion of the questionnaires, an
85 minute battery of cognitive tests was administered. The tests consisted of four timed sections devoted
to mathematics, reading, science, and social studies (history/government). Once the test battery was
completed, an attempt was made to retrieve missing (or inappropriately marked) questionnaire items
before the student left the classroom.

At the end of the session, arrangements were made to conduct make-up sessions for students who
were scheduled, but unable to attend Survey Day. If fewer than five students were scheduled for a
Make-Up Day, the school coordinator was asked to handle the arrangements and oversee its
administration.* When five or more students were scheduled, or in instances where the school
coordinator was unavailable to conduct a Make-Up Day, NORC representatives arranged a return visit
to the school. ‘

4.4  Base Year Data Collection Results

Tables 4.4-1 through 4.4-4 summarize the data collection results for the NELS:88 base year
study. Table 4.4-1 reviews the school sample selections and sample realization. The final sample size was
approximately equal to the original target number of schools. Approximately 70 percent of the original
selections cooperated. To reach the target number of schools in each stratum, replacement schools were
drawn from within the same stratum into the sample when those originally selected refused to participate.
The tables that follow (Table 4.4-2 and Table 4.4-4) present three sets of completion statistics for the four
study components that constituted the NELS:88 base year core sample. The statistics are presented
according to the sampling stratification variables.

Table 4.4-2 displays weighted and unweighted completion rates based on the overall study/sample
design in which the participating student constitutes the basic unit of analysis. For purposes of this table,
the completion rate was calculated as the ratio of the number of completed interviews divided by the
number of in-scope sample members. Note that the student population is, in the strictest sense, the sole
independent sample, and that the other populations, such as the parent and teacher, are defined in relation
to participating students. Because the parent or teacher of a base year student nonparticipant was defined
as out-of-scope (even though they may have completed questionnaires), these out-of-scope respondents
have been subtracted from both the numerator and the denominator in the response rate calculation. Given
this definition of response rate, weighted completion rates exceed 93 percent for each class of respondents
as well as for the teacher ratings of students.*?

An NORC field staff member was instructed to review the questionnaires to ensure that all critical items .
were completed. A specially designated oval indicating "no retrieval” was marked whenever the missing
data couid not be retrieved due to respondent refusal or inability to clarify an inappropriate response.
4 To ensure respondent confidentiality, school coordinators were prohibited from reviewing the student
questionnaire for completeness. Instead, the review was conducted by NORC staff in Chicago, and
missing data were retrieved by telephone.

42 The statistics given for teachers represent a student coverage rate rather than a teacher response rate.
Reports were sought from two teachers of each student. The teacher ratings statistics in Table 4.4-2
depict the percentage of base year participating students for whom observations were obtained from one
or more teachers.
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Table 4.4-3, in contrast, presents the weighted and unweighted completion rates for each survey
based on the initial sample selections--that is, the response rate denominator includes base year
nonparticipants, even though the parents and teachers of base year nonparticipant respondents were
defined as out of scope. Utilizing this definition, the completion rates decrease by several points to around
the 90 percent mark. Because in both instances ineligible (or out-of-scope) schools and students were
removed from the sample prior to data collection, completion rates are computed directly by simply
dividing the number of participating respondents/schools by the number of selections. As in Table 4.4-2,
a student coverage rate is given for the teacher survey rather than a teacher response rate.

Table 4.4-4 presents the same base year completion rates for all base year sample members
retained in the first follow-up (N = 19,646). By definition, completion rates do not include base year
nonrespondents’ parents and teachers who completed a questionnaire. The sampling strata correspond
to the base year school, as do the completion rates.
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Table 4.4-1 NELS:88 base year school sample selection and realization

Stratum = Estimated® Eligible Target N Total N Sample Cooperating Cooperating
Size Original Cooperating Realization Original Alternative
Selections Schools (% of target) Sections Sections
achieved)
Total 38,837 1,002 1,032 1,057 102% 698 359
Public v
Schools® 22,690 774 800 817 102% 522 295
Catholic . '
-Schools® 6,928 91 a 95 104 109% 70 34
Other
Private ;
Schools 9,219 137 137 136 9% 106 30

* 1,057 school participated at some level, through usable student data were received for only 1,052.

° Stratlﬁed by nine Census divisions; rac1a1 compositions; grade 8 enrollment; and urbanicity (central cny, suburban within SMSA: county,

rural [non SMSA]J)..

* Estimated as the sum of the school-level weights for each school type.
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Table 4.4-2 NELS:88 base year completion rates by sample eligibility

Student
questionnaire
Completion rates
Weighted Unweighted
Total 93.41 93.05
Pasticipated 24,599
Seloctod 26,432
School type
Public 93.15 92.79
Catholic 95.67 94.99
Other Private 94.06 93.15
Urbanicity
Urban 92.36 92.19
Suburban 92.17 92.38
Rural 95.26 95.13
Region
Northeast 92.81 91.85
South 94.11 94.03
North Central  94.70 94.79
West 91.17 90.83
Ethnicity
Hispanic 90.36 90.24
APl ' 89.70 90.12
Othor - 9375 93.63
Minority schools
Schools with
more than 19%
minority stdnts  89.64 89.43
Schools with
oqual to 19%
93.51

minority stdnts 93.83

* Indicates a coverage rate.

Student

8th grade test
Completion rates

Weighted
96.53 96.35
23,701
24,599
96.32 96.11
98.08 97.52
97.34 96.94
95.89 95.96
96.36 96.29
97.29 96.94
96.31 95.52
96.93 96.92
96.85 96.96
95.50 95.40
94.95 94.88
98.18 97.84
96.64 96.45
95.2% 95.44
96.67 96.45

Parent

questionoaire
Completion rates

Unweighted  Weighted

93.70

94.21
£9.85
91.57

91.48
93.32
96.08

90.58
95.93
94.92
90.18

88.35
90.76

94.28 -

89.94

94.09

Unweighted Weighted

92.08
22,651
24,599

93.72
83.55
88.34

90.00
91.44
95.40
84.45
95.87

94.72
89.62

82.57
91.53
92.72

88.79

92.47

Teacher School
ratings* questionnaire
Completion rates Completion rates
Unweighted Weighted Unweighted
95.91 94.26 98.92 98.38
23,188 1,035
24,599 1,052
96.57 95.82 98.73 98.28
90.95 84.76 100.0 100.0
93.18 92.11 98.25 97.74
94.62 93.20 98.94 97.48
95.56 93.85 98.12 98.18
97.46 96.09 99.64 99.66
91.75 86.42 98.67 97.712
97.44 97.00 99.19 98.89
97.11 97.82 99.75 98.38
94.18 93.25 97.10 97.54
92.58 92.50 NA NA
94.06 93.69 NA NA
96.28 94.53 NA NA
92.78 92.44 98.54 98.04
96.24 94.48 98.93 98.42
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Table 4.4-3 NELS:88 base year completion rates by sample selection

more then 19%

minority stdnts
Schools with

less than or

equal to 19%

minority stdnts

Student Student
questionnaire 8th grade test
Completion rates Completion rates
Weighted Unweighted - Weighted  Unweighied
. Total 93.41 93.05 90.17 89.65
Participated 24,599 23,701
Selected 26,432 26,432
School type
Public 93.15 92.79 89.73 89.18
Catholic 95.67 94.99 93.83 92.63
Other Private ~ 94.06 93.15 91.56 90.29
Urbanicity k :
Urban 92.36 92.19 88.56 88.46
Suburban 92.71 92.38 89.34 88.96
Rural 95.26 95.13 92.68 92.14
Region
Northeast 92.81 91.85 89.39 87.73
South 94.11 94.03 21.23 91.14
North Central  94.70 94.79 9.7 91.91
West 91.17 90.83 87.07 86.69
Eibaicity ‘
Hispanic 90.86 90.24 86.27 85.63
AP1 89.70 90.12 88.07 88.17
Other 93.75 93.63 90.61 90.31
Minority schools
Schools with 89.64 89.43 85.35 85.36
93.51 90.70 90.19

93.83

* lndicates a coverage rate.

Unweighted Weighted

Parent
questionnaire
Completion rates
Weighted

87.53 85.68

22,651

26,432
87.75 86.97
85.96 79.37
86.14 82.27
84.49 82.97
86.52 84.47
91.52 90.74
84.06 77.56
90.28 90.14
89.89 89.78
82.21 - 81.40
80.28 79.02
81.41 82.49
88.39 86.81
80.63 79.41
88.29 86.47

Teacher

ratings*

Completion rates

89.59

89.95
87.01
87.65

87.39
88.60
92.85

85.15
I
92.53
85.87

84.11
84.37
90.26

83.17

90.30

87.72
23,188
26,432

88.92
80.51
85.79

85.92
86.70
91.41

79.37

91.21
92.72
84.69

83.48
84.43
88.51

82.67

88.35

Unweighted Weighted

School
questionnaire
Completion rates
Unweighted
98.92 98.38
1,035
1,052

98.73 98.28
100.0 100.0
98.25 97.74
98.94 97.48
98.12 98.18
99.64 99.66
98.67 97.72
99.19 98.89
99.75 98.88
97.10 97.54

NA NA
NA NA

NA NA
98.54 98.04
98.93 98.42
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Table 4.44 NELS:88 base year completion rates by sample eligibility for base year sample members retained in the first follow-up

Student Student Pareat Teacher School
questionnaire 8th grade test questionnaire ratings” questionnaire”
Completion rates Completion rates Completion rates Completion ratos Completion rates
Weighted  Unweighted Weighted  Unweighted Weighted  Unweighted Weighted  Uaweighted Weighted Unweighted
Total 93.95 93.63 96.54 96.32 94.69 93.47 96.33 95.09 98.67 98.14
Participated 18,394 17,717 17,193 17.491 1,001
Selocted 19,646 18,394 18,394 18,394 1,020
School type* .
Public 93.81 93.52 96.42 96.15 95.06 94.69 96.96 96.40 98.52 98.03
Catholic 95.68 94.65 97.75 97.21 91.13 86.04 89.78 85.25 100.0 100.0
Other Private 94.89 93.78 97.52 97.09 90.71 $8.80 90.24 91.54 97.14 97.37
Urbanicity*
Urben 92.86 92.82 95.62 95.76 92.40 91.26 95.24 94.32 98.57 97.08
Suburban 93.09 2.7 96.52 96.41 94.55 93.13 96.00 94.84 97.82 97.91
Rural 95.73 95.61 97.08 96.66 96.20 95.80 97.38 96.07 99.57 99.65
Region®
Northeast 93.81 92.59 96.12 95.28 92.45 87.07 93.35 88.73 98.57 97.66
South 93.76 94.00 96.56 96.58 95.11 95.46 98.46 98.53 98.74 98.31
North Central - 95.50 95.37 97.39 97.23 96.74 9.79 96.83 95.98 99.71 98.83
West 92.27 91.77 95.68 95.66 92.07 NN 94.57 93.94 96.54 97.44
Ethnicity
Hispanic 92.60 91.77 95.07 95.11 90.10 89.05 92.38 92.01 NA NA
APl 92.67 91.95 96.38 96.94 90.30 921.25 95.44 94.49 NA NA
Black 94.29 94.72 95.12 95.06 92.15 91.75 96.19 95.53 NA NA
White 95.81 95.68 96.91 96.64 96.25 95.14 96.96 95.72 NA NA
Amer. Indian 87.97 87.45 99.07 98.61 78.25 75.00 93.66 91.20 NA NA
Minority schools”
Schools with
more than 19%
minority stdnts 91.61 91 41 95.56 95.89 90.96 920.49 93.90 93.4 98.54 98.04
Schools with
foss than or
equal to 19%
minority stdats 94.17 93.87 96.63 96.37 95.04 93.79 96.55 95.27 98.67 . 98.15

* Indicates a coverage rate. ‘
¥ [ndicates school completion rate for schools where at least one student bas comploted a questionnaire.

* Refers to cighth grade school.
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4.5  First Follow-Up Data Collection

Summary of Procedures and Results. In the spring of 1990, the first follow-up survey gathered
a second wave of data from the eighth grade cohort of 1988, the majority of whom were enrolled in tenth
grade, and a first wave of data from freshened students (that is, selected students who were enrolled in
tenth grade in the spring term of 1990, but not enrolled in eighth grade in the base year). Again, as in
the base year, two teachers of each sampled student and students’ current school principal were asked to
“complete, respectively, a teacher and school administrator questionnaire. Sample members who had
dropped out of school, and remained so at the time of data collection, were administered the dropout
questionnaire and cognitive test battery. Self-administered questionnaires remained the principal mode
of data collection for all respondent populations. -

" In-school data collection methods adhered closely to those used in the base year survey. Although
the data collection procedures employed in the first follow-up were modeled after those of the base year,
the design of the study necessitated several activities that had not been performed previously. First, in
order to select the first follow-up sample, an extensive locating effort was undertaken. Second, the base
year sample was "freshened" to generate a representative sample of the tenth grade class of 1990. Third,
~ off-campus survey sessions, similar to those used in HS&B, were scheduled to administer the student or

dropout questionnaire to sample members who were currently not enrolled in a first follow-up school at
- the time of data collection. And fourth, to obtain a more precise estimate of the rate of dropping out for
the eighth grade cohort of 1988, a subsample of first follow-up nonrespondents (and of base year
ineligible students) was further pursued.

Overall, data collection activities for the. first follow-up survey were executed in four phases
which spanned two years (see Figure 4-1). The first and second phases of the study were conducted from
January to December of 1989 and involved the pre-data collection activities of securing state, district (for

Table 4.5-1
Summary of NELS:88 first follow-up completlon rates

Instrument Completed - Weighted " Unweighted

Student questionnaires 18,221 91.21% 94.18%
Student tests L 17,352 94.14%* ' 95.23%*

- Dropout questionnaires -~ . 1,043 90.97% o 89.84%
Dropout tests : 522 : 48.56%"* 50.05%"
School admin. questionnaire® 17,663 91.97% : 96.94%
School admin. questionnaire 1,291 NA ' - 97.07%
Teacher questionnaire - 15,908 88.5% . 88.7%

® Percentages of cases for which a student/dropout questionnaire was obtamed for which a cognitive
test was also obtained. - -

® Coverage rate for participants who also have a cornpleted school administrator questionnaire. Teacher
questionnaire completion also represents a coverage rate--student participants who have one or more
completed teacher questionnaires.
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Figure4-1: First follow-up data collection phase diagram
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| Figure 4-1 (cont.): First follow-up data collection phase diagram

Teacher School Student Dropout
Questionnaire Questionnaire Component Component
1
In-School
Students Stopouts | {Dropouts
|
: In-School |-
' P SurveyDay
HAS E 3 7 SRR Singletons
. In-School | (transfers +
Data Collection Make-UpDay 7 in-school
1/90-7/90 noshows’)
SQ+T*
(students
* &stopouts) Off-Campus
Surveys -
SQ = Student Questionnaire (in-person)
DQ = Dropout Questionnaire (in-person) SQ+T* SQ+T*
MSQ = Modified Student Questionnaire (telephone) or or
MDQ = Modified Dropout Questionnaire (telephone) MSQ MSQ
T = Cognitive Test Battery (in-person) (students (dropouts)
& stopouts)

* Cognitive Test administration attempted at all in-person survey sessions.

yoday woruysa g puny
dn-moyogd 1sd 88:STAN



Figure4-1 (cont.): First follow-up data collection phase diagram
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pubiic schools) and school permission to conduct the study, "tracing," enrollment verification, and sample
freshening. Phase three, conducted from late January to July of 1990, constituted the main data collection
effort. Phase four (January to June of 1991) constituted a second data collection effort.

The number of completed instruments and completion rates based on sample eligibility for each
instrument are summarized in Table 4.5-1 (above). For readers who desire more information about first
follow-up data collection procedures, Sections 4.6 and 4.7 of this chapter supply full details. Completion
rates for all first follow-up components (except the teacher survey) and response rates by component for
1988-1990 panel members and 1990 tenth grade cohort are presented in sectlon 4.9. :

4.6 First Follow-Up Pre-Data Collection Activities

 Phase 1. Conducted from January to June of 1989, Phase 1 of the first follow-up survey
encompassed the pre-data collection activities of tracing sample members to their 1990 school of
attendance, and securing state, district, and school permission to conduct the study.

Since the vast majority of the base year sample would change schools between eighth and tenth
grades, an extensive student tracing effort was undertaken. The primary purpose of tracing was to locate
and define the first follow-up student sample and its associated schools. As described in Chapter III,
selection of the student sample (through which first follow-up schools were selected) was based on sample
‘member clustering, with the objective of selecting approximately 21,500 base year sample members while
restricting the number of schools in which survey sessions would be conducted to roughly 1,500. In
order to draw the first follow-up sample it was, therefore, necessary to definitively identify sample
member clustering within the 3,362 schools to which base year sample members reported they would
matriculate. Specifically, tracing was accomplished through sample members’ base year reported 1989-
1990 school of attendance, and involved contacting schools directly and verifying sample members’
enrollment. A second purpose of tracing was to serve as a beginning point for measuring the fluid
process of dropping in and out of school.*

* Tracing began in the base year through a student questionnaire item that asked respondents to
name, in order of probability, the two schools they were most likely to attend during the 1989-1990
academic year. Collectively, the 24,599 base year respondents (who in the base year attended one of
1,052 eighth grade schools) reported 3,362 first choice schools. For cost reasons, school-based tracing
occurred only in first choice ("most likely") or "nominated" schools enrolling three or more base year
sample members. Of the 24,599 base year respondents, 92 percent (N=22,631) nominated a school that
at least three other respondents also nominated. In January of 1989, students who reported attending a

Since one of the major phenomena to be studied in the first follow-up was school leaving prior to
graduation, sample members’ enrollment status was repeatedly assessed throughout the various phases
of the study. Specifically, enroliment status data were gathered at three temporally distinct periods of
time: during the spring of 1982 when sample members were traced to their 1989 school of enroliment;
during the fall of 1989 after the student sample was finalized and NORC interviewers re-contacted first
follow-up schools to freshen the sample; and during the spring of 1990 when the data were collected.
This repeated assessment of enroliment served two purposes. First, it provided researchers with a
measure of within-study dropout and stopout events. Second, it provided NORC field staff with the
timeliest address information available for, typically, the hardest to locate respondents. However,
continuous dropout event history data are not available. Release of high school transcript data collected
in the second follow-up will, however, permit additional dropout events to be identified, and the
relationship of course complietion to dropping out to be modeled.
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school with fewer than three base year sample members (N=1,968) and non-respondents (N=1,833) were
mailed a postage paid return postcard which asked them to confirm that they were indeed attending the
school they had nominated in the base year, or provide the name and address of the school they would
be attending during the 1989-1990 school year. After four weeks, 30 percent (N=1,140) of these sample
members had returned a postcard.

For the 22,631 base year sample members who were attending a school with a student cluster size
of 3 or more, tracing was accomplished through a personal visit to the school. From March 1 to June
30 of 1989, field interviewers conducted on-site verification of enrollment at 1,662 schools enrolling 3
or more base year sample members. Equipped with a roster of base year sample members who reported
that they would be attending the school, interviewers explained to the school principal or vice principal
the reason for their visit (which included an explanation of the study’s research objectives), and verified
sample member enrollment. If a sample member was not enrolled at his or her first choice school,
interviewers contacted, in order of the likelihood of attendance, the sample members’ second choice
school, the school most frequently named by his or her eighth grade classmates (called the modal school),
if different from the sample members first and second choice schools, and finally, the sample member
at home.*

After 18 weeks of tracing, 99 percent (N=26,211) of the base year sample had been located.
As Figure 4-2 illustrates, with 80 percent of the base year sample traced to their nominated school,
students’ 1988 reports of the school they would be most likely to attend in 1990 proved reasonably
reliable. Of the remaining sample members (20%), 87.3 percent were located at a school other than their
first or second choice school or modal school, 4.7 percent were verified dropouts, 1 percent were
identified by school officials as dropouts but were not confirmed as such, 2.4 percent were deemed
unlocatable, 3 percent were deemed ineligible to participate in the first follow-up study (e.g., deceased,
moved out of the country), and 1 percent, cumulatively, were found to be institutionalized or studying
at home. Figure 4-3 compares tracing results for base year respondents and non-respondents.

A second activity occurring simultaneously with tracing was school contacting. After confirming
with school officials that 11 or more sample members were enrolled in the school, permission to conduct
the first follow-up survey was sought from the school principal.* As in the base year, however, before
a commitment to participate in the study was requested from school principals, approval to conduct the
study was first sought from education governing bodies several levels above individual schools.

“  For postcard non-respondents, the majority of whom were base year non-respondents, tracing continued
through their assigned modal school, and if unsuccessful, at all other first andfor second choice schools
named by their eighth grade classmates. At the end of tracing, 93 percent of base year non-respondents
{N=1,701) had been successfully located.

45 Prior to tracing, a frequency distribution of student cluster sizes showed that approximately 75 percent

of the base year respondents attended a school enrolling 11 or more sample members. As part of the
sampling strategy, it was deemed, a priori, that these 18,103 students and their associated 856 schools
would be sampled with certainty. As such, only principals of schools with student cluster sizes of 11 or
more (i.e., certainty schools) were asked during the spring of 1989 to participate in the study. After
tracing, and identifying sample member clustering, sample members who were enrolled in schools with
cluster sizes ranging from 1 to 10 were subsampled. The principals of these subsample schools were
asked during the fall of 1989 to participate in the study.
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Figure 4-2; First follow-up specific tracing results for base year respondents versus non-respondents
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For public schools, the Chief State School Officer of each state, was first contacted, then the
District Superintendent of each district that oversaw a school in which a NELS:88 sample member was
enrolled was contacted. At both the state and district levels, officials were informed of the study’s
purpose, data collection procedures, and future tracing activities. The same contacting procedures were
followed with private schools if they also were organized into an administrative hierarchy, such as
Catholic school dioceses.

Just prior to contacting state and district or diocesan officials, endorsement of the study was
sought from key educational organizations. Again, as in the base year, approval for the first follow-up
survey was requested and obtained from the Education Information Advisory Council (EIAC) of the
Council of Chief State School Officers, the National Catholic Education Association (NCEA), and the
National Association of Independent Schools (NAIS). Endorsements were received. as well from the
American Association of School Administrators (AASA), the National Association of Secondary School
Principals (NASSP), and the National School Boards Association (NSBA).

Table 4.6-1 summarizes the results of district or diocese and school contacting. The final first
follow-up core sample was enrolled in 1,109 public and 249 Catholic or other private schools which fell
under the jurisdiction of 885 districts and dioceses. Of the 885 districts and dioceses contacted, 99.2
percent (N=_878) agreed to participate in the study. School contacting proved equally successful with
99.2 percent (N=1,347) of the 1,358 eligible first follow-up schools granting permission for the first
follow-up to be conducted in their school.

Table 4.6-1
Summary of NELS:88 first follow-up district/diocese and school contactmg

Eligible Agreed to Cooperation
Sample® Participate Rate
District/Diocese
Contacting: -
Public 827 820 : 99.2%
Catholic/
Other Private 58 58 100.0%
School Contacting: :
Public 1,109 1,100 99.2%
Catholic/
Other Private 249 247 99.2%

* Number of phase 1 subsampled schools (N=1,468) that had at least one core sample member
still enrolled at the end of the school contacting phase, phase 2, of the study.




NELS:88 First Follow-Up
Final Technical Report

_ Phase 2. After tracing was completed and the first follow-up student sample was finalized, all
first follow-up schools were contacted again in the fall of 1989 to re-verify student enrollment, freshen
the core and state augmentation student samples, schedule Survey Day sessions, and for small cluster size
schools (i.e., schools with fewer than 11 sample members), secure permission to participate in the study.
Phase 2 was conducted from September 4 to December 15, 1989.

In the fall of 1989, NORC field interviewers personally visited all 1,468 first follow-up core
schools identified after subsampling.*® During this visit, interviewers first asked school principals to
appoint a school coordinator who would serve as a liaison between the school and NORC, and assist
interviewers with such activities as sample freshening, distribution and collection of survey materials, and
verification of student enrollment. Principals were also asked to schedule a Survey Day and Make-Up
Day date sometime between February 1 and June 30, 1990. During this same visit, interviewers re-
verified students’ enrollment, and gathered additional locating information, such as a new home address
or name of new school, for students who were no longer enrolled in the school.

Another major activity conducted during this visit was sample freshening. At all schools enrolling
core sample members, the sample was augmented to obtain, collectively, a representative sample of the
tenth grade class of 1990 (see Chapter III for the details of and rationale behind sample freshening).

4.7  First Follow-Up Student and Dropout Data Collection Activities

First follow-up data collection followed phase 1 and 2 activities of tracing and securing
cooperation, and was undertaken in two phases: phase 3 (January to July, 1990) and phase 4 (January
to June, 1991).

Phase 3. Student questionnaires and cognitive tests were administered to sample members who
were currently enrolled in school (including stopouts, that is, temporary dropouts who had returned to
school}* either through an in-school or off-campus group survey session. In-school survey sessions
were held from January 26 to June 30, 1990. Student questionnaires and cognitive tests were administered
in group sessions to approximately 13 students in each of the participating core and augmentation schools.
(The average group session for School Effectiveness Study schools was approximately 30 students.) As
of March 30, 1990, approximately 75 percent of first follow-up schools, which accounted for 90 percent
of the first follow-up core sample, or 17,315 core sample members, had held a Survey Day.

Off-campus survey sessions, typically attended by one to three students, were conducted primarily
from April 1 to July 27, 1990. Students who had transferred to new schools, or who had missed both
Survey Day and Make-Up Day, or who were enrolled in schools that had refused to participate in the
study were invited to off-campus sessions and administered the student questionnaire and cognitive tests.
Dropouts were also asked to attend these sessions, and often were surveyed alongside sample members
who were currently enrolled in school.

48 This number includes School Effectiveness Study schools which are also "core" sample schools. Some

248 first follow-up schools in the 30 largest MSAs were selected for the school effects study. In these

schools, the first follow-up core sample was augmented to obtain a numerically robust and within-school

representative sample of students. An approximate selection probability will be simulated for each school.
4 A stopout was defined as a sample member who had dropped out of school between survey day 1988
and survey day 1990, but who had returned to school by the time an NORC field interviewer contacted
the sample member to be surveyed.
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Telephone interviews, with a modified version of the student or dropout questionnaire,* were
conducted with a small portion (1.2%) of sample members who could not attend an off-campus survey
session. Given the mode of administration, test data were not collected for these sample members.

Phase 4. In order to derive a more precise dropout rate for the 1988 eighth grade cohort, a
second data collection effort was undertaken in the spring of 1991. Between January 2 and June 15,
1991, the population of sample members who missed both Survey Day and Make-Up Day or who were
no longer enrolled in their phase 3 school and remained unlocated, was subsampled, pursued, and
administered either an abbreviated student or dropout questionnaire (depending upon school enrollment
status) either over the telephone or in person.

Sample members previously identified as dropouts (i.e., pre-identified dropouts) by a school
official but who had not been surveyed by the close of the main data collection period were also pursued
during this time. Pre-identified dropouts were administered either an abbreviated student (if they had
returned to school) or dropout questionnaire through either telephone or in-person interviews. Cognitive
tests were not administered to any sample members interviewed during phase 4.

~ Table 4.7-1 shows the number and type of sample members who were administered the different
versions of the first follow-up questionnaires in the two data collection periods. Overall, 99.8 percent
of student respondents and 75.4 percent of dropout respondents were surveyed during the initial data
collection period and received a full or slightly modified version of the questionnaire (either student or
dropout). Respondents who received the full version of the student or dropout questionnaire also were
administered a cognitive test battery. The remaining 0.2 percent of student respondents and 24.6 percent
of dropout respondents completed either an abbreviated student or dropout questionnaire and no cognitive
test battery one year later. Given the nature of the abbreviated questionnaires, toward the end of the
second data collection effort, NORC interviewers were allowed to interview proxies. Of the 34 students
surveyed during phase 4, eight interviews were conducted with a proxy. Of the 256 dropouts interviewed
during phase 4, 63 interviews were conducted with a proxy. Interviewers were instructed to select a
proxy that was "someone who has had recent and prolonged contact with the respondent and who is close
enough to be able to answer the questions in the abbreviated questionnaire. For example, you should
probably pick a live-in girl/boy friend over a parent."

A hierarchy of most knowledgeable individuals was established. This hierarchy was (1) -
parents/stepparents/other adult guardian of respondent; (2) husband/wife of respondent; (3)
boyfriend/girlfriend of respondent; (4) brother/sister of respondent; (5) other relative of respondent; (6)
other knowledgeable acquaintance of respondent.

4.7.1 First Follow-Up Student Survey and Cognitive Tests

In-School Survey Sessions. From January 26 to June 30, 1990, in-school survey sessions or
"Survey Days" were held in all core schools still enrolling first follow-up sample members. On Survey
Day, two NORC field representatives, a "team leader” and clerical assistant, supervised sampled students
as they completed a self-administered new student supplement, if applicable, student questionnaire and
cognitive test battery during a three hour long session.

In general, Survey Day procedures paralleled those used in the base year. Once all sampled
" students were assembled in the Survey Day venue, which was usually a classroom or library, the team

48 The first follow-up student and dropout questionnaires were modified to facilitate administration of the
. instruments over the telephone.
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leader took attendance and checked for outstanding parental permission forms. Students in each session
were then instructed to first complete a self-administered new student supplement, if they received one®,
and then, a student questionnaire. A ten minute break followed during which time NORC field staff
reviewed participants’ questionnaires for completeness (i.e., checked for missing or illegitimate multiple
responses to single-response critical items).® Immediately following the break, students were
administered an 85 minute cognitive test battery. As in the base year, the test consisted of four timed
sections covering the subject areas of mathematics, reading, science, and social studies
(history/government). Upon completion of the cognitive test battery, a second attempt was made to
retrieve missing (or inappropriately marked) questionnaire items before students left the classroom.

At the close of Survey Day, NORC field staff made arrangements for a Make-Up Day to be held
for first follow-up sample members who did not participate in the survey session. If 5 or fewer students
did not participate, the school coordinator was asked to supervise Make-Up Day.® If more than 5
students were scheduled, or the school coordinator was unavailable to conduct Make-Up Day, the NORC
team leader returned to the school to conduct the session.

In order to engage the interest of sample members, a NELS:88 student newsletter was distributed
four weeks prior to Survey Day. The newsletter, accompanied by a parental permission form, highlighted
major findings from the base year, discussed the purpose and importance of the study, its voluntary
nature, and the procedures that would be followed to ensure confidentiality. Also to ensure a high
turnout on Survey Day, NORC representatives, with the assistance of the school coordinator, developed
a plan for tracking students who, although present in school that day, might be missing from the survey
session. A third strategy was the request that Survey Days not be scheduled on Monday or Friday since
these days are typically high in absences. An average in-school participation rate of 96 percent was
achieved for the longitudinal (eighth grade cohort) student sample.

Off-Campus Survey Sessions. Off-campus survey sessions were initially planned as a method
for surveying students who were enrolled in schools that had refused to participate in the study or who
had transferred to a school outside the original set of first follow-up schools and dropouts. However,
if a student who had missed both Survey Day and Make-Up Day resided close to the site of an off-
campus session, he or she was also invited to attend. Off-campus survey sessions were held from April
1 to July 27, 1990.

Base year non-respondents and freshened students received a new student supplement which elicited
basic demographic information collected in the base year but not in the first follow-up.

5  Asin the base year, an NORC clerical assistant was instructed to review the questionnaire to ensure that
all critical items were completed. A specially designated oval indicating "no retrieval” was marked
whenever the missing data could not be retrieved due. to respondent refusal or inability to clarify an
inappropriate response.

51 To ensure confidentiality, school coordinators were prohibited from reviewing the student questionnaires
for completeness.
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Table 4.7-1 NELS:88 First Follow-Up Completion Rates by Questionnaire Administration Type

QUESTIONNAIRE TYPE
ADMINISTRATION TYPE STUDENT DROFPOUT TOTAL
Quex Version Mode Respondent N % of N % of total N % of total
total ‘
Phase 3 _
Full In-person Sample Member 18,003 98.8% 746 71.5% 18,749 97.33%
Modified Telephone  Sample Member 184 1.0% 41 39% 225 1.17%
Phase 4 - Abbreviated In-Person  Sample Member 5 0.0% 16 15% 21 0.11%
Abbreviated In-Person Proxy 2 0.0% 19 1.8% 21 0.11%
Abbreviated Telephone  Sample Member 21 0.1% 177 17.0% 198 1.02%
Abbreviated Telephone Proxy 6 0.0% 44 4.2% 50 0.23%
TOTAL: 18,221 1,043 19,264
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NORC field staff contacted qualified students by telephone and invited them to take part in an
off-campus survey session. Students were reimbursed (up to $20) for travel expenses to and from the
survey sites. Sessions were conducted using procedures as similar as possible to those of on-campus
sessions, and were typically scheduled in a public library or community association meeting room. Field
staff scan-edited completed questionnaires during the testing period and attempted to obtain missing or
incomplete data before participants left the sites. If a sample member was unable to attend an off-campus
group survey session, he or she was surveyed either in person or over the telephone. Because the off-
campus sessions typically involved only one to three participants, these administrations were handled by

a single survey representative.
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4.7.2 Dropout Survey

The NELS:88 first follow-up dropout survey is perhaps best understood from the perspective
of the study’s overall approach to the study of school leavers. This being so, this section discusses
the rationale behind the design and methodology of the dropout survey as well as the classification
~ scheme and actual data collection procedures employed in the first follow-up.

Rationale for the First Follow-Up Design. Although another NCES National Education
Longitudinal Studies (NELS) study series -- specifically, High School and Beyond (HS&B) -- tracked
and investigated patterns of school leaving and completion, a number of questions about the process
of dropping out of and subsequently returning to school could not be addressed through the
study’s design. NELS:88, building upon the experiences of HS&B, was designed to address some
of these unanswered questions.

A limitation in the HS&B design was that it began with second semester tenth graders, yet
many students drop out before the second semester of tenth grade. In an attempt to remedy this
limitation, NELS:88 began with eighth graders thus providing a baseline immediately prior to entry
into secondary school.”

A further limitation of the HS&B design, related to point two above, is that it excluded
certain categories of students: those who dropped out in the course of tenth grade, those with
language barriers to participation or with physical or mental barriers to participation. These excluded
students do not enter into the cohort dropout rate obtained from HS&B.

To address the problem of baseline excluded students, a study of base year ineligible students
was undertaken in NELS:88 first follow-up. Data gathered on ineligible students has been used to
produce a correction factor for the NELS:88 eighth grade cohort dropout rate.* (For details on the
research and sample design of the Base Year Ineligible Study, see section 4.7.4 of this chapter and
chapter VII this document.)

A further special feature of the NELS:88 first follow-up dropout survey (employed neither

in HS&B nor the NELS:88 second follow-up) was the phase 4 tack of taking a special follow-up
sample of all nonrespondents at the end of normal data collection. NORC screened a 50 percent

subsample of all nonrespondents who potentially could be "hidden" dropouts (specifically, sample

members not identified as dropouts by their schools but who did not participate at either the initial

survey session or at subsequent Make-Up Days; students who were not located at the expected school

in the initial data collection phase and required further locating). The rationale for screening

nonrespondents is that later information from records sources may frequently supersede the initial

phase 3 categorizations given to sample members by schools. (That is, there may be a gap between

52 NELS:88, in starting with eighth graders, largely, but not entirely, corrects this limitation in HS&B. M.
J. Frase {Dropout Rates in the United States: 1988, p. 22. Washington,D.C., NCES 89-609, 1989), using
Bureau of the Census CPS data, reports that 12 percent of dropouts have "completed six years of
elementary school at most"--presumably, this portion of the dropout population would be missed by a

study such as NELS:88.

58 A 1988-1990 cohort dropout rate (both overall and by subgroups) derived from the base year- eligible and'
-ineligible samples is reported in Kaufman, P., McMillen, M. M., and Whitener, S. D., Dropout Rates in the

United States: 1990, pp. 15-18. (Washington, D. C., NCES 91-053, 1991).
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the time a student leaves a school, and the time when the origin school receives a request for
academic transcripts from the destination school; in the meantime, the former student’s status is
unknown, and he/she may mistakenly be assumed to be a dropout.) There is therefore some benefit
in revisiting the question of enrollment status at a later date when the whereabouts and status of
missing students/dropouts may more accurately be ascertained. In this connection it is worth noting
that although the dropout data collection methodology of NELS:88 was closely modelled on that of
HS&B, there was one significant difference in procedure. Suppose a sample member was absent on
survey day and was not a dropout according to the twenty consecutive absences definition, but had
met the conditions of the dropout definition at the time a second attempt was made to survey the
individual. HS&B always considered the respondent to be the same status he or she was on the
school’s survey day. However, in NELS:88, if an absent-on-survey-day individual met the official
dropout definition by the date of the make-up attempt, that individual was surveyed as a dropout.

Defining Dropouts. The first follow-up applied two levels of definition to distinguish
between in-school and out-of-school sample members: a classificatory level [a sample member is to
be classified as a dropout or former dropout (stopout) or a student] and a data collection level (who
should complete the dropout questionnaire?; who should complete the student questionnaire?). The
classificatory level carries with it a sampling implication. Dropouts are retained with certainty in
NELS:88; students are subsampled. A further implication of this two-level approach is that the
population of students in the survey classified as dropouts at some point between 1988 and 1990, and
the population of students who were eligible to complete the dropout questionnaire, are not identical.

Moreover, apart from regular students, the first follow-up identified and surveyed three
primary groups of sample members or sample members who were at various degrees of school
disengagement on a continuum of engagement anchored at the extremes by in-school student status
and out-of-school dropout status: cohort dropouts--former students who were out of school in the
spring term of 1990 when contacted to be surveyed; temporary dropouts--whom we will refer to as
stopouts (former dropouts, who had a dropout episode between spring term 1988 and spring term
1990, who were back in school in the spring term of 1990); and chronic truants (students who do
not meet the conditions of the formal dropout definition, but had an exiguous physical presence in
the classroom). Each of the three populations of interest: dropouts, stopouts, and chronic truants are
considered in turn below.

Cohort Dropouts: The primary dropout statistic that NELS:88 was designed to obtain was
the cohort dropout rate for the eighth grade class of 1988. For purposes of estimating the cohort
dropout rate, a dropout was defined in terms of the following two conditions:

1. an individual who, during the spring of 1990, according to the school (if the sample
member could not be located), or according to the school and home, is not attending
school or, more precisely, has not been in school for four consecutive weeks or more
and is not absent due to accident or illness,

2. a student who, during the spring of 1990, has been in school less than two weeks
after a period in which he or she had missed school for four or more consecutive
weeks not due to accident or illness.
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Note that this definition requires double-confirmation of enrollment statiis: both the school
and the household must agree in their reports that the sample member’s school attendance behavior
conforms to ’rhe study s definition of a dropout. - :

With respect to actual data collection, only sample members who satisfied conditions 1 andb
2 above were administered a dropout questionnaire. According to this definition, therefore, a sample

member who was found by the study to be out of school for 4 consecutive weeks or-more but had: .

returned to school for a period of at least 2 weeks at the time of survey administration in the spring
of 1990 was not classified as a cohort dropout, and, hence, was not administered a dropout
questionnaire; rather, the sample member was classified as a stopout (see definition below).

Unlike HS&B, the first follow-up considered students enrolled in a GED test preparationor .
other alternative program as students rather than dropouts (both for sampling and questionnaire
administration), regardless of the nature of the alternative program.* In the NELS:88 first follow-
up field test in the spring term of 1989, it was found that when students in alternative programs were -
asked to complete the dropout questionnaire, oftentimes they found it difficult to answer some items -
because these questions implied that they had left or were not in school. As such, it was concluded
that there may be some reluctance to identify oneself as a dropout when one is a participant in an
alternative program, and that the student questionnaire -- if one is limited to but two.questionnaires -
- may be the more appropriate survey instrument for alternative program.participants to complete.

In addition to identifying cohort dropouts, the first follow-up also identified, and hence,
allows for the study of, sample members residing at less extreme points on the school engagement
continuum.

Stopouts: At the classificatory level, "stopouts” are any sample members who demonstrate
at least one period of dropping out of, and returning to, school.®® At the data collection level, in
terms of what questionnaire to administer to stopouts, sample members who were identified in phase
1 or phase 2 as a dropout, but who, in phase 3, had been attending school for two weeks or more

The population of students who are in various degrees of disengagement from school is highly

differentiated. There are students who have left school, but there are also those who have returned to
alternative or regular programs. Some of these alternative programs. are alternative routes to school
completion {to a GED, for example} while others are intended to help students re-enter a diploma program.
“In addition, there are students who are in alternative programs to prevent dropping out, though they may
never have left school. Finally, there are significant numbers of students who are chronic truants. There
are many gradations of disengagement along the continuum between in-school status and dropout status.
A fundamental choice made in the first follow-up was that any student who is receiving any kind of
academic instruction -- whether that instruction is designed to lead.to a high school diploma, a GED, or
to neither -- should be administered the student questionnaire. Thus, students who were institutionalized
(for example, in jail “or reform school or a drug rehabilitation program) completed the student
questionnaire, as long as they received academic instruction, as too students in a home study situation
(students who had left school and were being instructed at home owing to religious or other motives of
their parents, or to disabilities), and those attending night classes at a school, church, or other setting.

Only students who were receiving no academic or vocational instruction were administered the out-of-
~school (dropout) questionnaire. : :

5 Theoretically, a first follow-up sample member could be both a stopout and dropout. For example, a

sample member who was found to be a dropout in phase 1 may have returned to school in phase 2 and
have left school again in phase 3. However, according to the data collection level of the definition of a
dropout, this sample member was out of school at the point of data collection, and as such, was

administered the dropout questionnaire.

96



NELS:88 First Follow-Up
Final Technical Report

were administered the first follow-up student questionnaire and cognitive test battery. Stopouts--phase
1 or 2 dropouts who were back in school during data collection--who, in phase 3, had been attending
school for less than 2 weeks were administered the dropout questionnaire. Since status was checked
only three times (and most probingly the third), brief stopout spells may sometimes have been missed.
Additional dropout events may be identified through examination of gaps in the transcript record to
be released in the second follow-up. Even so, the NELS:88 data set, while providing an excellent
reading of cohort enrollment status in the spring term of 1990, no doubt undercounts drapout events
between 1988 and 1990.

Chronic absentees: Because a substantial number of absent on Survey Day/absent on Make-
Up Day sample members were successfully surveyed, item 13 in the 1990 student questionnaire may
be of some value in identifying chronic absentees. (This item reads: "In the first half of the current
school year, about how many days were you absent from school for any reason?" Response options -
range from "None" to "21 or more.") Nearly 5 percent of the student respondents reported that they
were absent from school more than a month (21 or more schools days) during the first half of the
1989-1990 school year. =

Field Procedures for Identifying Stopouts and Cohort Dropouts. First follow-up staff
identified dropouts and stopouts based on information they obtained in their contacts with schools and
household members during three temporally distinct periods of time:

Phase 1: Tracing; spring term 1989 (eighth grade cohort members traced and
enrollment status ascertained).

Phase 2: Autumn school contacting; fall 1989 (verifying sample members’ school
enrollment, freshening the sample).

Phase 3: Data collection; spring term 1990 (reverification of school enrollment statué).

During these time periods the following definition was applied:

A student is considered a dropout if he or she has not attended
school for the last (consecutive) 20 school days (excluding any
excused absence).

When a school official identified a sample member as a dropout, interviewers were instructed
to contact the household to confirm the status of the sample member. If an adult household member
indicated that the definition above was applicable, the sample member was classified as a dropout.
Similarly, if sample members themselves told field interviewers that they were dropouts, they were
classified as dropouts. This policy of confirming status through the household was apphed during
all three points of enrollment status verification.

Furthermore, whenever a sample member was identified as a dropout, the sample member
was flagged as such and the date he or she dropped out of school was recorded. If during subsequent
enrollment verification contacts, the sample member had returned to school, the date he or she
returned was recorded. Once a sample member was flagged as a dropout, regardless of whether or
not he or she returned to school, the flag was maintained. This is how stopouts were identified; the
presence of a dropout flag, but a completed student questionnaire or drop-back-in date (and no

97



NELS:88 First Follow-Up
Final Technical Report

subsequent drop-out date), was used to determine stopout classification. Drop-out and drop-back-in
dates were sent to NORC and kept in a separate data base which contained space for recording up

to two episodes of dropping out and two episodes of dropping back in to school for each sample
member,

Data Collection: Initial Effort. Like the first follow-up student survey, data collection for
the dropout survey was executed in two phases, phase 3 (January to June, 1990) and phase 4 (January
to June, 1991). Under the initial data collection period, team leaders administered the dropout
questionnaire and cognitive tests to cohort dropouts during off-campus group administration sessions.
Team leaders were instructed to procure sites for these sessions that approximated as closely as
possible the characteristics necessary for a Survey Day room; off-campus sess1ons were conducted
in public libraries, community centers, and similar locations.

In off-campus survey sessions, team leaders followed the same procedures as for in-school
sessions. Attendance was taken; permission was checked; in-school scripts and instructions were
read; instruments were administered with the precise timing of an in-school session; and critical items
were edited and retrieved.

Dropouts attending off-campus sessions were reimbursed (up to $20) for travel expenses at
the end of the session. This reimbursement was not a payment for participation. If possible,
dropouts were invited to the same off-campus sessions as in-school students. However, since off-
campus sessions averaged one to two sample members per session, dropouts (as well as students)
were typically administered a questionnaire and cognitive test in a single survey session.

In few cases, it was preferable to administer the survey in a sample member’s home. A home
site off-campus administration was held when only one respondent in a particular area was eligible
for an off-campus administration, the home environment was suitable, and a more desirable site was
unavailable or inaccessible to the respondent. Team leaders followed the same procedures as for in-
school and central site off-campus administrations. Respondents participating in home administrations
did not receive the $20.00 reimbursement for travel expenses.

Quality control procedures for the dropout questionnaire were very similar to those employed
in Survey Day sessions. During the test administration, the team leader edited the dropout
questionnaires, checking that critical items were completed in full. If data were missing, the team
leader attempted retrieval at the sample member’s work area when he or she had completed a test
section. At the end of the testing session, sample members were instructed to close and hand in their
test booklets. Any sample members with items yet unretneved were asked to stay for a few minutes
after the session.

Second Data Collection Effort. The primary purpose of the second data collection effort,
which was conducted from January 2 to June 15, 1991, was to gather enrollment status information
on nonrespondents and previously identified dropouts (sample members who were identified as
dropouts by school officials, but not home-confirmed) in an attempt to obtain a more precise estimate
of the cohort dropout rate for the eighth grade class of 1988. To this extent, the main dropout data
collection plan was modified slightly for dropouts survey durmg the second data collection effort
(phase 4).

The primary modification was drawing a 50 percent subsample of nonresponding students,
and then, screening for dropouts. For the phase 4 screening of the 50 percent subsample of
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nonresponding students, telephone interviewers verified enrollment for all cases. If a sample member
was identified as a cohort dropout, he or she was administered an abbreviated version of the dropout
questionnaire over the telephone. Conversely, if a sample member was identified as a stopout, he
or she was administered an abbreviated student questionnaire. If the sample member was a student,
he or she was not surveyed. Since, the abbreviated questionnaire gathered primarily objective
behavioral information, such as sample member’s address, enrollment status, and basic background
information (sex, race/ethnicity), interviewers were allowed to conduct a telephone interview with
a proxy.* Proxy administrations were used as a "last-resort" method of acquiring enrollment data
on dropouts.

Nonrespondents for whom no telephone number was available were pursued, screened, and
surveyed in person. Again, in-person interviews took place with an abbreviated version of the dropout
(or student) questionnaire and were conducted with either the sample member or a proxy.

The other category of sample members pursued during this time--sample members who were
previously identified as dropouts—were surveyed in the same manner as non-responding students.

For both categories of sample members surveyed during phase 4, cognitive tests were not
administered given the date of this second effort--some six months to one year after the initial data
collection effort. Incentives of up to $20 for completing an abbreviated interview were offered to
sample members interviewed during this second data collection effort.

To ensure strict comparability with the cohort dropout definition employed in the spring of
1990, cohort dropouts were defined as sample members who, between April and June, 1990, missed
school for 20 or more consecutive days. Specifically, sample members were screened through the
questions:

"Did you have 20 or more consecutive unexcused absences
between April, 1990 and June, 1990?"

"Did you have 20 or more consecutive unexcused absences
between March, 1989 and March 1990?"

If sample members answered yes to the first question, then they were administered an
abbreviated dropout questionnaire. If they answered no, but had missed school for 20 or more
consecutive days sometime between March of 1989 and March of 1990, then they were administered
an abbreviated student questionnaire. The dates of April to June, 1990 were selected as the reference
period for classifying a sample member as a dropout because these dates represent the period of time
when they would have been contacted and surveyed, if located during the initial data collection effort.
The dates of March, 1989 to March, 1990 coincide with phases 1, 2 and early phase 3. This question
was asked to identify stopouts or former dropouts who had returned to school by the time an NORC
interviewer contacted them for survey administration. '

58 The first follow-up defined proxies as friends, relatives, or acquaintances who could verify dropout status

and provide sample member address information.
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4.7.3 School Effectiveness Study

Since the School Effectiveness Study student sample was drawn from within NELS:88 first
follow-up schools, School Effectiveness Study students were exposed to the same data collection
procedures as first follow-up core students. Self-administered student questionnaires and cognitive
tests were administered to School Effectiveness Study students through both in-school and off-campus.
survey sessions. The average size of in-school survey sessions for School Effectiveness Study schools .
was approximately. 30 students. In all cases, School Effectiveness Study sample members were
surveyed in a manner identical to first follow-up core and state augmentation students. '

In the 247 participating School Effectiveness Study schools, both core and supplemental
sample members, on the school’s Survey Day, were administered the student questionnaire and
cognitive tests by an NORC team leader and clerical assistant. School Effectiveness Study students
were also invited to and surveyed at off-campus survey sessions if they had either transferred to.a
new school or had missed both Survey Day and Make-Up Day and resided close to the site of the off-
campus session. In-school (both Survey Day and Make-Up Day) and off-campus survey session
procedures were carried out exactly as described in section 4.7.1.

Additionally, two teachers of each School Effectiveness Study student were asked to complete
a teacher questionnaire. Similarly, by virtue of School Effectiveness Study schools being one in the
same with core schools, the school’s chief administrator was asked to complete a school administrator
questionnaire. Again, in all cases, data collection procedures for both the School Effectiveness Study
teacher and school administrator surveys mirrored those of the first follow-up core teacher and school
administrator surveys.. The exact details of School Effectiveness Study data collection procedures,
and completion rates for the School Effectiveness Study surveys will be presented in the NELS-88
School Effectiveness Study Data File User’s Manual which will be available in late 1994.

4.7.4 TFirst Follow-Up Survey of Base Year Ineligible Students

The Base Year Ineligibles Study (BYI) of the NELS:88 first follow-up was a followback of
students who had been excluded because of linguistic, mental, or physical obstacles to participation
when the baseline sample of eighth graders was drawn in the 1987-88 school year. The BYI study
had several purposes; three of these purposes seem especially worthy of note. First, if the five
percent of the potential base year sample declared ineligible differed in key characteristics or
outcomes from the sample of students included in NELS:88, this could bias certain baseline results.
By learning more about these excluded students and their current school enrollment status, one might
correct for potential undercoverage bias that could affect key national estimates (for example, of
dropping out between eighth and tenth grade). Second, an individual’s eligibility status could
potentially change. For example, a student excluded on language grounds in 1988 could have gained
sufficient proficiency in English by 1990 to complete the survey forms (or at least the student .
questionnaire). Just as sample freshening is one precondition of generating from an eighth grade
longitudinal cohort a nationally representative sample of tenth grade students two years later, so too
granting excluded 1988 eighth graders who have changed in their eligibility characteristics some
chance of selection into the 1990 sample is a further precondition of tenth grade sample.
representativeness. Third, eligibility rules were modified in the first follow-up, so that eligibility
depended upon ability to complete a student questionnaire in English or Spanish. By giving 1988
excluded students who could complete a questionnaire only in Spanish the opportunity to do so in
1990, the changed e11g1b111ty rules of the first follow-up were successfully carried back to the base -
year cohort. .
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Two kinds of information were sought from the sample of excluded students. First, it was
to be determined if their eligibility status had changed (or was affected by the changed eligibility rules
of the first follow-up). If so, these students were to be reclassified, and added to the longitudinal
sample. They would then be administered, as appropriate, a student or dropout questionnaire.
Second, for those who remained ineligible, their school enrollment status was to be ascertained, and
basic information about their characteristics recorded. Their eligibility status (and school enrollment
status) will be reviewed again, in the second follow-up of NELS:88, in 1992. Readers should refer
to Figure 3-1, in Chapter III, for an illustration of the relationship of base year eligible and ineligible .
students to the core first follow-up and second follow-up samples.

Data collection procedures. Data collection for the followback study of base year excluded
students took place during the second data collection effort (phase 4) conducted from January 2 to
June 15, 1991. Although executed as a separate study, this component’s data collection effort most
resembled that of the dropout survey conducted during phase 4. That is, BYI students were screened
first for enrollment and eligibility information, and then, if deemed eligible to participate in the first
follow-up survey, administered the slightly modified version of the student questionnaire or the
abbreviated dropout questionnaire (depending on enrollment). No cognitive tests were administered.
Questionnaires were administered to sample member either over the phone or in person.

BY1 screening (see Appendix G for the screener) entailed collecting information on two status
dimensions, enrollment and eligibility. For all base year ineligible students, the following status
information was obtained from the student’s current school (if enrolled) or school last attended (if a
dropout) upon screening:

Sex: male or female;

Race/ethnicity: white, black, Hispanic, Asian/PI, American Indian, other;

School enrollment status: dropout=20 or more consecutive unexcused absences
between April 1, 1990 and June 30, 1990;

Eligibility: Engllsh language proﬁc1ency, lack of mental or physmal disability (i.e.,
ability to complete a questionnaire and cognitive test), reading ability level of at least
sixth grade

If a sample member was reported to be a dropout (or former dropout, that is, the school
reported that the student had 20 or more consecutive unexcused absences between March 31, 1989
and March 31, 1990), according to the above definition, confirmation was then to be obtained from
the home.

The next step in the screening process was ascertaining eligibility status. Eligibility
information was gathered for all sample members. In determining eligibility status in 1990,
interviewers were instructed to obtain reports from a person with first-hand knowledge of the student,
such as the special education teacher, the English as a second language teacher, bilingual education
teacher or the language arts teacher. The process typically entailed talking to multiple staff members
of the school, until the individual best qualified to assess the student’s eligibility status was identified.

NORC interviewers were given explicit criteria to follow for determining eligibility. Overall,
it was the intention of the study to include all sample members who were capable of meaningful
participation in the regular first follow-up survey under normal conditions. Unless there were severe
mental or physical handicaps or lack of facility in written English or Spanish and a sample member.
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was not capable of completing the survey instruments under normal circumstances, the student was
considered eligible for the survey.

Users should note that BYI data are not included on this BY-F1 combined student component
data file. Data gathered from BYI students who were deemed eligible for participation in the first
follow-up will be included in the combined BY-F1-F2 data release. A detailed account of the BYI
study may be found in Chapter 7 of this report.

4.8  Teacher and School Administrator Surveys
4.8.‘1 Teacher Survey

- Pre-data collection activities for the teacher survey occurred during phase 3 of the study and
overlapped with student and dropout data collection. Beginning in January, NORC interviewers were
instructed to complete a Class Schedule Form (CSF) for every eligible school in their assignment.
The purpose of the CSF was to identify specific classes of each sample member, and the teachers who
taught those classes. Class schedule forms were completed using both telephone and in-person
methods, depending on the student cluster in each school. If there were five or fewer sampled
students in a school, the information was collected from the school coordinator over the telephone.
If more than five sample members were enrolled in a school, the interviewer completed the CSF at
the school. -

Class schedule forms were completed, and teachers selected on a flow basis, depending on
survey day schedules. The first batch of completed forms (for schools with survey days in February)
were mailed back to NORC’s central office in January and data entered; lists of selected teachers
were produced in February. As teachers were being selected for the first group of schools, class
schedule forms were being completed by interviewers at the second group of schools, so that there
was almost continuous case flow between field interviewers and the central office.

Once teachers were selected, approximately two weeks prior to the school’s Survey Day,
teacher packets were mailed to the school coordinator. Each packet contained a teacher
questionnaire, cover letter, and study brochure. Teachers were instructed to complete the
questionnaire and return it to the school coordinator on or before the school’s Survey Day. If a
teacher was unable to return the questionnaire to the school coordinator by the desired date, he or
she was instructed to mail the completed questionnaire directly to NORC in the enclosed prepaid
envelope.

The school coordinator was instructed to collect all completed teacher questionnaires by the
date of the school’s survey session, so that the NORC representative could mail them along with the
completed student questionnaires. The role of the NORC interviewer was to work with the school
coordinator to monitor the completion of the questionnaires and prompt any nonresponding teachers.

Any nonresponding teachers remaining at the close of the initial data collection period were
pursued during the second data collection effort. In January of 1991, the full version teacher
questionnaires were mailed to 2,671 nonrespondents. As in the initial data collection period, the
questionnaires were mailed to the school coordinator at the nonresponding teacher’s school. Unlike
the first data collection attempt, however, school coordinators were not responsible for collecting the
questionnaires. In the event that the teacher was no longer at the school, the school coordinator was
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asked to either call NORC, or return the packet in the prepaid envelope with a note stating that the
teacher was no longer there. Follow-up procedures, such as a remail or telephone prompt, were not
undertaken.

To ensure comparability of data across the two data collection periods, teachers were
instructed to complete the questionnaire with respect to the first follow-up sample members who were
enrolled in a particular class in the spring term of 1989-90 school year.

4.8.2 School Administrator Survey

In the spring of 1990, the chief administrators (or their designees) of all schools with first
follow-up sample members still in attendance were asked to complete a self-administered school
administrator questionnaire. Approximately two weeks prior to a school’s Survey Day, the school
coordinator distributed the school administrator questionnaire along with a cover letter and study
brochure to the principal of the school. In the cover letter, the principal was instructed, if possible,
to return the completed instrument to the school coordinator on or before Survey Day, at which time
the NORC survey representative would collect it. Administrators who were unable to complete their
questionnaire by Survey Day were instructed to return it to NORC in the prepaid business envelope
that was provided. At the close of the initial data collection period, 77 percent of eligible school
administrators had completed a questionnaire. .

A mixed mode follow-up to collect key items from administrators who failed to return a
completed questionnaire was undertaken in the second data collection effort. Specifically, in mid-
November of 1990, the original version of the school administrator questionnaire was mailed to 338
nonrespondents. The remail accounted for an additional four percent of the completed cases (N=57).
If a case was still outstanding two weeks after the remail, interviewers contacted the school principal
by telephone and attempted to complete an abbreviated telephone interview. The telephone follow-up
accounted for an additional 250 questionnaires and brought the response rate up to 97 percent.
Including both original (self-administered) and abbreviated (telephone interview) versions, 21 percent
of the school administrator questionnaires were collected during the second data collection effort.

4.9  First Follow-Up 1990 and 1988-90 Panel Data Collection Results

Tables 4.9-1 through 4.9-3 summarize the data collection results for the NELS:88 first
follow-up study. All completion rates have been derived based on eligible sample members only.
That is, for these tables, completion rates are calculated as the number of completed interviews
divided by the number of in-scope sample members. Also, note that the first follow-up
student/dropout sample constitutes the basic unit of analysis and that all other samples--school
administrators® and teachers--are defined in relation to participating sample members.

Unlike the completion rates reported for the base year student and first follow-up dropout
components, weighted completion rates for the first follow-up student component are lower than their

57 First follow-up schools do not constitute a representative sample of tenth grade schools, although a
representative sample of eighth graders matriculated to them. Schools, and hence, school administrators
were selected for participation in the first follow-up through association with selected first follow-up
sample members. To conduct school effectiveness research, users should use the School Effectiveness
Study data which will become available after the completion of the second follow-up.
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corresponding unweighted rates.” This is primarily due to subsampling and the fact that subsampled
groups with higher weights participated at a lower rate.

Table 4.9-1 presents statistics for the first follow-up full cross-sectional sample, which
includes both base year retained and freshened sample members. The statistics are reported with
respect to three study components--student, dropout, and school-—and selected sample member and
tenth grade school characteristics.

Although students participated at a somewhat higher overall rate in the first follow-up than
did students in the base year, the first follow-up weighted response rate is lower (91.1% versus
93.4%). The lower first follow-up rate is largely due to subsampling, in particular subsampled
transfer students because they carry a relatively large weight but participated at a lower rate. A
second factor contributing marginally to the slightly lower first follow-up student completion rate is
the rate of participation among freshened students. The response rate among first time sample
members was 87.5 percent (unweighted) compared to 94.1 percent (unweighted) for their base year
retained classmates.

With regard to dropouts, 91 percent completed a dropout questionnaire. And, of those who
completed a questionnaire, 49 percent completed a cognitive test. The lower rate of participation on
the cognitive tests can be attributed primarily to the resource conservation strategy of not
administering cognitive tests to sample members who completed either an abbreviated or modified
version of the dropout questionnaire.

Completion rates for the panel sample (students and dropouts combined) are reported in Table
- 4.9-2.  For the purpose of this table, completion rates are calculated as the number of interviews
completed in both the base year and first follow-up (N of panel members) divided by the number of
all in-scope base year retained sample members who completed a base year student questionnaire (N
of potential panel members).”® Panel completion rates are shown for students and dropouts
combined by selected sample member and eighth grade school characteristics. Weighted and
unweighted response rates are also displayed in terms of panel members whose parents completed a
parent questionnaire in the base year.

Base-year retained respondents participated at approximately the same rate in the first follow-
up (93%) as they did in the base year (94%; Table 4.4-4). Cognitive test data were collected from
89 percent of panel students and dropouts who completed a questionnaire. Again, this somewhat
lower rate of response on the cognitive test is largely due to the strategy of not administering
cognitive tests to sample members who completed either an abbreviated or modified version of the
first follow-up questionnaire. However, 99 percent of the panel sample completed at least one
cognitive test either in the base year or first follow-up. Additionally, for 94.3 percent of base year
retained sample members, a parent completed a parent questionnaire in the base year. The high
correspondence between sample member and parent participation makes it possible to use the first
follow-up panel weight with parent data with minimal risk of bias.

58

Readers may notice what appears to be a discrepancy between the number of "potential panel” members

reported in Table 4.8-2 (NV=18,261) and Table 4.4-4 (N=18,394). While both figures reflect the number
of base year retained sample members who completed a base year student questionnaire, subsequent to
the base year, 133 base year completers who were selected for participation in the first follow-up became

out-of-scope (i.e., deceased, mentally or physically disabled, or out-of-country).
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Table 4.9-3 displays summary completion rate statistics for panel student members only by
selected student and eighth grade school characteristics. The first follow-up response rate for base
year retained students alone is 93 percent. First follow-up school questionnaire data were collected
for 91 percent of panel students; for almost 100 percent of panel students, either base year or first
follow-up school data is available.

Student clusters in the NELS:88 first follow-up main study schools ranged in size from a
minimum of 1 student to a maximum of 65.
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Table 4.9-1 NELS:88 first follow-up completion rates (10th grade cross-section) by sample eligibility

Student Student 10th grade Dropout Dropout 10th grade School Schoel
questionnaire test® questionnaire test® : questionnaire® questionnaire®
Completion rates Completion rates Completion rates Completion rates Completion rates Completion rates
Weighted Unweighted  Weighted Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted Unweighted

Total : 91.09 94,10 94.14 95.23 90.97. 89.84 48.56 50.05 NA 97.07 91.97 96.94
Participated 18,221 17,352 1,043 522 1,291 17,663
Selected 19,363 18,221 1,161 : 1,043 1,330 18,221
School type® »
Public 91.66 94.38 . 9434 95.39 NA =~ NA NA ‘NA NA 97.41 93.20 97.28
Catholic 97.53 97.62 95.22 97.05 NA NA NA NA NA. 95.90 88.95 95.22
Other private 89.51 93.27 91.64 93.53 NA NA - NA NA NA 95.16 82.77 97.89
Urbanicity® .
Urban , 90.36 93.64 92.29 93.53 NA NA NA NA NA 96.65 90.95 96.90
Suburban 92.25 94.53 94.80 95.91 NA NA NA " NA NA  96.94 92.97 97.19
Rural 93.31 95.73 9591 = 96.66 NA NA "NA NA NA 98.76 94.17 98.11
Region® . ' .
Northeast 91.34 93.26 93.57 94.32 NA NA NA NA NA- 95.10 93.83 96.87
South 93.09 95.78 94.68 96.12 NA NA - NA NA NA 97.82 . 91.43 97.18
North Central 93.60 95.42 91.22 97.45 NA NA NA NA NA - 98.46 94.70 98.58
West ' 87.46 92.02 90.02 92.08 NA NA . NA NA NA 96.17 - 90.17 95.80
Ethnicity
Asian/PI 90.71 92.96 93.59 94.64 70.37 75.00 23.77 28.57 NA NA 94.63 97.28
Hispanic 88.32 92.75 90.18 92.54 91.72 87.64 43.81 50.22 NA NA 89.46 94.39
Black 88.85 93.89 92.13 94.02 89.02 87.10 39.41 43.717 NA NA 87.92 95.88
White 93.56 95.69 95.14 96.02 93.78 94.06 55.26 52.39 NA NA 92.95 97.55
Am. Indian 88.46 92.15 97.78 97.76 88.62 83.33 40.46 36.00 NA NA 93.65 97.31
Refused/Missing 28.92 35.52 80.40 80.43 66.25 62.86 271.72 31.82 NA NA NA NA

* 10th grade cognitive test coverage rate for each student who has completed a student questionnaire.

10th grade cognitive test coverage rate for each dropout who has completed a dropout questionnaire.

10th grade school completion rate (for school questionnaire), where at least one student has completed a student questionnaire.
10th grade school questionnaire coverage rate for each student who has completed a student questionnaire.

Refers to 10th grade school. :

o a o o
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Table 4.9-2 NELS:88 combined base year and first follow-up completion rates (panel members) by sample eligibility
for student/dropout and parent surveys

Student/Dropout Student/Dropout Student/Dropout Parent
questionnaire cognitive test* cognitive test® questionnaire”
(Both BY and 1F) (Both BY and 1F) (BY and/or 1F) (BY only)
Completion rates Completion rates Completion rates Completion rates
Weighted Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted Unweighted
Total 92.77 95.42 89.05 90.47 99.53 99.66 94.32 94.00
Participated 17,424° 15,763 17,365 16,378
Selected 18,261 17,424 17,424 17,424
School type?
Public ‘ 92.43 95.37 88.50 90.00 99.54 99.67 94.77 95.17
Catholic 95.24 96.12 93.82 93.72 99.23 99.63 90.44 86.61
Other private 94.84 95.25 91.11 91.91 99.85 99.64 92.61 89.67
Urbanicity? .
Urban 91.02 94.39 84.89 88.32 99.02 99.60 92.31 92.05
Suburban 92.29 94.85 89.61 90.65 99.65 99.63 94.44 93.69
Rural 94.94 97.05 91.67 91.98 99.78 99.75 95.80 96.00
Region’
Northeast ‘ 93.09 94.51 88.90 89.55 99.63 99.60 91.77 87.90
South 93.86 96.61 87.97 90.46 99.25 99.61 95.66 95.10
North central . 94.35 96.18 93.85 94,07 99.74 99.78 96.73 97.18
West 88.28 93.16 84.34 86.45 99.67 99.64 90.95 92.45
Asian/PI 90.63 93.87 87.65 90.53 99.99 99.91 91.32 91.86
Hispanic 89.38 93.73 84.83 86.38 99.56 99.58 89.96 89.87
Black 88.48 93.44 81.59 86.98 938.62 99.55 90.90 92.47
White 94.30 96.23 91.03 91.71 99.68 99.68 ‘ 96.08 95.51
Am, Indian 87.36 91.16 91.36 90.31 99.38 99.49 76.80 76.53
Refused/Missing 83.98 92.86 5341 69.23 93.10 92.31 00.00 00.00
Minority schools?
Schools with more than
19% minority students 85.87 92.69 79.63 83.14 99,72 99.76 90.98 91.45
Schools with less than
19% minority students 93.54 95.71 90.02 91.23 99.51 99.65 94.67 94.26

* Cognitive test coverage rate for each sample member who has completed a BY student questionnaire and 1F student/dropout questionnaire.

b BY parent questionnaire coverage rate for each sample member who has completed a BY student questionnaire and 1F student/dropout questionnaire.
¢ Sample members who participated in the base year and first follow-up.

4 Refers to 8th grade schools.



801

Table 4.9-3 NELS:88 combined base year and first follow-up completion rates (panel members) by sample eligibility
for the student (only) and school surveys

Student School School
~ questionnaire questionnaire* questionnaire®
(Both BY and 1F) (Both BY and 1F) (BY and/or 1F)
Completion rates Completion rates Completion rates
Weighted Unweighted Weighted Unweighted ‘Weighted Unweighted
Total 92.57 95.41 90.59 95.68 99.88 99.91
. Participated ~ 16,659° : V 15,939 16,644

Selected - 17,461 16,659 ' 16,659
School type* : o :
Public - 92.19 95.36 -.91.45 95.58 99.86 ©  99.89
Catholic 95.19 96.07 87.77 95.75 100.0 100.0
Other private 94.83 95.24 = o 81.11 96.40 - » 100.0  100.0
Urbanicity® ' j ' »
Urban 90.68 94.37 85.08 93.50 99.83 99.74
Suburban 92.10 94.86 ‘ 90.25 95.03 99,82 99.94
Rural 94.83 97.02 . 95.51 98.32 100.0 100.0
Region® ' _ :
Northeast 92.88 - 94.44 ' 91.52 95.57 v 99.96 99.97
South 93.58 96.57 _ 90.36 95.98 99.85 99.97
North central 94.34 96.18 v 92.47 97.84 9977 99.75
West , 88.01 93.31 87.26 92.28 99.99 99.97
Ethnicity ' o - -
Asian/PI 90.74 94.03 , 90.06 93.85. 99.90 99.90
Hispanic - 88.77 93.65 85.89 9130 - 99.64 99.80
Black ' 87.92 93.56 86.03 94.56 : 99.94 99.94
White ' 94.16 96.17 91.99 96.73 99.89 99.92
Am. Indian 86.69 91.33 : 91.58 95.53 100.0 100.0
Refused/Missing. 78.10  91.67 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Minority schools®
Schools with more than 19%
minority students 85.13 92.89 85.35 89.52. NA 100.0
Schools with less than 19% ,
minority students 93.39 95.67 91.12 96.31 NA 99.00

* School questionnaire coverage rate for each student who has completed a BY student questionnaire and 1F student questionnaire.

b PANEL students only.
¢ Refers to 8th grade schools.



NELS:88 First Follow-Up
Final Technical Report

V. Data Control, Preparation and Processing

This chapter describes the procedures used to transform responses from first follow-up
questionnaires into a data file. The procedures followed during the first follow-up were identical to the
ones used in the base year. To efficiently accommodate the large number of documents, the student
questionnaires and cognitive tests were optically scanned. Dropout and new student supplement data were
captured by conventional key-to-disk methods. Several procedures were implemented to prepare these
documents for optical scanning or data entry. These procedures included monitoring the receipt of
completed questionnaires, editing completed questionnaires for missing information, retrieving the missing
information, coding certain questionnaire items, if applicable, and preparing the documents for
microfilming or archival storage. Optical mark reading was used to capture the teacher data, and
conventional key-to-disk entry the school administrator questionnaires. Because essentially the same
procedures were used for school administrator and teacher questionnaire data capture and processing as
for the student and dropout instruments, these questionnaires are not separately discussed below.

5.1 On-site Editing and Retrieval

As in the base year, the first student and dropout questionnaire (including the new student
supplement) data control and preparation activity was editing questionnaires and retrieving missing
information. NORC field staff conducted on-site editing of the student and dropout questionnaires by first
checking that the respondent identification number was correctly filled in. Next, “critical items," were
checked for completeness.

If the response to one or more of the critical items was missing, undecipherable, or had multiple
categories marked when only one response was admissible, the NORC field staff member privately
pointed out the problem to the respondent. If, after prompting, the sample member indicated that he or
she had chosen not to answer the question, the NORC staff member marked a "no retrieval" response
for the item. No retrieval was indicated by filling in an oval positioned to the left of each critical item.
The "no retrieval" responses were used later during the machine editing process to assign a "refused"
response to the critical items.

5.2  Monitoring and Receipt Control

After completing data collection and on-site editing, NORC field staff prepared the student and/or
dropout questionnaires and cognitive tests for mailing to NORC. Once these packages were received at
NORC they passed through several steps. First, receipt control clerks checked each student/dropout
questionnaire for completeness and reviewed the transmittal documents to ensure that the case ID numbers
matched. A final disposition code was assigned to the corresponding sample member by the team leader.
The disposition code indicated whether test data, questionnaire data, or a combination of the two were
completed by the sample member. As in the base year, receipt control clerks then entered this disposition
code into NORC’s microcomputer-based system called the Survey Management System (SMS). At the
time of entry, the SMS generated and automatically entered the date that data for each case was received. - -

5.3  In-house Editing and Coding

The next step was to edit the confidential locator pages for legibility and remove the pages from
the rest of the questionnaire. (Only the student questionnaire contained removable locator pages.) For the
new student supplements, students and dropouts were asked to provide information about their parents’
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occupations which required coding. NORC coders used the same coding procedure used in the base year
to collapse the open-ended occupation responses into one of nineteen categories. (A list of the occupation
categories can be found on page 14 of the base year parent questionnaire in question 34B.)

5.4  Data Entry and Archival Storage

When editing was completed, student questionnaires were separated into two parts, each of which
received different treatment with respect to data entry and archiving. First, the locator pages, containing
identifying information, were removed from each questionnaire. This information was subsequently filed
in locked file cabinets in a locked and secured room. Data entry for the remaining part of the each student
questionnaire and the cognitive tests was performed through an optical mark reading procedure. Optical
mark reading was conducted by NORC’s subcontractor, Questar Data Systems, Inc., which received the
questionnaires and tests in batches for processing. Questar also arranged to have questionnaires and tests
photographed onto microfilm. Once the questionnaires and tests were scanned and photographed they

“were destroyed and the rolls of microfilmed questionnaires and tests were returned to NORC for archival
storage. The new student supplements and dropout questionnaires were converted to machine readable
form at NORC.

5.5  Data Processing of the Student and Dropout Questionnaires

Data processing activities spanned the entire length of the NELS:88 base year and first follow-up
student surveys, beginning with sample selection, through receipt control and machine editing, and ending
with the preparation of public use data files and user documentation. Since data processing activities
varied little between the base year and first follow-up, this chapter is written with respect to data
processing activities in the first follow-up. If an activity deviated substantially from what was performed
in the base year, an explanation of how processing occurred in the base year is given.

5.5.1 Receipt' Control Procedures

Tracking and receipt of questionnaire data for all respondent populations was accomplished
through the NORC Survey Management System. The system kept a record for each sample member
which contained such information as the school ID, the sample member ID, and student/dropout
disposition codes. Student/dropout disposition codes were used to track completion rates of the sample
during data collection. At the end of the data collection period the SMS file of disposition codes was
merged with the scanned or keyed data to identify discrepancies in IDs or final status. In most cases, it
was possible to resolve such discrepancies by referring to the microfilm or hardcopy of the documents.

5.5.2 Storage and Protection of Completed Instruments and Records

Whenever questionnaires were not being processed, they were filed in locked cabinets. After
editing, the locator pages containing the respondent’s name and ID were detached and filed in a locked
cabinet, in a locked room. From this point on, the respondent’s name and address could no longer be
associated with his or her responses to the questionnaire. Questionnaires were stored in locked file
cabinets in locked rooms until they were transmitted to the scanning subcontractor, who observed
identical security and confidentiality protection safeguards. Dropout questionnaires were handled
similarly. When the documents were not actually being keyed, they were stored in locked cabinets in a
locked room.
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5.5.3 Optical Scanning

With the exception of the student locator section, NORC used the optical mark read (OMR)
method of data conversion for the base year and first follow-up student questionnaire and tests. (Key-to-
disk equipment at NORC was used for conversion of the locator section of the base year student
questionnaire and for the entire first follow-up dropout questionnaire and the new student supplement).
Student materials were optically scanned using equipment that read darkened ovals or marks on the page.
The scanning subcontractor conducted extensive tests and checks of the machine’s ability to correctly read
the darkened ovals. To check the accuracy of data conversion, the scanning programs were tested in two
ways: through use of dummy questionnaires specifically designed to detect scanning errors or problems,
and by running a substantial number of real documents through the system. Final data from the first batch
of questionnaires scanned were carefully checked against the original documents to assure that complete
accuracy had been attained.

5.5.4 Machine Editing

Conventions for editing, coding, error resolution, and documentation adhered as closely as
possible to the procedures and standards previously established for HS&B and NLS-72.

After the scanning contractor completed student data conversion and supplied NORC with a raw
data tape and the dropout data were keyed, the combination of machine editing and visual inspection of
the output began. The tasks performed included: resolving inconsistencies between filter and dependent
questions, supplying the appropriate missing data codes for questions left blank, detecting illegal codes
and converting them to missing data codes and investigating inconsistencies or contradictions in the data.
Variable frequencies and crosstabulations were inspected before and after these steps to verify the
correctness and appropriateness of the automated machine editing processes.

Inconsistencies between filter and dependent questions were resolved in the machine editing
process. In most instances, dependent questions that conflicted with the skip instructions of a filter
question contained data that, although possibly valid, were superfluous. For instance, respondents
sometimes indicated "no" to a filter question and then continued to answer "no" to subsequent dependent
items. When a filter question indicated that subsequent questions(s), should have been skipped, the
subsequent dependent questions were set to a value of legitimate skip with one exception. In the
exception, if the dependent questions were answered in a manner that was inconsistent with the filter but
consistent within the dependent items, the filter was back edited (changed) and made consistent with the
dependent responses. If a multiple response or no answer was given to a filter question, the question was
assigned an appropriate reserve code ("6", "7" or "8") and all subsequent questions that might have been
skipped were processed as if the respondent should have answered them.

The frequency with which responses were recoded to legitimate skip for each skip pattern was
closely monitored. Frequency distributions of responses before and after editing were inspected. All filter
questions and their respective dependent items were displayed in crosstabulations so that staff could verify
the correctness of the recoding.

After improperly answered questions were converted to blanks, the student data were passed
through a second step in the editing program that supplied the appropriate reserve codes for blank
questions. Where a value was not provided by the respondent, a reserve code fills the field. These codes
are as follows:
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6=MULTIPLE RESPONSE :

7=REFUSED (if a critical item is missing and the retrieval oval is checked)
8=MISSING

9=LEGITIMATE SKIP

If thie field is longer than one column, the nght—hand column contains one of the above codes and
the rest of the columns are filled with "9"s. -

Critical items followed a somewhat different machine editing process. This process relied on
reading whether the critical item "retrieval oval" was marked. Data collection procedures instructed field
interviewers to mark the retrieval oval if an attempt was made to retrieve data from a respondent. These
flags then were used to set corresponding blank data to REFUSED. Although retrieval variables were
present in the questionnaire, they are not present in the data since their purpose was to determine correct
reserve codes. Any critical item that was blank, not a legitimate skip, and whose respective retrieval oval
was not marked was coded as "8" (missing). If a filter was coded "7" (refused), all subsequent questions
that might have been skipped were processed as if the respondent should have answered them. Filters that
were coded "6" (multiple response) or "8" (missing) were handled the same way.

" Detection of out-of-range codes was completed during scanning or data entry for all questions
except those permitting an open-ended response. Questions with unusually high non-response or multiple
response were checked by verifying the data in the questionnaire (on microfilm for student, hardcopy for
dropout). . .

Many questions were posed in both the student and dropout questionnaires. However, occasionally
the response codes used in the two questionnaires were different. In addition, some of the response scales
used were the same as those used in base year and/or HS&B but with the scale reversed. After machine
- editing was completed, the affected items were recoded. First follow-up student questionnaire items were
recoded to match comparable items in HS&B and base year Then the dropout items were recoded to
commde with the student codes. :

5.5.5 Data File Preparation

The conventions used to assign SAS and SPSS-X variable names are as consistent as possible with
HS&B and NLS-72. In those two surveys, variable names were assigned according to the survey wave
and the question number. A similar system was developed for NELS:88. For example, BYS56A, is from
the base year student survey, question 56, part A L1kew1se F1S7D, is from the first follow-up student
survey,: question 7 part D.

Most composite variables were constructed using responses from two or more questionnaire items,
In some cases, composites were derived from variables from different databases. Others were constructed
by recoding a variable and some were simply copied from a different data source to this file for the user’s
convenience. Generally, the names of the first follow-up flags and weights begin with F1, while the base
year flag variables and weights begin with BY. If the variable is a school-level variable placed on the
student file, the composite variable name begins with G10 (for grade 10) or G8 (for grade 8 in base
year). The names of the first follow-up composite variables built from student level files all begin with
F1. This scheme varies somewhat from base year. Base year composites thought to.be valid for all waves
of NELS:88 were not prefaced with BY, while those thought to be specific to the base year survey were.
The composite variables which do not follow a consistent rule from base year to first follow-up are:
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Base Year First Follow-Up
SEX F1SEX
RACE FI1RACE
HISP Not in F1
API F1API
HEARIMP Not in F1
HANDPAST Not in F1
BIRTHMO F1BIRTHM
BIRTHYR F1BIRTHY

The only reserve code used for composite variables is that of missing data. For one-column
variables that is an "8", for variables greater than one column, the left-most columns are filled with "9"s
(9...8). This reserve code is used when the sources for data are missing due to either item nonresponse
or nonparticipation in all or part of the components of the study.

5.5.6 Confidentiality: Protections Against Statistical Disclosure of Respondent Identities
5.5.6.1 General Strategy

Disclosure-risk avoidance involved two basic procedures for identification of high-risk variables.
First, variables were identified a priori as posing disclosure risks. Variables that constituted virtually
unique data signatures pointing to given individuals or schools (for example, most continuous variables);
extreme outliers that may be associated with publicly known characteristics of an institution or individual,
and finer-grained versions of school-level variables that can be linked to universe files, all fell within the
category of pre-identifiable high risk variables.

Second, disclosure-risk avoidance also required that potentially disclosive school-level information
from the NELS:88 data files be analyzed in conjunction with data available from school universe files
such as QED and CCD. Where school matches permitted institutional identities to be deductively
disclosed, further modification of school-level, and sometimes student- or teacher-level, variables were
required.

In addition, modifications were made to the student file as required to continue confidentiality
edits implemented for the base year data’ and those that result from the current, school-based
confidentiality analysis. @ One type of modification involved assuring that the abridgements,
recategorizations, and maskings made for confidentiality purposes on school data were carried over to
the student records.

In this section analyses and measures undertaken by NORC to assess and reduce disclosure risk from
matching the NELS:88 First Follow-up school file with universe files are described. Procedures used
were those followed in assessing and reducing disclosure risk in the School and Staffing Survey.

1 For an extremely small number of schools, values for student variables BYS31A, BYS31B, BYS31C,
BYSC1D, RACE, AP, HISP, GBREGON were suppressed to protect the confidentiality of the data. In
addition, any value over 10 for BYFAMSIZ was recoded to 10. Parent component variables were also
altered (BYP10, BYP10A, BYP10B, BYP10C, RACE, AP, HISP, BYP29, BYP47J, BYP48J, GBREGON,
NOMSECT, and BYFAMSIZ).
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. 5.5.6.2 Disclosure Analysis: Matching with QED

The first step in the disclosure analysis was to assess disclosure risk against the Quality Education
Data (QED), Inc. universe file. Ten variables that were in both the NELS:88 school data and the QED
universe file were identified and categories for the variables were chosen. The selected variables were
categorized as closely as possible across the two files in preparation for the calculation of a distance
metric. The two files were stratified by region (4 levels) and school type (3 levels). NELS:88 schools
with a unique pattern on the 10 common variables on both files were selected to compare against QED
(both NELS:88 and non-NELS:88) schools also having a unique pattern. The procedure of selecting only
QED/CCD schools with unique patterns is consistent with the procedure used in the School and Staffing
Survey confidentiality analysis, and is based on the premise that disclosure risk is at an acceptable level
for schools if their patterns are non-unique in either the NELS:88 data file or the school universe file.

The following analyses were conducted within each of the 12 region-by-school type strata. First,
the distance between a school as it appears in the NELS:88 file and the same school as it appears in the
QED file was calculated. Distance between schools was measured by constructing a "code distance"”
metric, defined as the sum of the absolute values of the NELS/QED code differences for respective
variables. Variables were included in the code distance measure only if they were not missing on both
files. Second, distances between a school as it appears in the NELS:88 file and all other schools (both
NELS:88 and non-NELS:88) with a unique pattern on the QED file were calculated.

If the relative ranking of the -distance measure of the school with itself was four or greater,
indicating that there were at least three schools other than itself that were closer to that school, we
considered that school as not at risk of disclosure through matching. A NELS:88 school that had a
relative ranking of less than four was defined as being at risk of disclosure.

Through this method, ninety-eight schools were found to be at risk of disclosure. A number of steps
were necessary to reduce the risk to an acceptable level. First, percent black and percent Hispanic
variables were removed. Percent white was kept, so that researchers could derive percent minority by
subtraction. Second, percent white, percent free lunch, and number of teachers were recoded into more

gross categories. Third, the variables mdlcatmg that the school had industrial arts or spemal education
courses were dropped.

These measures reduced to 36 the number of schools with disclosure risk. Disclosure risk of the 36
schools identified by the procedures described above was reduced by recoding values and/or setting values
to missing. Based on our assessment of the analytic importance of the matching variables it was decided
to change variables in the following order: number of teachers, total school enrollment, percent white,
and percent free lunch. Grade span and urbanicity would only be considered if changes to these other
variables did not sufficiently reduce disclosure risk for a school. We decided that if it was necessary to
tamper with grade span or ethnicity, we would set the values to missing rather than change the values.

When it was necessary to change values we moved schools up or down by no more than one
category in order to minimize distortion introduced into the data. We decided whether to move schools
up or down by examining schools’ codes and code distances in relation to themselves and other schools
close to them. '
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5.5.6.3. Disclosure Analysis: Matching with CCD

The next step in the disclosure analysis was to assess disclosure risk against the CCD universe file
of public schools. Seven variables that were in both NELS:88 school data and the CCD universe file were
identified and categories for the variables were chosen. For the variables that were also used in the QED
analysis, all categories, recodings, and changes that were necessary to eliminate disclosure risk with
respect to the QED file were carried over into the CCD analysis.

The procedures described in the QED analysis were applied to the CCD analysis after changes
indicated in the QED analysis were made. The only exception to following QED procedures exactly
concerned stratification by school type. Because the CCD universe file contained only public schools, no
such stratification could be performed. When NELS:88 schools were compared against schools in the-
CCD file no schools were found to be at risk of disclosure. Therefore, no additional modifications to the
school data were necessary. :

5.5.6.4 Longitudinal disclosure considerations

The problem of deductive disclosure increases as more information is added to the NELS:88 data
records. Thus disclosure risk is intensified by the fact that base year and first follow-up data could be
used in combination to identify a school. The number of possibilities is substantial, especially if student
data aggregated to the school level is considered. The risk of disclosure from longitudinal NELS:88 data
was carefully considered and the following measure were taken to reduce it.

1. Confidentiality edits implemented in the base year data sets were not undone by the introduction of
first follow-up information.

2. An independent set of randomized school identification numbers was created for first follow-up
schools, making it difficult to match base year and first follow-up schools by using only the school
files (although this can still be accomplished by analysis and deduction). Base year and first follow-
up schools can be matched, of course, by using student records.

3. An exploratory analysis of feeder patterns was conducted.

The feeder pattern analysis was conducted on a total of 20 first follow-up schools. Twelve of these
schools were randomly selected public schools; three were selected at random from each of the four
regions. Four of the twenty schools were Catholic (one selected at random from each of the four regions),
and four were private (one selected at random from each of the four regions). Because unique transition
patterns were more likely to be associated with private schools, and because private schools are at present
not contained on the CCD school lists, this exploratory analysis utilized the QED school lists only.

For each of the twenty schools, the ten closest QED matches were identified. The match criteria
were the same as used in the previous confidentiality analyses. For each of the twenty schools, base year
feeder schools contributing at least three students were identified. For the base year schools, the five
closest QED matches were identified. Tables were prepared listing each first follow-up school, its
matches, its base year feeder schools contributing at least three students, their matches, and the state,
county, and school district of the first follow-up/base year feeder pairs. In addition, distance values,
control, region, and values on the matching variables were included.
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Of the 20 schools selected, eight had no feeder schools meeting the criterion of at least three
students. These eight were eliminated from subsequent analyses. Of the twelve remaining schools, six
were eliminated because ten or more schools were closer to it than it was to itself. For the remaining six
schools, two had no feeder schools that matched themselves within the top five matches.

This left four schools as potential problems. Each of the four schools matched itself within the top
ten match positions and each had at least one base year school that matched itself within the top five
match positions and that contributed three or more students to the first follow-up school. Case studies of
each of the four schools led us to the conclusion that, in no case was the signature of the first follow-
up/base year feeder pair so distinctive as to be absolutely unique. In each case, either the code distance
measures of the schools with themselves were relatively large or the schools were equidistant from other
schools in the same state, county, and/or district.

- 5.8.7 Guide to the Data Files

The NELS:88 first follow-up public use data files are available on four separate magnetic tapes,
one for each study component: the student (including key classification variables for dropouts) survey,
the dropout survey, the teacher survey and the school administrator survey. NELS:88 base year/first
follow-up public use data are also available on CD-ROM with an electronic codebook (ECB). The data
set for the student survey component includes two data files. They are:

1. Base year data. The base year file contains the base year student questionnaire data, the
base year weight and base year composites. There is a record in this file for every base
year participant (N=24,599), regardless of whether or not the sample member was
retained in the first follow-up. That is, the first file is the same data set as the original
base year student file.

2. First follow-up student data. The first follow-up "student" file merges first follow-up
data from the student and dropout questionnaires. This "student" file contains first follow-
up student questionnaire data, first follow-up dropout questionnaire data for 21 dropout:
items which also appear in the student questionnaire,® first follow-up weights, first
follow-up composites and new student supplement data (basic demographic data collected

- from freshened sample members and base year non-respondents). Base year data that are
equivalent to those items asked in the new student supplement have been mapped into the
new student supplement data. Basic demographic information is available on this data file
for all cases that completed either a base year student questionnaire or a new student
supplement. The file contains a record for every first follow-up sample member, whether
or not they participated. Thus, there are 20,706 records in this file including the
OBEMLA oversamples (18,221 participating students, 1,043 participating dropouts and
1,442 non-participants.)

The first follow-up student file can be used alone or merged with the base year student file, parent
file or with the base year or first follow-up teacher and school files.

51 In fact, 257 items are held in common across the dropout and student questionnaires. However,

due to the administration of abbreviated questionnaires, only 21 of the 257 commonly held items
have been mapped into the student data file.
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VI: NELS:88 First Follow-Up Cognitive Tests

This chapter describes the structure and psychometric properties of the NELS:88 first follow-up
cognitive test battery. The procedures employed in constructing scores for 1990 tested achievement, and
for comparisons with base year performance, are also described. This material should assist researchers
in judging what inferences about the test results and what uses of the test scores are technically
supportable. A psychometric report will be produced in the NELS:88 second follow-up, as was done in
the NELS:88 base year. No separate psychometric report, however, will be produced for the NELS:38
first follow-up. ,

The following topics are discussed in this chapter:

characteristics of the sample of test takers

test administration and test data processing

the use of multiple forms for more adaptive testing
psychometric properties of the tests

test "speededness" and nonresponse

item and test difficulty

reliability

IRT scoring

test information functions

available scores: gain scores, achievement quartiles, proficiency scores, etc.
equating to 1980 HS&B sophomore mathematics results

However, before approaching any of the above topics, it will be desirable to give a brief overview
of the tests, set out the objectives they were designed to meet, and describe broadly the test scores
available in the NELS:88 data.

The NELS:88 cognitive test battery was designed to span three grades (eighth, tenth, and twelfth)
in four content areas: Reading, Mathematics, Science, and Social Studies
(History/Citizenship/Geography). The tenth grade mathematics and reading tests incorporated multi-level
forms differing in difficulty. In tenth grade, eighth grade reading and mathematics test results were used
to assign students to a form of appropriate difficulty. The tenth grade science and social studies tests
were grade-level adaptive in the sense that everyone took the same form within a grade but the 1990 form
included additional more difficult items.

Test Objectives. The test specifications of the NELS:88 longitudinal test battery were dictated
by its primary purpose: accurate measurement of the szatus of individuals at a given point in time, as
well as their growth over time. Principal test objectives and desiderata were as follows:

] Item selection should be curriculum-relevant, with emphasis on concepts, skills and
general principles. (When measuring change or developmental growth, overemphasis on
isolated facts at the expense of conceptual and/or problem-solving skills may lead to
distortions in the gain scores due to forgetting.)

L The tests should be relatively unspeeded with the vast majority of students completing all
tests.

] There should be little evidence of floor or ceiling effects.
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Reliabilities of the component tests should be psychometrically acceptable for the purpose
of measuring individual status as well as growth.

The acburacy- of measurement, i.e., the standard error of measurement, should be
relatively constant across SES, sex and racial/ethnic groups.

The NELS:88 battery should be designed to reduce the gap in test reliabilities that is
typically found between the majority group and racial/ethnic minority groups.

The NELS:88 test battery should attempt to minimize Differential Item Functioning (DIF)
across gender and racial/ethnic groups that arises from irrelevant content that favors one
or more of the groups.

The test content areas should demonstrate discriminant validity. That is, while the tests
should be internally consistent and be characterized by a single dominant factor, they
should yield a relatively "clean" although oblique four factor solution. The four factors
should be defined by the four tested content areas.

Subscores and/or proficiency scores should be provided where psychometrically justified.
The tests were designed to provide behaviorally-anchored proficiency (mastery) scores
in the areas of Reading, Mathematics, and Science.

The NELS:88 test battery should share sufficient common items both across and within
grade level forms, and with the HS&B battery, to provide articulation of scores for
vertical equating in NELS:88 as well as cross-sectional equating with the 1980 HS&B
sophomore cohort in mathematics.

There should be sufficient item overlap between the National Assessment of Educational
Progress (NAEP) mathematics test and the twelfth grade NELS:88 mathematics test to
cross-walk to the NAEP mathematics scale.

The reading test passages should provide relatively broad content coverage and have
items that span at least three cognitive process areas.

The four content areas Reading, Mathematics, Science, and Social Studies
(History/Citizenship/Geography) must be administered (including about five minutes for
instructions) within ninety minutes.

The tests should be sufficiently reliable to support change measurement, and be
characterized by a sufficiently dominant underlying factor to support the Item Response
Theory (IRT) model. This latter requirement is necessary to support the vertical
(longitudinal) equating between retestings as well as (for math) the cross-sectional linking
with HS&B and NAEP. IRT vertical equating puts scores within a given content area
on the same scale regardless of the grade in which the score was obtained. This allows
the user to interpret scores the same way whether they were from the eighth, tenth, or
twelfth grade. ’
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L] Independently of the vertical scaling, the testing time constraints made achieving desired
reliabilities problematic without introducing some sort of adaptive testing. In order to
achieve this level of reliability, as well as reduce the possibility of floor and ceiling
effects, the Mathematics and Reading tests were designed to be multi-level at the tenth
grade and twelfth grade.

Test Scores. Two broad types of test scores-—-normative and criterion-referenced proficiency (or
mastery)--appear on the NELS:88 first follow-up data files. ‘

Normative Scores. Both longitudinal and cross-sectional normative scores have been provided.
The former are exemplified by the IRT-estimated number right scores and simple gain scores derived
from the base year and first follow-up data. Cross-sectional (because standardized within the wave)
normative scores are exemplified by the achievement quartiles provided in each of the four subject areas,
and by the composite (math + reading) quartile scores.

Criterion-referenced scores. Proficiency scores were released in the first follow-up for
mathematics and reading. Base year, first follow-up, and second follow-up science proficiency scores
will be released only in the second follow-up. The proficiency levels are hierarchically ordered in the
sense that mastery of the highest level among, say, three levels, implies mastery of the lower two levels.
Two types of criterion-referenced proficiency scores appear on the NELS:88 first follow-up data release.
One is a dichotomous score of "0" or "1" where a "1" indicates mastery of the material at this objective
level and a "0" implies non-mastery. The second kind is a continuous score indicating the probability
that a student has mastered the type of items that describe a particular criterion-referenced level.

The dichotomous proficiency scores can be used for either cross-sectional or longitudinal analysis.
The proficiency probabilities provide a more powerful (because continuous) tool for the measurement of
achievement test gain. The proficiency probabilities are particularly appropriate for relating specific
educational processes to achievement gains that occur at different points along the score scale.

Analytic Uses of the Scores. A number of NELS:88 analysis reports, available from NCES,
illustrate the various uses of these different test scores. Specifically:

Cross-sectional analysis--using normative (achievement quartiles) or criterion-referenced
(dichotomous proficiency scores)—-is illustrated in the following reports:

Hafner, .Ing‘e]s, Schneider & Stevenson: A Profile of the American Eighth Grader.

Ingels, Plank, Schneider & Scott: A Profile of the American High School
Sophomore in 1990.

Cross-sectional analysis—-using proficiency scores, and test score means—is reported in the
following tabular summary:

Rock, Pollack, & Hafner: The Tested Achievement of the NELS:88 Eighth Grade Class.

119



NELS:88 First Follow-Up
Final Technical Report

Cross-cohort analysis (with HS&B-NELS:88 math score equatmg) is ﬂlustrated in the following
NCES report:

Rasinski, Ingels, Rock, & Pollack: America’s High School 'Sophomores:- A Ten Year
. Comparison, 1980-1990. _ o

Longitudinal analysis using dichotomous proficiency scores is ﬂlustrated by the followmg
publication: .

Rock megs & Lee: Changes in Math Proficiency Between 8th and 10th Grades.

Longztudmal analyszs--employmg gain scores (from IRT-estlmated number nght scores), and
employing the change in probablhty of proficiency measure--is illustrated in the following:

Scott, Rock, Pollack & Ingels: ﬁvo Years Later: Cognitive Gains and School Tmns:tions of
* . NELS:88 Eighth Graders.

Complete citations for these reports can be found in the bibliography to this publicatioh.
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6.1 Characteristics of the Sample

Test data were obtained from 25,001 participants, of whom 17,874 were NELS:88 first follow-up
core sample members and 7,127 were members of state augmentation and other supplementary samples.
Another 1390 core sample participants, or about 7 percent of the total, completed student questionnaires
but did not take the cognitive tests.

6.1.1 Completion Rates

Table 6.1a shows the distribution by gender and race/ethnicity of in-school core sample
participants with and without cognitive test records. Note that about 95 percent of the in-school group
had test data, and that this percentage changes very little for each of the gender and ethnic groups.
Hispanic students, who were the least likely to take the cognitive tests, had only a slightly lower
participation rate. Moreover, the distribution of weighted counts by gender and ethnicity for test takers
closely resembles the weighted population distribution of the whole sample. It does not appear that non-
participation in the test battery occurred differentially with respect to these two student characteristics for
the in-school component of the sample.

Table 6.1a
Proportion of Core Sample Participants With Tests
In-School Component

Sample Counts Weighted Population Distributions
N % Tested All Tested
Participants Participants

Total 18221 95.2% 100.0% 100.0%
Male 9145 95.1% 50.4% 50.4%
Female 9076 95.4% 49.7% 49.6%
Asian 1176 94.6% 3.8% 38%
Hispanic 2264 92.5% 10.4% 10.0%
Black 1891 94.0% 13.0% 12.8%
White 12575 96.0% 71.0% 71.7%
Oth/Miss 315 92.7% 1.8% 1.8%
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However, only about half of the school dropouts with student questionnaire data also completed the
cognitive test battery. For this group, the test non-respondents look somewhat different from the test
takers: male dropouts were less likely to take the tests than females; members of ethnic minority groups
were also underrepresented. Table 6.1b shows the test response rates for dropout sample members
broken down by gender and ethnicity. Not only do the unweighted proportions of dropouts taking tests
vary for the subgroups shown, but the distribution of weighted population estimates for the dropout
sample as a whole look quite different from that of the subset who took the cognitive tests. With no
nonresponse-adjusted weight available to correct for missing test data, the measurements obtained for the
out-of-school participants who took the tests may therefore not be representatlve of the achievement levels
of the dropout population as a whole.

Table 6.1b

Proportion of Core Sample Participants With Tests
Out-Of-School Component

Sample Counts Weighted Population Distributions

N % Tested Al Participants Tested Participants
Total 1043 50.0% - 100.0% 100.0%
Male - 551 44.8% 52.7% 48.8%
Female 492 55.9% 473% 51.2%
Asian 21 28.6% . 1.6% 0.8%
Hispani¢ - 227 50.2% : 155% 14.3%
Black 162 48.8% 21.5% 17.5%
White 586 52.4% 57.6% 64.8%

Oth/Miss 47 34.0% : 3.7% 2.7%

6.12 Data Collectidn, Preparation and Editing

First follow-up test takers were encouraged to answer every question in the cognitive test battery,
and to guess if they were not sure of the answer but had some idea of what it might be. They were
instructed to leave items blank only if they really had no idea how to answer. Each of the test sections
contained several items at a low enough difficulty level that the content should have been at least
somewhat familiar to virtually all of the test takers. While most participants answered all of the questions
in each subject area, others omitted some or all of the items.

Participants were promised that their test results would be kept confidential. Scores would not
be reported to their parents or teachers, nor even to the students themselves. In a low-risk setting such
as this, where the students know they will not be rewarded or penalized for their performance, it cannot
be assumed that all students will try their best to answer the questions. Test item response records were
examined for evidence that lack of motivation, rather than lack of ability to answer, might be responsible
for unanswered or incorrectly answered questions. In order to minimize inappropriate measurements of
cognitive achievement, test sections were not scored if any of the following were found:
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e  Completely blank subtests, or sections with fewer than 5 items answered, were deleted.

L Subtests with 5 to 10 items answered were examined for consistency, and were deleted
only if the answers given indicated that the nonresponse was probably due to lack of
motivation rather than lack of ability. That is, if only 8 items of a 30 item section were
answered and most of them were incorrect, the test taker may have been unable to

* answer additional questions, and the limited information available may, in fact, provide
a reasonable estimate of ability. But if most of the 8 responses were correct, it can be
assumed that the student probably had the ability to complete more of the test, but chose
not to do so. In this case, the few items answered may not provide a reliable estimate
of achievement, and the score was deleted.

. Some students simply marked patterns of numbers in the test booklets instead of
responding to the questions. For example, a patterned response might consist of all
questions answered "11111111..." or "12345432123454321..." or "1515151515...".
Each of these patterns, and others, can be identified by a simple algorithm sequentially
comparing the difference between each test item and the next one, and calculating the
variance of the absolute differences. In the first example given, the inter-item differences
are always zero, in the second, always 1 or -1, and in the third, 4 or 4. In each case,
the variance of the absolute differences is equal to zero. (For four- or five-choice test
items, the variance of absolute differences for motivated respondents tends to be close
to 1.0.) All subtests with variances of less than .5 were reviewed and those with
identifiable pattern marking were deleted.

Lack of motivation for some students surely affected test results in ways that could not be
identified and edited out. However, most test takers answered most or all of the items, and internal-
consistency reliabilities were high for all subgroups examined. These are good indications that
interpretation of test results in the aggregate should not be significantly compromised by this factor.

Table 6.2 shows the number of test records in each subject area that were edited out for each
reason, and the breakdown by gender and race/ethnicity of the original and final test records. The four
test sections were administered in the same order as the columns of the table. Note that for the final two
subtests, science and history/citizenship/geography, the nonresponse rate rises dramatically, However,
the population proportions for students with usable data changes by only a very small amount, with male,
Black, and Hispanic participants slightly less likely to complete all sections of the test.
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Table 6.2
Counts of Edited Test Data
_ Reading . Math Science Hist/C/G
Original # of test records 25001 25001 25001 25001
% Male  500%  500%  50.0% 50.0%
% Female 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0%
% Asian 6.2% 6.2% 6.2% 6.2%
% Hispanic 12.4% 12.4% 12.4% 12.4%
% Black 10.2% 10.2% 10.2% 10.2%
% White 68.4% 68.4% 68.4% 68.4%
Completely blank sections 38 85 - 285 464
1-4 items answered 13 21 26 25
‘Pattern Marking 37 39 a4 46
# with 5-10 responses: ’
# retained 81 14 47 16
#deleted 34 16 18 18
Net number of usable tests 24879 24840 24628 24448
core sample 17832 17793 17684 17591
other samples 7047 7047 6944 6857
| % Male O 499% 49.9% 49.9% 49.9%
%Female  50.1% 50.1% 50.1% 50.1%
% Asian B 6.2% 6.2% 6.2% 6.2%
% Hispanic 123% 123% 12.2% 12.1%
% Black  102% 10.2% 10.1% . 10.1%
% White 68.5% 68.6% 68.8% 68.8%

Note: The percentages by gender and ethnicity above are based on core sample cases only, since
subgroup information was not available for the students in the other samples.

6.2 'S;mctﬁre of the tests

 Asin the base year, each tested participant received a booklet cqntaining separately-timed sections
in four subject areas, with a total of 116 items to be completed in 85 minutes. The cognitive test sections
are described briefly below: :

' . Reading Comprehension (21 qﬁestions, 21 minutes) consisted of five short passages,
followed by comprehension and interpretation questions, such as interpreting the author’s
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perspective, understanding the meaning of words in context, and identifying figures of
speech. Two versions of the reading test were given in the first follow-up, differing in
~ difficulty.

o Mathematics (40 questions, 30 minutes) assessed both simple mathematical application
skills and more advanced skills of comprehension and problem solving. Test items
included word problems, graphs, equations, quantitative comparisons, and geometric
figures. Three difficulty levels of the mathematics test were developed for the first
follow-up.

. Science (25 questions, 20 minutes) contained questions drawn from the fields of life
science, earth science, and physical science/chemistry. Emphasis was placed on
understanding of underlying concepts and scientific reasoning ability. All test takers
received the same form in the first follow-up.

. History/Citizenship/Geography (30 questions, 14 minutes) assessed knowledge of
important issues and events in American political and economic history from colonial
times through the recent past. Citizenship items included questions on the operation and
structure of the federal government and the rights and obligations of citizens. The
geography questions touched on patterns of settlement and food production shared by
various societies. Only one version of the HCG test was used.

6.2.1 Multiple Test Forms

In the base year, all students received the same set of tests. Analysis of eighth grade test results
showed a wide range of student achievement. This diversity was expected to increase as students
progressed through high school with some taking advanced courses and making substantial gains in
achievement, while others remained at a relatively low level.. A single test form administered to all
students and dropouts in the first follow-up would have the potential for serious "ceiling" and "floor"
effects (i.e., many students getting all items correct because the test was too easy for them, while others
could only guess at most of the questions because they lacked sufficient background). When this situation
occurs, it is impossible to assess the level of achievement for the highest and lowest scoring students.

In the first follow-up, the reading and mathematics tests were selected for development of multiple
forms, targeted to students’ varying ability levels. While the other subject areas might have profited from
this "tailored testing" approach as well, the complexity of administering multiple forms dictated that thelr
use be as limited as possible.

The reading test was chosen because the time burden of reading the passages before questions
about them could be answered meant that relatively few test items could be administered in the time
allotted for the test. With the smallest number of items of any subject area, the reading test could least
afford any "wasted" questions: those that were much too hard or much too easy for a particular test taker.
Two forms of the reading test were developed; the easy form was administered to students who had
scored below the sample mean in the base year, while those scoring above the mean received a set of
passages and items that was, on average, more difficult. Students who were new to the NELS:88 sample
in the first follow-up received the easy form.

In the case of the mathematics test, the need for multiple forms was based on the diversity of
exposure to coursework that could be expected by tenth grade. Academic track students, by the time of
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the first follow-up, would have taken courses in algebra and geometry. Those in general or vocational
programs, or those who had left school, might have taken only general or business math classes, or none
at all. Unlike science and history, where many topics might have been introduced at a lower level of
sophistication in earlier grades, much of the material covered in advanced mathematics courses would be
completely unfamiliar to students who had not taken advanced courses. Three mathematics test forms
were administered in the first follow-up. The easiest and hardest forms were given to the students who
had scored in the low and high quartile, respectively, in eighth grade; students in the middle half of the
distribution received the middle-difficulty test, as did those who were not tested in the base year.

Due to clerical errors in administration, 829 students who had not been tested in grade 8 received
either the low or high difficulty mathematics test instead of all getting the middle difficulty form.
However, each of the forms had been designed with a broad range of items, and each contained enough
easy and hard questions that the necessary distinctive patterns of right and wrong answers were obtained.
Only seven of these "freshened sample” students who were given the wrong test form achieved perfect
scores--and they happened to have taken the most difficult form, not the easy one. Three of the students
with the wrong math test form scored at the lowest possible level, but two of those three had taken the
easiest form of the test. Similarly, of the 992 students new to the first follow-up sample who were
inadvertently given the hard instead of the easy form of the reading test, only ten scored at the lowest
possible level. For all of the others, the more difficult test contained enough easy items that measurement
objectives were met adequately. Of students who did take tests in the base year, only a few received an
incorrect first follow-up form. None of the 44 students who were given the wrong mathematics test had
either perfect or lowest-level scores; of the 22 incorrect reading tests, only two resulted in perfect scores
when the easy instead of the bard form was administered. Since the Item Response Theory procedures
employed in scoring the tests, which are described in Section 6.4 below, depend on patterns of right and
wrong answers rather than a simple count, the impact of these administration errors appears to be
minimal.

6.3 Psychometric properties of the test

Each of the seven subtest forms (two reading levels, three mathematics levels, and a single test
form in each of science and history/citizenship/ geography) was analyzed for speededness, individual item
performance, overall difficulty, and reliability.

6.3.1 Speededness/Completeness

The NELS:88 test battery was designed to be an unspeeded test, defined as nearly all of the test
takers reaching the three-quarters point, and at least 80 percent of them answering the last item. All of
the subtests satisfied both of these conditions for the total core sample as well as each of the gender and
race/ethnicity groups. Table 6.3 presents speededness data, unweighted, for core sample test takers. The
table also contains statistics on completeness: how many items were answered by each test taker. After
the participants who did not appear to be attempting test sections at all had been edited out, the remaining
test takers tended to answer all or nearly all of the items administered.
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Table 6.3

Speededness and Completeness of Test Sections

Number of Items

% Reaching 3/4 point

All Students

Males
Females

Asian
Hispanic
Black
White

% Reaching last item
All Students

Males
Females

Asian
Hispanic
Black
White

% Answering
all items
all but one
all but two

Average number of
items answered

Low High Low Mid High
Read Read Math Math Math Sci Hist
21 21 40 40 40 25 30
97.8% 99.7% 99.7% 99.5% 99.9% 99.4% 99.5%
97.6% 99.4% 99.5% 99.4% 99.9% 99.4% 99.5%
98.1% 99.8% 99.8% 99.6% 99.9% 99.5% 99.5%
96.9% 99.5% 100.0% 99.4% 100.0% 99.0% 99.8%
96.2% 99.4% 99.4% 99.2% 99.6% 98.8% 98.9%
96.0% 99.0% 99.8% 98.8% 100.0% 98.5% 99.2%
98.9% 99.8% 99.7% 99.7% 999% 99.8% 99.7%
94.9% 98.0% 97.7% 94.8% 974% 97.9% 97.9%
94.7% 98.0% 97.3% 95.0% 97.3% 979% 97.9%
95.2% 98.0% 98.1% 947%  975% 97.8% 98.0%
93.5% 98.2% 99.0% 93.7% 98.5% 96.3%  98.2%
90.5% 96.0% 96.3% 91.2% 949% 96.0% 96.3%
90.7% 92.2% 96.1% 91.3% 96.1% 95.1% 96.0%
97.5% 98.6% 98.5% 96.3% 97.5% 98.9% 98.6%
86.2% 93.1% 76.1% 74.3% 85.1% 82.8% 91.8%
7.7% 4.3% 13.1% 13.5% 9.1% 9.2% 45%
1.2% 1% 3.0% 4.7% 1.9% 4.1% 1.1%
95.1% 98.1% 92.2% 92.5% 96.1% 96.1% 97.4%
20.6 20.8 39.0 39.2 39.7 24.6 29.7
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6.3.2 Item and Test Difficulty

Tables of item statistics for each subtest form are presented in Appendix A. The "P+" columns
in the tables are the weighted proportion of students responding correctly to each test item. The Delta
statistic is a transformation of the proportion correct scaled to a mean of 13.0 and standard deviation of
4.0, with low numbers for easy items and high numbers for hard ones. Deltas are used by test developers
as a shorthand indicator of  difficulty. Inspection of the tables shows that each subtest contained a
distribution of easy, middle and high difficulty items appropriate for the sample to: which it was
administered. : — ' '

Another measure of appropriate difficulty of the test as a whole is the absence of floor or ceiling
effects. Tests that are too hard for the target population would show a large number of scores at the
chance level (floor effect); those that are too easy would have many perfect scores (ceiling effect). Ceiling
effects are particularly serious in tests that are intended to measure change over time. Ideally, the mean
test score should be at least 1.5 standard deviations below the highest possible score. In general, the seven
first follow-up subtest forms satisfy the difficulty objectives for all subgroups of the core sample, with
0.1 percent to 2.4 percent of test takers achieving perfect scores on the forms, and 7.7 percent or fewer
having scores at the chance level or below. The high level reading and high level mathematics forms were
somewhat easier for the students than had been anticipated, but ceiling effect objectives were not violated.
Table 6.4 summarizes item and test difficulty information for the total core sample. Additional details for
population subgroups can be found in the tables in Appendix A.

Table 6.4

Item and Subtest Difficulty

Low  High Low Mid High .

Read Read Math Math Math Sci Hist
Average item P+ 055 067 0.4 - 0.58 0.80 055 - 0.63
Number of tems 21 21 - 40 40 40 25 30
Mean Number Correct ~ 11.4 140 175 231 320 136 189
$.D. of No. Correct 44 4.1 6.0 74 53 52 59
Standard Error of 2.48 2.36 3.52 3.44 2.75 2.73 2.84

Measurement

% Perfect Scores 1.1% 19% = 0.1% 0.2% 2.4% 06% ' 1.0%

% Below Chance . 55% 2.0% 7.7%. 3.6% 0.3% 49% . 2.7%
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6.3.3 Reliability

The r-biserials in the "RBIS" columns of the tables in Appendix A give the correlation between
the item response (right vs. wrong) and the total test score. The size of the r-biserial indicates the extent
to which a given item measures the same things as the remainder of the test. Biserials of .40 or higher
are considered satisfactory. Correlations of this level or above were found for nearly all first follow-up
test items, for all population subgroups. Two reliability measures were computed for each of the subtests.
Coefficient alpha is the internal-consistency reliability. Split-half reliability is the correlation of one half
of the test items with the other half, adjusted for the fact that the correlations are based on half-length
tests. Alphas and split-half reliabilities for subgroups of the core sample are presented in Table 6.5.
Reliability coefficients for the reading and mathematics forms were attenuated to some extent by the
administration of each of the test forms within a restricted range of ability levels. Reliability is a function
of total score variance; reducing the total variance by using tailored test forms results in a deceptively
higher proportion of observed error variance. The section on test information functions below discusses
the reduction in error variance achieved by the multi-level tests.

The single-factor structure of each test, a necessary condition for the use of IRT-scaling, was
supported by factor analysis of tetrachoric correlations of item responses. Ratios of first to second roots
are also presented in the table. A ratio of 4:1 or greater is evidence of a strong single factor underlying
each set of test items.

Table 6.5
Subtest Reliability
Low High Low Mid High

Read Read Math Math Math Sci - Hist

Coefficient Alpha:
All Students 0.79 0.78 0.77 0.86 0.82 0.82 0.85
Males 0.80 0.80 0.78 0.87 0.81 0.84 0.86
Females 0.79 0.77 075  0.85 0.83 0.79 0.83
Asian 0.79 0.78 0.85 0.88 0.82 0.83 0.84
Hispanic 0.76 0.79 0.73 0.85 0.87 0.74 0.81
Black 0.75 0.73 0.72 0.84 0.88 0.72 0.79
White 0.80 0.78 0.78 0.85 0.80 0.81 0.85
Split-Half Reliability: ,
All Students 0.81 0.79 0.80 0.86 0.83 0.84 0.86
Males 0.82 0.81 0.81 0.87 0.82 0.86 0.87
Females 0.80 0.78 0.78 0.86 0.83 0.81 0.84
Asian 0.82 0.80 0.85 0.88 0.82 0.84 0.87
Hispanic 0.79 0.81 0.78 0.87 0.87 0.77 0.82
Black 0.77 0.73 0.77 0.86 0.90 0.74 0.80
White 0.81 0.80 0.81 0.85 081 0.83 0.86
Ratio of Roots 9.6 8.4 4.0 10.4 7.5 9.5 7.7
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6.4 IRT Scoring

There are two broad types of scores available on the NELS:88 data files. One type is a
normative score and the second type is a criterion-referenced proficiency (or "mastery") score. The
normative scores can be divided into two subclasses, longitudinal, and cross-sectional. There are also
two types of eriterion-referenced scores--dichotomous proficiency scores, and probability of proficiency
scores. : '

. Normative Scores. There are two types of normative scores on the NELS:88 data set.. One type
is longitudinally-equated--the IRT-estimated number right score. The first follow-up release includes gain
scores that represent the difference between 1990 IRT number right scores and IRT rescaled base year
scores. The second type of score--the achievement or ability quartile--is standardized within a survey
wave, that is, cross-sectionally.

; The longitudinally-equated score that is available for both time points and all four achievement
areas is the IRT-estimated number right score. The IRT-estimated number right for any individual at
either of the two time periods reflects an estimate of the number of items that a person would have
.answered correctly if he or she had taken all of the items that appeared in any form of the test. The IRT
model allows one to put all the scores in, say mathematics, on the same vertical scale so that the scores,
regardless of grade, can be interpreted in the same way. All the normal statistical operations that apply
to any cognitive test score can be legitimately applied to the IRT-estimated number right.

Quartile scores are cross-sectional in that they are standardized within each of the weighted
NELS:88 sample waves. Since the achievement quartiles are standardized within each wave, they are
not vertically equated as are the IRT-estimated number right scores. These cross-sectional scores are
primarily used in descriptive tables that compare data within a particular grade. In the base year,
standardized and quartile scores were based on raw formula scores; IRT scores were also reported but
were not used in computing the standardized and quartile scores. In the first follow-up, IRT scores were
used for computing standardized and quartile scores. The standardized and achievement quartile scores
in the first follow-up had to be transformations of the IRT scores rather than the raw scores because of
the unequal difficulty of the test forms.

Criterion-Referenced Proficiency Scores. The two kinds of criterion-referenced mastery scores
are based on clusters of items having similar content and difficulty. The first kind is a dichotomous score
of "0" or "1" where a "1" indicates mastery of the material at this objective level and a "0" implies non-
mastery. The second kind is a continuous score indicating the probability that a student has mastered the
type of items that describe a particular criterion-referenced level. The 0-1 dichotomous proficiency scores
were produced only in mathematics and reading under the first follow-up contract, though science
proficiency scores will be made available in the second follow-up. The proficiency levels are
hierarchically ordered in the sense that mastery of the highest level among three levels implies that one
would have also mastered the lower two levels. Unlike the probability of proficiency scores, the
dichotomous proficiency scores are based on actual test item responses, and are not IRT-based. AnIRT
procedure, however, was employed to resolve proficiency score assignment for students who had critical
items missing.

The second kind of proficiency score is the probability of being proficient at each of the levels.
This is a continuous analogue to the dichotomous proficiency scores. The advantage of the probability
score over the dichotomous proficiency score is that the probability score is .continuous and thus
statistically more powerful, and poses less of a missing data problem in that probabilities of being
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proficient at each level are available for any individual who had a test score in grade ten. The
proficiency probabilities are particularly appropriate for relating specific processes to changes that occur
at different points along the score scale.

-The underlying assumption of Item Response Theory (IRT) is that a test taker’s probability of
answering an item correctly is a function of his or her ability level for the construct being measured, and
of one or more characteristics of the test item itself. The three-parameter IRT logistic model uses the
pattern of right, wrong, and omitted responses to the items administered in a test form, and the difficulty,
discriminating ability, and "guess-ability" of each item, to place each test taker at a particular point, 0
(theta), on a continuous ability scale. Figure 6.1 shows a graph of the logistic function for a hypothetical
test item. The horizontal axis represents the ability scale, theta. The point on the vertical probability axis
corresponding to the height of the curve at a given value of theta is the estimated probability that a person

Figure 6.1
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of that ability level will answer the test item correctly. The shape of the curve is given by the following
equation describing the probability of a correct answer on item i as:

(1 _Ci)
1+e =1,702%a,(0-b;)

P;(0) =c,+

where 8 = ability of the test taker
= discrimination of item i, or how well the item distinguishes between ability levels at a
particular point
b; = difficulty of item i
¢; = "guessability" of item i

The "c" parameter represents the probability that a test taker with very low ability will answer
the item correctly. In the graph above, 20 percent of test takers with a very low level of mastery of the
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test material guessed the correct answer to the question. The ¢ parameter will not necessanly be equal
to 1/(# options), e.g., .25 for a 4-choice item. Some response options may, for unknown reasons, be
more attractive than random guessing, while others may be less likely to be chosen.

The IRT "b" parameters correspond to the difficulty of the items, represented by the horizontal
axis in the ability metric. In Figure 6.1, b = 0.0 means that test takers with § = 0.0 have a probability
of getting the answer correct that is equal to halfway between the guessing parameter and 1. In this
example, 60 percent of people at this ability level answered the question correctly. B also corresponds
to the point of inflection of the logistic function. This point occurs farther to the right for more dlfﬁcult

Figure 6.2
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items, and farther to the left for easier ones. Figure 6.2 is a graph of the logistic functions for seven
different test items, all with the same "a" and "¢" parameters, and with difficulties ranging from b = -1.5
to b = 1.5. For each of these hypothetical questions, 60 percent of test takers whose ability level matches
the difficulty of the item. are likely to answer correctly. Fewer than 60 percent will answer con'ectly at
values of theta (ability) that are less than b, and more than 60 percent at 8§ > b.

The discrimination parameter "a", has perhaps the least intuitive mterpretauon of all. It is
proportional to the slope of the logistic functlon at the point of inflection. Items with a steep slope are
said to discriminate well. In other words, they do a good job of dlscnmmatmg, or separating, people
whose ability level is below the calibrated difficulty of the item (who are likely to get it right at only
about the guessing rate) from those of ability higher than the item "b", who are nearly certain to answer
correctly. By contrast, an item with a relatively flat slope is of little use in determining whether a
-person’s correct placement along the continuum of ability is above or below the difficulty of the item.
This idea is illustrated by Figure 6.3, representing the logistic functions for two test items having the
same difficulty and guessing parameters, but different discrimination. The test item with the steeper slope
(a = 2.0) provides useful information with respect to whether the test taker’s ability level is above or
below the difficulty level, 1.0, of the item: if the answer to this item was incorrect, the person very likely
has an ability below 1.0; if the answer is correct, the test taker probably has a 0 greater than 1.0, or
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Figure 6.3

ltems with Different Discrimination (A)

(b parameters) such as those shown in Figure 6.2, will do a good job in narrowing the choice of probable
ability level. Conversely, the flatter curve in Figure 6.3 represents a test item with a low discrimination
parameter (a=.3). There is little difference in proportion of correct answers for test takers several points
apart on the range of ability. So knowing whether a person’s response to such an item is correct or not
contributes relatively little to pinpointing his or her correct location on the horizontal ability axis.

The LOGIST program computes maximum-likelihood estimates of IRT parameters that best fit
the responses given by the test takers. The procedure simultaneously calculates a, b, and ¢ parameters
for each test item, and a theta for each test taker, iterating until convergence within a specified level of
accuracy is reached. Comparison of the IRT-estimated probability with the actual proportion of correct
answers to a test item for examinees grouped by ability provides a means of evaluating the
appropriateness of the model for the set of test data for which it is being used.

Once a pool of test items exists whose parameters have been calibrated on the same scale as the
test takers’ ability estimates, a person’s probability of a correct answer for each item in the pool can be
computed, even for items that may not have been administered to that individual. The IRT-estimated
number correct for any subset of items is simply the sum of the probabilities of correct answers for those
items. Consequently, the score is typically not a whole number,

In addition to providing a mechanism for estimating scores on items that were not administered
to every individual, IRT has advantages over raw number-right scoring in the treatment of guessed and
omitted items. By using the overall pattern of right and wrong responses to estimate ability, it can
compensate for the possibility of a low ability student guessing several hard items correctly. If answers
on several easy items are wrong, a correct difficult item is, in effect, assumed to have been guessed.
Omitted items are also less likely to cause distortion of scores, as long as enough items have been
.answered right and wrong to establish a clear pattern. Raw number-right scoring, in effect, treats omitted
items as if they had been answered incorrectly. While this may be a reasonable assumption in a motivated
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test, where it is in students’ interest to try their best on all items, this may not always be the case in
NELS:88. : :

6.4.1 Application of IRT to NELS:88 First Follow-Up Scdi'ing ’

Raw scores achieved on tests that differ in average difficulty are not comparable to each other.
For example, a student who took the middle difficulty mathematics form in the NELS:88 first follow-up
would probably have gotten more questions correct if he or she had taken the easiest form, and fewer if
the hardest form had been administered. Similarly, a score of 20 on an easy test does not represent the
same level of ability as the same score on a harder set of items. It is not possible to compare scores
obtained on the different test forms used in the first follow-up, nor to measure gains in achievement
between base year scores and those obtained on the somewhat harder first follow-up tests, without some
mechanism for establishing a constant scale. Item Response Theory was employed to calculate scores that
could be compared regardless of which test form a student took. Raw scores (number right, number
wrong) are not reported in the first follow-up database so that users will not be misled into comparing
measurements that are not on the same scale of difficulty. Instead, IRT-estimated scores, which are based
on a common metric, are included.

Item parameters for the 35 unique test items on the two overlapping 21-item reading forms; the
58 mathematics items on the three 40-item forms; and the 25 and 30 items on the single-form science and
history/citizenship/geography subtests were estimated with the LOGIST program. As a first step, the
invariance of the item parameters was explored by obtaining estimates for three samples that might be
expected to have different average levels of ability: all students in the core sample; a self-weighting
subset of the core sample; and all test takers including the augmented samples. The results were very
similar for all three. The parameters from the last of these were selected, since larger sample sizes lend
greater stability to the estimates.

The tables in Appendix B show the item parameters for the four subject areas. Entries in the

"1990" columns show the item numbers as they appeared sequentially in the test forms. For example,

the item that was question #6 in the low-level reading test also appeared on the high-level test, as question

#9. Response data for all students who took either form of the test were used in calculating parameters

" for items that were common to both forms. Other test items, such as question #1 on both of the reading

forms, were unique to one particular form. In estimating parameters for a unique item, students who took

the form of the test on which the item did not appear were simply treated as if the item had not been

reached. The presence of common items shared by more than one test form ensures that all of the
parameters calibrated at once for the whole item pool share a common metric.

The LOGIST program simultaneously calculates ability estimates, @, for test takers that are on
the same scale as the item parameters being calibrated. The ’s are scaled with a mean of 0 and standard
deviation of 1. Arbitrary limits were set of 6 = 5.0 for perfect scores, and § = -7.0 for the lowest ability
level, that is, test takers who did no better than random guessing. - At these levels, the values of the IRT
functions for all test items have come close to the lower and upper asymptotes. In other words, a
calibrated ability level of 5 means the person has a probability very close to 1.0 of answering each of the
test questions correctly; at a theta of -7, the estimated number correct is about equal to the sum of the
guessing parameters (c’s) for all of the items. IRT calibration of first follow-up test data resulted in
roughly 95 percent of test takers in each subject area with thetas in the range -2 < ¢ < 2, with most of
those outside these limits having either perfect or below-chance scores. Most of the test items had
difficulty levels (b’s) distributed within this range. As a result, the spread of best discriminating power
of the test questions was well matched to the range of abilities of sampled students.
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The "IRT-Estimated Number Right" scores in the database represent an estimate of the number
of questions each test taker would have answered correctly if all of the questions in the item pool had
appeared in every test form, and if each test taker had attempted all of them. That is, each test taker’s
ability, theta, for each subject area was estimated using the test items he or she actually answered. Then
the probability of answering each of the 35 items on the two overlapping reading forms, the 58 items on
the three mathematics forms, and the 25 and 30 items in the science and history subtests was computed
as a function of the thetas for that subject area, and the item parameters. Thus the possible IRT-estimated
scores in reading ranged from 7.38 (the sum of the guessing parameters, which is the lowest score that
could be achieved by a person of negligible ability) to 34.93, the sum of the values of the upper
asymptote at the highest possible theta value, 5. In mathematics, scores ranged from 11.08 to 57.95, in
science from 4.98 to 24.88, and in history/citizenship/geography from 6.85 to 29.95.

6.4.2 Test Information Functions

The test information function provides a visual representation of the measurement accuracy of
the theta estimates across the range of ability levels. High values of I(f) correspond to estimates that are
highly accurate (low standard error of measurement). Appendix B also contains graphs of the test
information functions for each of the seven unique subtest forms. The following equations define the
information function and standard error of measurement. The height of the test information function at
a particular point on the x-axis is given by:

2 p;(0)2
I® =2 518 (-5,

where the "i"s are the items in the test, the "P;y(8)"s are the probabilities of correct answers on the items
for a person of ability #, and the Py(f) term in the numerator is defined by:

1.7a; {(1-P;(8)) (P;(B)-c;)
1 - Ci

P;(8) =
The standard error of measurement of ability for that point on the axis is a transformation of the test
information function:

1
vI(OY

sem(B) =

For example, if the test information function has a value of 9 at # = 0.0, the standard error of
measurement is 1/3 point in the theta metric. Ninety five percent of test takers found to have an ability
level of 0.0 would be expected to have a "true" ability level within 1.96 standard errors, or between 0
= -0.65 and & = 0.65. The magnitude of the effect of measurement error in theta on the IRT-estimated
number right depends on the characteristics of the test. Within the range of ¢ = -1.0 to 1.0 the test
information functions were high for all subtests, and the standard error of measurement of theta low.
The values of the information functions dip below 1.0 only in the tails, as the theta values go outside the
range of -2.0 to 2.0. This results in a larger amount of error in estimation of theta. However, this does
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- not lead to large differences in the estimated probability of correct answers, on which the IRT-estimated
.number right score is based. In the NELS:88 tests, most of the items had difficulty parameters lying
between -1.0 and 1.0. So at the extremes of ability where the test information is low, probability curves
for correct answers on items are generally asymptotic to either the guessing parameter, or to 1.0
(certainty of correct). The probability value is changed only slightly by relatively large errors in theta.

Note that the y-axis scales are not the same for all of the information function graphs. The
mathematics subtests have higher peaks for two reasons: the longer test length (40 items, compared to
21 to 30 for the others) and the assignment of test forms according to previously-demonstrated ability,
provide the most accurate measurement in this set of tests. The information functions for all of the
subtests, however, represent acceptable levels of accuracy for the length and expected use of the NELS: 88
tests. i

Table 6.6 shows the height of the test information function at the peak, the point at which the test
is doing the best job of measurement. It also shows the ability level at which the peak occurs, and the
standard error of measurement at this point, Statistics for each subtest evaluated at 6 = -2.0 and § =
- 2.0, the end points of the range that contains about 95 percent of test takers for each of the subject areas,
are presented as well. Note that the only information function values below 1.0 are for reading and
mathematics test forms that were not administered in the range where they would have performed poorly.
That is, the easy form of the reading test would not provide accurate measurement for high ability
students--but it was not given to them. The science and history/ citizenship/geography tests did their best
jobs at a theta level somewhat above the mean ability of #=0.0, but they functioned adequately well
throughout the range of interest.

Table 6.6
Test Information Function Statistics

Low High Low Mid High
Read Read -Math Math Math Sci Hist
Peak Point:
Ability level (6) 0.0 0.5 -0.1 0.1 0.1 0.9 0.5
Inf. Function 12,78 11.83 26.58 22.79 22.25 11.28 13.26
SEM 0.28 0.29 0.19 0.21 0.21 0.30 0.27
Low Ability (8 = -2) :
Inf, Function ’ 1.42 0.42 3.49 1.88 0.69 1.67 3.24
SEM 0.84 1.54 0.54 0.73 1.20  0.77 0.56
High Ability (0 = 2) '
Inf. Function 0.62 2.81 1.24 2.82 4.60 2.89 2.46
SEM 1.27 0.60 0.90 0.60 0.47 0.59 0.64

Test information functions provide a mechanism for assessing the multiple-form structure used
for the reading and mathematics subtests from a reliability perspective. Table 6.7 shows the information
function values and standard errors of measurement for the different levels of these tests, evaluated for
two low ability levels (f = -1.5-and § = -1.0) and two high ability levels (¢ = 1.0 and § = 1.5). Note
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that at each of these points, administering the test form tailored to the ability level of the test taker results
in a reduction of about one third to one half of the measurement error that would have occurred if the
opposite form of the test had been given. For example, at the lowest ability level, the difficult reading
test has a standard error of measurement equal to .91, while the SEM for the easy form is about 36 per-
cent lower. At the other end of the spectrum, the situation is reversed: the high level reading test has the
advantage for more able students, with measurement error in theta of less than half that of the easy form.

Table 6.7
Reduction in Measurement Error Due to Multiple Test Forms

=-1.5 = -1.0 6=1.0 0= 15
Inf. SEM Inf. SEM Inf. SEM Inf. SEM
Reading Forms:
Low 299 58 6.40 .40 3.69 .52 1.46 .83
High 1.22 91 298 .58 10.34 .31 : 6.11 .40
Math Forms:
Low T 6.27 40 11.47 .30 7.77 .36 3.30 .55
Mid 3.65 .52 8.01 .35 14.25 .26 6.93 .38
High 2.16 .68 6.36 40 20.53 22 11.30 .30

6.4.3 Transformation of Base Year IRT Scores to First Follow-Up Scale

The base year and first follow-up test scores cannot be compared with each other directly because
the same test forms were not used at both points in time. However, as was the case with the multiple
forms of the first follow-up tests described above, the tests shared enough items common to both
administrations that IRT scoring could be employed to put the scores on the same scale. Lists of the test
items that were also used in the eighth grade tests are shown in the tables in Appendix B.

As a first step to obtaining the transformation, base year IRT item parameters for all test items
that were also used in the first follow-up were put on the same scale as the 1990 parameters. This was
accomplished by a procedure that solves for transformation parameters by minimizing the squared
differences between test characteristic curves (the sum of the item probability functions for the common
items) at the two time points, evaluated at a random sample of abilities. The resulting transformation was
applied to the base year item parameters for each of the common items. The transformed item parameters
should have been very similar if identical test questions were functioning in the same manner in both
years. However, differences were found for several items, indicating that they may have called on
qualitatively different skills in the two surveys. For example, several simple algebra problems that were
quite difficult for eighth graders became very easy items two years later when students had learned the
necessary concepts and tools. In other words, the characteristics of these items changed relative to the
other guestions on the test. Other differences showed up in the history/citizenship/geography test. In this
subject area, which has less of a building-block structure than reading or mathematics, the difficulty of
test questions is more closely related to the timing of curriculum units than is the case in other areas. That
is, a question may be quite easy in eighth grade, if the subject matter has just been taught in that year,
but may be forgotten two years later, making for a relatively more difficult test item.
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Three criteria were used to judge whether test questions given in both years were in fact func-
tioning as common items. First, a difference between the 1988 and 1990 functions of more than .1 in pro-
bability of a correct answer, at any point along a truncated range of ability levels (-3.0 to 3.0, which
includes almost all test takers), was considered an indicator of differential functioning. The second cri-
terion was bias, calculated as the equally-weighted average of the probability differences evaluated at
intervals along the ability axis, that exceeded .03. The third indicator was a root mean squared difference
(the square root of the average of the square of the differences in the probabilities) of .05 or greater. Test
items that failed any of these criteria were removed from the common item list, and the transformation
parameters re-calculated without them. (Criteria were relaxed slightly for the history/citi-
zenship/geography test items to compensate for the less hierarchical nature of the skills being measured:
common items were required to have maximum difference less than .15, bias less than .05, and root mean
squared difference less than .07.) Table 6.8 shows the number of test questions that appeared in both the
base year and first follow-up tests, and the number eliminated for failing one or more criteria for common
item functioning. These items are also marked with an asterisk in Appendix B.

o Table 6.8 »
. Base Year/First Follow-Up Common Items

" Reading Math : Science Hist/Cit/Geog

Number of Identical Items 21 ' 40 18 25
Number Eliminated for 1 9 5 4
Functional Differences

Number Accepted for

Computing Transformations 20 1 | 13 21

Once transformation parameters had been established, eighth grade ability estimates, that had been
computed on the 1988 tests could be transformed to the same metric as the first follow-up scores.
Summing the probabilities of correct answers for the same pool of items used for the 1990 scores (35
reading items, 58 in mathematics, 25 in science, 30 in history/citizenship/geography) produced scores
that can be interpreted as measures of achievement on the same set of skills at two different points in
time.

6.4.4 Gain Scores

The gain scores reported are the difference between the first follow-up IRT-Estimated Number Right
scores on the total item pool, and estimates of the scores that would have been obtained on the same set
of items, using the rescaled base year ability estimates. Although these scores are described as "gain"
scores, not all of them represent an improvement in measured skills. Some of the gain scores are
negative. Factors that contribute to negative gain scores include students’ forgetting material that they
once knew but have not practiced, and measurement error produced primarily by some students’ lack of
motivation in responding to the test questions.

Note that the scores reported here do not share a common metric with those on the base year user
tape. Here, the eighth grade scores have been re-scaled for purposes of gain computation. (To derive
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an eighth grade score in the same metric as the first follow-up and gain scores in this file, subtract the
first follow-up IRT estimated gain score from the 1990 IRT estimated number right score.) It would be
incorrect for the user to compute gain by comparing the IRT scores included in the two different files.

6.5 Standardized Scores, Quartile Scores, and Composites

The standardized scores reported in the database are transformations of the IRT-Estimated
Number Right scores, rescaled to a mean of 50 and standard deviation of 10 (using the first follow-up
sample weight). The quartile scores are based on the weighted frequency distribution of scores, with 1
being the lowest quartile and 4 the highest. The Standardized Test Composite is the equally-weighted
mean of the standardized reading and mathematics scores, re-standardized to mean 50, standard deviation
10.

6.6 Proficiency Scores

The proficiency scores provide a means of distinguishing total score gain, as measured by overall
IRT-Estimated Number Right scores and Standardized scores, from gain in specific skills. At several
points along the score scale of the reading and mathematics tests, four-item clusters of test questions
having similar content and difficulty were identified. Two levels of proficiency were marked in the
reading test, and four in the mathematics test, defined as follows:

Reading Level 1: Simple reading comprehension including reproduction of detail and/or the author’s
main thought.

Reading Level 2: Ability to make inferences beyond the author’s main thought and/or understand
and evaluate relatively abstract concepts

Math Level 1: Simple arithmetical operations on whole numbers.

Math Level 2: Simple operations with decimals, fractions, and roots.

Math Level 3: Simple problem solving, requiring conceptual understanding and/or the
development of a solution strategy.

Math Level 4: Conceptual understanding and complex problem solving.

A student was judged to have mastered a particular level of proficiency if at least three of the four
items in the cluster were answered correctly, and to have failed at this level if two or more items were
wrong. Clusters of items provide a more reliable test of proficiency than do single items because of the
possibility of guessing in a multiple choice test: the probability that a student who has not mastered a
particular skill would guess three out of four items correctly is much lower than the probability of a non-
master guessing right on a single test question.

The proficiency levels were assumed to follow a hierarchical Guttman model, that is, a student
passing a particular skill level was expected to have mastered all lower levels; a failure should have
indicated non-mastery at higher levels. A small percentage of students had response patterns that did not
follow the Guttman model, with a failing score at a lower level followed by a pass on a more difficult
item cluster. Students with these "reversal" patterns were not assigned proficiency scores.

Proficiency levels for some of the test takers could not be directly determined because of missing
data, due either to students choosing to omit some of the necessary items, or because not all items
appeared on all forms of the test. The easiest cluster of mathematics items was not included in the
hardest of the three math forms, while level 4 items were not present in the easiest form. The harder
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of the two reading forms did not include the questions necessary to establish level 1 reading proficiency.
In order to avoid unacceptably high rates of missing data for proficiency scores, a complex set of
resolution procedures was developed to impute appropriate levels for those who did not have responses
to the full set of items in the clusters:

® A cluster with missing items followed by "passes” on two harder clusters was considered
passed. It was assumed that omitted easier items would also have been passed if they had
been attempted.. Similarly, a blank level preceded by two "fails" was considered failed.
This procedure was applicable to the mathematics levels only, since it requires a
minimum of three levels of proficiency.

® Estimates of probable right/wrong answers on missing items were obtained by using the
IRT tools described earlier. The probability of a correct answer was calculated as a
function of the student’s IRT ability estimate (theta) and the item parameters for the
missing item. This probability was then applied to a computerized "coin flip." That is,
a random number between 0 and 1 was generated, and the item was counted as a correct
answer if the IRT probability exceeded the random number, and as incorrect otherwise.

° Some constraints were placed on the use of the IRT simulation of missing item data. In
some cases, it was used to fill in missing items only if at least two items in the cluster
were actually answered. This two-item minimum was applied if:

o there was more than one blank level . :
. there was the potential for a reversal: that is, if any cluster preceding the
incomplete cluster had been failed
The minimum was not applied if:

° “the missing items were not present on the form of the test the student had
taken
° there was no potential for a reversal: that is, if all clusters preceding the

incomplete cluster had been passed

. Reversal patterns resulting from resolution procedures, like those arising from complete
item response data, were not assigned any proficiency level scores.

In the mathematics test, 81.5 percent of test takers were assigned to proficiency levels on the
basis of complete item response data, or simulation only of items that had not been present on their test
form (low-cluster items on the hardest math form, and high-cluster items on the easiest test). Resolution
procedures were successfully applied to classify 5.8 percent according to the decision rules described
above. Another 10.3 percent of test takers had original item response data that included reversals, and
were not classified. The remaining 2.4 percent could not be resolved because they contained too much
missing data, or because simulations produced reversal patterns. The potential for bias in analysis of
proficiency level data was evaluated by comparing the mean IRT ability estimates of the 87.3 percent of
test takers who were assigned scores with the 12.7 percent who were not. The missing cases averaged
about one-quarter of a standard deviation lower in overall ability. Given the potential for reversals in
this four-level scale, the data appear to be reasonably consistent with the a priori hierarchical cognitiv
model. ’

The reading test, with only two levels of proficiency computed, had a much lower potential for
reversal patterns. Although simulation procedures had to be undertaken for nearly 40 percent of test
takers, since level 1 reading items were not on the harder reading form, a success rate of 98.8 percent
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in classification was ultimately achieved. Only 0.9 percent were not classified due to reversal patterns,
either original or simulated, and 0.3 percent had too much missing data. The difference in ability
estimates for the assigned vs. the missing cases was much larger than for mathematics: about one and a
half standard deviations. But since very few cases remained unresolved, this difference is unlikely to
cause substantial bias in analysis of the data.

Two variations on proficiency scores are included in the first follow-up user tape. The first,
labelled Reading/Math Proficiency Level 1/2/3/4, or Overall Reading/Math Proficiency, come directly
from the procedures described above. Each of the "Level" Scores simply indicates a pass or fail at a
single level, and identifies those who had or had not mastered that particular skill. The Overall scores
place individuals along a continuum, with an overall score of zero (Below Level 1), indicating non-
mastery of all proficiency levels, and a score of 2 (for reading) or 4 (for mathematics) indicating mastery
of all of the levels measured. These scores are reported only for those test takers with a complete or
resolvable set of item responses. The 14.8 percent missing data rate for reading, and the 24.8 percent of
missing math proficiency scores includes not only the unclassifiable cases described above, but also first
follow-up participants who did not take the test battery at all, or whose responses were deleted in the
editing stages described in section 6.1.2. )

The second set of proficiency scores reported, Reading/Math Probability of Proficiency, and Gain
in Probability, are IRT-based. Each of the resolved passed or failed cluster scores was treated as a single
correct or incorrect item response. Using the LOGIST program and holding fixed all of the previously
computed item parameters and ability estimates, IRT a, b, and ¢ parameters were calculated for each of
the proficiency levels. Table 6.9 shows the results of this calibration.

Table 6.9
IRT Parameters for Proficiency Level Cluster Items

_A B _ C
Reading _
Level 1 1.75 -1.73 0.00
Level 2 1.77 0.03 0.00
Mathematics
Level 1 1.51 -1.59 0.00
Level 2 3.57 -0.30 0.01
Level 3 3.70 0.12 0.00

Level 4 2.65 0.84 0.00

Note that the "guessability" of the item clusters, the "c" parameters, are extremely small. The
difficulties, the "b"s, are spaced along the ability scale. The very high "a" parameters show that these
clusters do an excellent job in differentiating between test takers who have achieved the corresponding
level of mastery and others who have not reached that level. Figure 6.4 shows a graph of the four
logistic functions defined by the parameters of the mathematics item clusters. The four "probability of
proficiency" scores for an individual are simply the height of the curves evaluated at the person’s ability
level. ‘
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The re-scaling of the base year ability parameters to the first follow-up scale permitted estimates
of gain in overall IRT-Estimated Number Right in each subject area as described in section 6.4.3. This
re-scaling makes possible estimates of gains in the probability of proficiency as well. The horizontal
Theta (ability) axis in Figure 6.4 represents both the abilities of first follow-up test takers and base year
abilities which have been transformed to the same scale. The logistic functions, while derived from first
follow-up data, apply to both points in time because of this common scale. Even the mathematics level
4 cluster, which did not appear in the base year, has an appropriate interpretation in terms of the re-scaled

Figure 6.4
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base year abilities. The rightmost logistic function in the diagram can be used to answer the question,
"What is the probability that a student with a given (re-scaled) base year 1 ability level would have
answered the level 4 cluster correctly, if it had been included in the test at that time?"

The "gain in probability” score is equal to the height of the logistic function for the ability
estimated from the first follow-up test minus the height of the same curve evaluated for the base year re-
scaled theta. For example, a student with a theta equal to 0.0 in the base year would have a probability
of .32 of being proficient in level 3 mathematics skills. Two years later, the same individual might be
found to have moved up to theta = .5. Now the probability of proficiency at level 3 is .92, a gain of
.60. This same person shows very little gain in level 1 and level 2 skills, because his or her probability
of mastery was already high in the base year. However, the person has not as of first follow-up reached
the theta level at which level 4 skills are likely to be mastered, so only a small gain in probability (from
.02 to .18) is measured.

As for the IRT-Estimated Number Right scores reported above, the proficiency scores.and
probabilities in the first follow-up user tape are not on the same metric as those reported in the base year.
If eighth grade probabilities of proficiency are required for analysis with first follow-up data, the user
can obtain appropriate numbers by subtracting the gain in probability at any level from the corresponding
first follow-up probability of proficiency. And again, it should be noted that the gains in probability, like
the overall score gains, are not consistently positive. Loss of skills over time, motivation problems in
completing the tests, or other factors may produce negative gain scores.
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6.7 IRT Re-Scaling of NELS:88 Base Year and First Follow-Up Test Scores in the Second
Follow-Up.

IRT models the probability of answering an item correctly as a mathematical function of
proficiency or skill, thus permitting use of a common scale on which performance can be compared
across groups (including those who took easier or harder versions of the NELS:88 tests) and time
(NELS:88 results must be put on the same scale for eighth, tenth, and twelfth grade). A third data
point (1992) for the NELS:88 test battery permits refinement of the IRT-derived item parameters and
ability estimates of first follow-up (and base year) test results. That is to say, because NELS:88 is a
longitudinal study in which many items are common across all three administrations, additional
vertical scaling data become available with each successive round, permitting pooled re-estimation of
item parameters and ability distributions, with the result that earlier parameter estimates can be
improved. Hence first follow-up test results will be rescaled and re-released in the second follow-up,
when second follow-up IRT scores are computed using a Bayesian scaling program (PARSCALE) that
takes prior-round ability estimates into account. Although rescored first follow-up results will differ
little from those already released and reported on in this document (typically, for each of the four
tests, the correlation between old and new IRT-Estimated Number Right scores will be around .99),
such rescaling will "shrink" any ceiling (or floor) effects so that change over time can more
accurately be measured for the highest-performing (or lowest-performing) students.

6.8 Sophomore Cohort HS&B-NELS:88 Mathematics Test Equating.

In order to compare mathematics performance of the 1980 HS&B sophomore cohort with that
of the 1990 NELS:88 sophomore cohort, the two sets of mathematics scores can be put on the same
scale. The NELS:88 mathematics test was designed to be linked to the HS&B scores. This was
accomplished by including 16 quantitative comparison items from HS&B in the NELS:88 mathematics
test. Mathematics was the only test in the NELS:88 battery that shared sufficient items with its
counterpart measure in HS&B to provide a basis for a reliable cross-walk between the two scales.

Such linking was carried out in the NELS:88 first follow-up by estimating the IRT parameters
for the common items using the NELS:88 sophomore sample and then putting the remaining non-
overlapping HS&B items on that scale. Before the final linking was carried out the item traces for
the common items were estimated separately for the two populations and compared to ensure that they
were "behaving” similarly in the two populations. A final check on the validity of the equating was
carried out by inspecting subpopulation differences among the HS&B students after they were put on
the same scale as the NELS:88 sophomore cohort. If the linking worked as desired, then the relative
differences that were found among the HS&B subpopulations on their original scales should not
change when they are put on the new scaling. All subpopulation differences remained relatively
invariant, indicating that the linking was successful. (For 1980-1990 mathematics trend comparisons
by gender group, racial/ethnic group, socioeconomic status, region, curriculum type, and school type,
see Rasinski, Ingels, Rock and Pollack [America’s High School Sophomores: A Ten Year
Comparison; NCES, 1993].)
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6.9 Additional Data Files and Documentation

Other data files containing more detail on test responses and scoring procedures, and the
cognitive tests themselves, are available to the interested user. Upon completion of a licensure
agreement with NCES, users may obtain access to:

test item responses - :
student-level IRT ability estimates (thetas
® the text of the test questions

IRT thetas scores be included in the pﬁblic release data for the second follow-up.
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VIL. The Base Year Ineligibles Study
7.1 Background

In the base year of NELS: 88, students were sampled through a two-stage process. First, stratified
random sampling and school contacting resulted in the identification of the school sample; second,
students were randomly selected (with oversampling of Hispanics and Asians) from within cooperating
schools. ’ :

The target population for the base year comprised all public and private schools containing eighth
grades in the fifty states and the District of Columbia. Excluded from the NELS:88 school sample are
Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) schools, special education schools for the handicapped, area vocational
schools that do not enroll students directly, and schools for dependents of U.S. personnel overseas. (For
further details of school-level exclusion, see Spencer, Frankel, Ingels, Rasinski, & Tourangeau, 1990,
p-10). The student population excludes students with severe mental handicaps, students whose command
of the English language was not sufficient for understanding the survey materials (especially the cognitive
tests), and students with physical or emotional problems that would make it unduly difficult for them to
participate in the survey. This chapter discusses (1) the consequences of student exclusion for the
research design and the statistics it will generate, and (2) the special measures that have been undertaken
in NELS:88 to compensate or correct for the effects of exclusion. Before either of these two topics is
pursued in detail, however, it will be desirable to say more about student exclusion in the NELS:88 base
year--the 1987-88 school year during which the eighth grade cohort was selected and surveyed.

1. Exclusion of students. To better understand how excluding students with mental handicaps,
language barriers, and severe physical and emotional problems affects population inferences, data were
obtained on the numbers of students excluded as a result of these restrictions.

Seven ineligibility codes defining categories of excluded students were employed at the time of
student sample selection:

A - attended sampled school only on a part-time basis, primary enrollment at another school.

B - physical disability precluded student from filling out questionnaires and taking tests.

C - mental disability precluded student from filling out questionnaires and taking tests.

D - dropout: absent or truant for 20 consecutive days, and was not expected to return to
school.

E - did not have English as the mother tongue AND had insufficient command of English to
complete the NELS:88 questionnaires and tests.

F - transferred out of the school since roster was compiled.
G - was deceased.

Before sampling, school coordinators--members of the school staff, typically an assistant principal
or guidance counselor who acted as liaison between the school and the study--were asked to examine the
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'school sampling roster and annotate each excluded student’s entry by assigning one of the exclusion
codes.! Because eligibility decisions were to be made on an individual basis, special education and
Limited English Proficiency (LEP) students were not to be excluded categorically. Rather, each student’s
case was to be reviewed to determine the extent of limitation in relation to the prospect for meaningful
survey participation. Each individual student, including LEPs and physically or mentally handicapped
students, was to be designated eligible for the survey if school staff deemed the student capable of
completing the NELS:88 instruments, and excluded if school staff judged the student to be incapable of
doing so. School coordinators were told that when there was doubt, they should consider the student
capable of participation in the survey. Exclusion of students after sampling ("post-roster ineligibles")
occurred either during the sample update just prior to survey day, or on survey day itself. Such exclusion
after sampling normally occurred because of a change in student status (for example, transfer, death).
However, in very rare instances such exclusions reflected belated recognition of a student’s pre-existing
ineligibility--that is, if an annotation error was made and an ineligible student selected for the sample in
consequence of such an error, ineligibility became apparent later in the survey, whereupon the student
was excluded.

Excluded students were divided into those who were full-time students at the school (categories
B, C, and E) and those who were not (categories A, D, F, & G). Our main concern here is with students
who were full-time students at the school but who were excluded from the sample. Excluding these
students will affect estimates made from the sample,

Students in categories A (n=329), D (n=733), F (n=3,325), and G (n=6) were either not at the
school or were present only part time (with primary registration at another school, hence a chance of
selection into NELS:88 at another school). Thus excluding students in these categories has no
implications for making estimates to the population of eighth grade students.

It should be noted that students in category F, those who had transferred out of the sampled
school, had some chance of being selected into the sample if they transferred into another NELS:88
sampled school just as transfers into NELS:88 schools from non-NELS:88 schools had a chance of
selection at the time of the sample update. The sampling of transfer-in students associated with the
sample update allowed NORC to represent transfer students in the NELS:88 sample.

The total eighth grade enrollment for the NELS:88 sample of schools was 202,996, Of these
students, 10,853 were excluded owing to limitations in their language proficiency or to mental or physical
disabilities. Thus 5.37 percent of the potential student sample (the students enrolled in the eighth grade
in the 1,052 NELS:88 schools from which usable student data were obtained) were excluded. Less than
one half of one percent of the potential sample was excluded for reasons of physical or emotional
disability (.41 percent), but 3.04 percent was excluded for reasons of mental disability, and 1.90 percent
because of limitations in English proficiency.

Put another way, of the 10,853 excluded students, about 57 percent were excluded for mental
disability, about 35 percent owing to language problems, and less than 8 percent because of physical or
emotional disabilities. Because current characteristics and probable future educational outcomes for these
groups may depart from the national norm, the exclusion factor should be taken into consideration in
generalizing from the NELS:88 sample to eighth graders in the nation as a whole. This implication for
estimation carries to future waves. For example, if the overall propensity to drop out between the eighth

L.
‘\ In some schools, some students were assigned multiple ineligibility codes. On these extremely rare cases,
one of the disabilities was assigned as primary.
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and tenth grades is twice as high for excluded students as for non-excluded students, the dropout figures
derivable from the NELS:88 first follow-up (1990) study would underestimate early dropouts by about
ten percent. (In point of fact, the 1988-90 cohort dropout rate derivable from the eligible NELS:88
sample representing about 94.6 percent of the cohort is between 6.0 and 6.1 percent, and from the
expanded—eligible + ineligible--1988 sample representing [virtually] 100 percent of the cohort, 6.8
percent.)

In a school-based longitudinal survey such as NELS:88, excluded students carry a second
implication for future waves. To achieve a thoroughly representative tenth grade (1990) and twelfth
grade (1992) sample comparable to the High School and Beyond 1980 sophomore cohort (or, for 1992,
the HS&B 1980 senior cohort and the base year of NLS-72), the NELS:88 follow-up samples must
approximate those which would have come into being had a new baseline sample independently been
drawn at either of the later time points. In 1990 (and 1992) one must therefore freshen, to give "out of
sequence” students (for example, in 1990, those tenth graders who were not in eighth grade in the spring
of 1988) a chance of selection into the study. One must also accommodate excluded students whose
eligibility status has changed, for they too (with the exception of those who fell out of sequence in the
progression through grades) would potentially have been selected had a sample been independently drawn
two years later, and must have a chance of selection if the representativeness and cross-cohort
comparability of the follow-up sample is to be maintained. Thus, for example, if a base year student
excluded because of a language barrier achieves the level of proficiency in English that is required for
completing the NELS:88 instruments in 1990 or 1992, that student should have some chance of re-
entering the sample. It should be noted that all previoulsy excluded base year ineligible students who
were found to be eligible to participate in the first follow-up in 1990 re-entered the study regardless of
their status of in-grade sequence (in tenth grade in 1990) or out-of-sequence (in a grade other than tenth
in 1990). This paragraph highlights, however, the dual importance of reassessing base year excluded
students: one, to obtain a more precise estimate of the dropout rate for the eighth grade cohort of 1988,
and two, to ensure a representative sample of tenth graders in 1990 of which previously excluded base
year ineligibles who were eligible in 1990 to participate in the survey and who were enrolled in tenth
grade in the spring of 1990 are a part. A substantial subsample of the base year ineligibles is,
accordingly, being followed in the NELS:88 follow-ups, to reassess eligibility status and gather
information about excluded students’ demographic characteristics, educational paths, and life outcomes?,
Data on persistence in school to be obtained from this subsample has been used to derive an adjustment
factor for national estimates of the eighth grade cohort’s dropout rates between spring of 1988 and spring
of 1990, and from 1988 and 1990 to 1992.

The base year ineligibles study largely compensates for population undercoverage. Small
populations who remain outside the baseline sampling frame include students who are educated at home

2 However, only base year ineligibles who became eligible by the time of the second follow-up {1992)

were eligible for selection into the third follow-up {1994) sample.
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or in private tutorial settings, those who are in excluded categories of schools’ and those who have
dropped out of school before reaching the eighth grade.

7.2 Reliability and Validity Issues: Were the Base Year Exclusion Criteria Applied Consistently?;
Are Excluded Students Unable to Participate?

 There have been a number of recent discussions of the extent, reliability, validity, and
implications of student exclusion from major national data bases.* The experience of the NELS:88 base
year and the results of the BYI study support the notion that eligibility criteria are not always apphed
from school to school in a highly consistent manner.

In NELS:88, the excluded students were determined by their schools to be unable to participate.
Criteria for exclusion were provided to the schools, but it was up to the school itself--usually the School
Coordinator or the principal--to interpret and apply the eligibility criteria. Schools were asked to apply
the criteria on an individual basis. Thus, LEP students or special education students were not to be
excluded categorically. Rather, only those particular LEP or special education students whose limitations
were SO severe as to constitute significant barriers to meaningful participation were to be excluded. In
cases of uncertainty, school personnel were asked to include the student.

A very few students were included who manifestly should not have been. Their difficulty in
completing the questionnaires and tests was noted by survey administrators, and Educational Testing
Service rejected as unusable a small number (less than one percent) of cognitive tests. However, in the
main, the extreme cases of physical or mental disability, and limitation of English proficiency, were
successfully excluded.® Indeed, one could draw the conclusion that the screening out of students was

According to Office of Special Education. figures reported in the Digest of Education Statistics, 1992,
Table 51, 5.5 percent of special education students receive services in separate schools or residential
facilities, while .8 percent are in a homebound or hospital environment. Not all of these individuals are
in graded programs. Separate facilities tend in particular to be available for comparatively rare populations
such as individuals with severe visual or hearing impairments, and for -emotionally disturbed students
whose presence might impede regular classroom activities. Most students who are doubly physically
disabled by being both deaf and blind are educated in special facilities. However, students who have only
hearing problems, visual -handicaps, or are emotionally disturbed, could in principle be surveyed and,
oftentimes, tested, though not without special accommodation. One-on-one (as contrasted to large
group) questionnaire or test administrations are appropriate for emotionally disturbed children; hearing-
impaired children may benefit from receiving instructions in sign language. Interviewer administration
addresses the issue of obtaining questionnaires for the blind, though there are validity questions
associated with test administration by alternative means.

4 See, for example, McGrew, K.S., Thurlow, M., & Spiegel, A. (1993), "An Investigation of the Exclusion
of Students With Disabilities in National Data Collection Programs.” Educational Evaluation and Policy
Analysis. 15(3), 339-352; and Spencer, B.D., (1991), "Eligibility/Exclusion Issues inthe 1990 NAEP Trial
State Assessment” in G. Bohrnstedt et al., Assessing Student Achievement in the States: Background

- Studiies for the Evaluation of the NAEP Trial State Assessment. Stanford: National Academy of Education.

Completion rates were in excess of 99 percent for all tests. Sections were not scored if fewer than five
items were answered in the section; most students in this group answered no items at all. Then a
"reasonableness check” was performed to identify students with ten or fewer items answered and whose
IRT-estimated scores were more than three points higher than their raw scores. Most deleted cases had
zero items answered, and some of these cases could represent students who found the tests too difficult
to attempt. The percentage of usable cases was 99.7 percent in reading and mathematics, 99.5 percent
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too effective in that one would expect more borderline cases had schools taken with full seriousness the
injunction "when in doubt, include."

In any case of the application of general criteria, there is bound to be some degree of arbitrariness
in judgments about borderline cases. This arbitrariness is of course compounded when the numbers of
people (over a thousand individuals in the NELS:88 base year) rendering eligibility judgments is large.
Our greatest concern about the classification process, however, is that, for reasons of time and burden,
some schools apparently departed from their instructions and excluded students on a categorical basis in
preference to rendering the prescribed case-by-case assessments.® In consequence both of inconsistencies
in application of eligibility criteria and of categorical exclusion, one would expect that overall, more
students may have been excluded than necessary. The temptation to exclude categorically--in a school
with a large eighth grade, given severe time pressures for producing an annotated roster, and with
individual-level information available to the School Coordinator only through the laborious process of
interviewing the special education or English as a second language or bilingual education teacher of each
student--is large. In order to minimize this problem in the BYT study, we sought greater precision in
exclusionary definitions, and sought guidance from special education and English as a second language
and bilingual education teachers. An account of the methodology and results of the study appears below.

Again, about 5.4 percent of eighth graders had been excluded in the base year. Our assumption
was that many more students could meaningfully participate than had been allowed to do so in 1988, and
our goal was to maximize the inclusiveness of the survey.” Nevertheless, this still leaves open the
question of where precisely to draw the line between those who can and cannot participate directly in such
a study, as well as whether those who cannot participate should be represented in some other way. This
issue directly implicates the larger study design. Partly this is a question of the appropriate floor to set
on tests and level of reading demand to set on questionnaires; there are many students with extremely
poor reading ability, not all of whom are limited in their English proficiency or learning disabled.

in science, and 99.2 percent in history/civics/geography.

Evidence for this phenomenon was seen when sampling rosters were inspected at the beginning of the
BYI study, and rosters were found on which all students within a pre-existing category were excluded.
Further evidence for this had been uncovered during the base year. When rosters were returned that had
an extracrdinarily high number of exclusions, we typically called back the school to find out why. In most
cases, exclusion was being applied categorically. In such cases, we attempted (often but not always
successfully) to persuade the school to assume the extra burden of individualized classification and re-
annotate the rosters.

K.S. McGrew, M.L. Thurlow, and A. Spiegel, in £ducational Evaluation and FPolicy Analysis, 15, 1993,
(p.345) estimate that 36 percent of students with disabilities were excluded from the NELS:88 sample.
Among students with disabilities, however, while 10 percent nationally are classified as severely
handicapped, 90 percent are classified as mildly handicapped (see, for example, B. Algozzine and L.
Korinek, Exceptional Children, 51, 1985, pp.388-394; D.J. Reschley in J.E. Ysseldyke and M.L. Thurlow,
eds., Views on Inclusion and Testing Accommodations for Students with Disabifities, 1993, Minneapolis:
National Center on Educational Outcomes). Reschley notes that "the vast majority of students with
disabilities do not have identifiable biological anomalies that would interfere with participating in state and
national assessment programs” and suggests that probably "less than two percent of the overall student
population has a biological anomaly that would interfere with performance on assessment procedures like
group administered standardized tests.” {p.38). Such evidence suggests the possibility that more
excluded students could be meaningfully included. At the same time, such evidence also suggests that
perhaps two percent of students {(owing to handicaps) and perhaps an additional one percent of students
{owing to language barriers) cannot, under normal survey conditions, be readily included in testing
programs.
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Partly, too, this is a question of whether special accommodations should be made for test administration,
or for questionnaire administration, for any group--whether students with poor reading ability, physically
handicapped students, the mentally handicapped or emotionally disturbed, or students whose mother
tongue is not English. Finally, students who are unable to complete cognitive tests or questionnaires
may still be represented, if this choice is made, by inclusion in school records studies (such as academic
transcripts of courses taken, grades, test scores); or in contextual data collection (principal, teacher, and
parent reports, for example); or data may be collected on the student’s Individualized Education Plan
(IEP) and whether its goals are successfully met; or alternative assessments may be employed
(performance assessment, portfolios). The choice made for the NELS:88 first follow-up was that for
students who remained ineligible, we would collect enrollment status and basic demographic information
only. ’

7.3 The Base Year Ineligibles Study: Aims.

The longitudinal followback of excluded 1988 eighth graders undertaken in the NELS:88 first
follow-up (and repeated in the 1992 second follow-up) was designed to realize several important aims.

First, it increases the accuracy and generalizability of key population inferences. It will do so by
providing a correction factor for NELS:88 estimates of school-leaving and school completion that

encompasses virtually the entire population of 1987-88 eighth graders. By checking the school enrollment
status of the special sample of excluded students, and by gathering additional demographic information,
it will be possible to generate subgroup-adjusted correction figures for NELS:88 national estimates of the
rates of remaining in school, dropping out, and dropping out and returning to school.

Second. in cases where an adjustment to estimates cannot be obtained. data from the study can
serve to qualify estimates, that is, to enter an explicit caveat about their limitations. This will be the case,
for example, with test results. By gathering basic demographic data on who was excluded, it will be
known to what extent, both generally and for selected subgroups, test results place a probable upward
limit on the tested achievement of in-school and out-of-school youth in the United States whom the
NELS:88 sample was designed to represent. The biasing effects on test results are likely to be especially
severe for selected groups. For example, exclusion of English language non-proficient and the more
severely limited English proficient students presents a biased picture of groups with high immigration
rates (for example, Koreans), since generally recent arrivals--precisely those students most in need of
special assistance and most likely to have low scores on a cognitive battery in English--will have been
excluded from testing. Test results will therefore tend to paint a more optimistic picture of the educational
progress of certain subgroups than may be justified. Likewise test results (and student, parent, school,
and teacher data) will be lacking for a portion of the dropout population--the portion excluded from the
sample. To the extent that excluding students lessens the representativeness of the dropout sample in
NELS:88, it is important to know as much as possible about the demographic characteristics of excluded
1987-88 students who have since dropped out of school. :

A third aim served by the followback studies is to enhance the representativeness of the high
school-based NELS:88 follow-up samples. Just as freshening is necessary to ensure sample
representativeness (freshening gives a chance of selection to those 1990 tenth graders and 1992 twelfth
graders who are out of sequence, that is, were not eighth graders in 1988), so too must one accommodate
those whose ineligibility status changes over time. (Although technically one should also freshen on the
excluded students, the monetary cost of doing so would be high and the payoff in sampling precision
small.)
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A fourth aim served by the followback studies of excluded eighth graders is correction of any
errors in the application of past eligibility criteria. We noted above that there are some erroneous
classifications, stemming from categorical exclusion of special education or bilingual education students
by some schools. Additional erroneous classifications arise from the tradition of excluding students who
may test low from "high stakes" tests (even though NELS:88 test results have no consequences for the
school, school-level testing policies may be driven by tests that do.), or from the fact that principals and
school coordinators did not know enough about individual students to evaluate their capacity to complete
the NELS:88 instruments.  Revisiting these cases--particularly with a more precisely specified
interpretation of the original eligibility definitions, and access to specialty teachers (bilingual education,
English as a second language, special education) who have first-hand knowledge that would underwrite
accurate individual-level eligibility determinations --would afford an opportunity to correct any such
misclassifications.

A fifth and final aim of the study is to enforce consistency in eligibility definitions between the

base vear and follow-ups of NELS:88_ by applying the broadened eligibility criteria of the First Follow-
Up (which extended eligibility to students who could complete the questionnaire only in Spanish) to

excluded 1987-88 eighth graders.

While demographic and status information was gathered for all members of the excluded student
followback sample, three situations justified inducting a formerly excluded student into NELS:88 and
administering the student questionnaire (and tests, whenever possible, in 1992). The three situations are
as follows: that person (1) had changed, that is, now met the eligibility criteria; (2) was wrongly
classified in 1988; (3) was rightly classified and the student’s limitation was unchanged, but this person
met broadened eligibility criteria (that is, could complete the student questionnaire in Spanish).

The ineligibility issue carries with it a special twist to be confronted in the second follow-up.
Some freshened students from the 1990 sophomore sample were deemed ineligible, that is, unable to
complete the various survey forms and therefore excluded from the NELS:88 first follow-up. Since the
competence of these students may change between 1990 and 1992, as may that of Base Year (1988)
ineligibles who remained ineligible in 1990, the target population for the 1992 follow-back of ineligibles
will comprise both the remaining base year ineligibles (those not added to the first follow-up sample in
1990) and the first follow-up ineligibles from the freshened sample as well as a small number of formerly
eligible base year cohort members who since have become impaired.

7.4 The Base Year Ineligibles Study: Implementation.

7.4.1. Sampling. The sample of ineligible students was drawn from the 1,052 fully participating -
Base Year core schools. Three types of ineligible students were sampled: physically handicapped (B),
mentally handicapped (C), and language minority (E) students with a linguistic barrier to participation.

Each school folder contained a transmittal which gave the total number of ineligibles at each
school. The folder also contained a school roster, on which, normally the ineligibles were crossed out,
with a code entered next to their names to indicate the reason for exclusion. After finding the codes for
those students, Transfer, Part-Time, and Dropout students were eliminated, and the remaining ineligibles
sorted by race/ethnicity. '

All of the students were numbered consecutively on the roster. If there were API
(Asian/Pacific Islander) and/or HIS (Hispanic) students, they were numbered separately on the roster or
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on a special form for those groups. Next the ineligibles were listed and numbered on a counting form.
This procedure was performed for each school. :

The counting form was dlvxded into three sections, API, HIS, and NOT (non- API and non-HIS).
Students were listed by race/éthnicity only if it was specified on the school transmittal that the school had
API or HIS students. Even if the surname was Hispanic or Asian, students were not reclassified if the
roster and transmittal did not specify this information. (In a few instances race/ethnicity was not
indicated on the roster; these students were then listed on the form as NOTs.) The list of students was
then numbered, beginning with the next consecutive number following the last number used on the roster.
For instance, if the number of NOTs was 286, the first ineligible NOT would be numbered 287 and so
on. In essence these students were simply added to the bottom of the numbered roster. This numbering
process was repeated for API and HIS students.

After the numbering process had been completed for a school, students were sampled using the
school’s original selection table, following the next unused number(s) on the table. If there were more
students than selection numbers the number(s) were imputed for the next selection(s). Once the selections
were made the names of the students were put into a spreadsheet file. There were 10,723 pre-roster
ineligibles, of whom 1,479 were selected. The next step was to add the post-roster ineligibles to the
group of pre-roster students; of the 130, 119 were selected. Merging the two files produced a sample
frame of 1,598 students.

The file was sorted by race/ethnicity, eligibility, and pre-roster or post-roster type. A serpentine
sort was then employed. The file was subsampled, using an interval of 2.37091 and a random start of
1.685831. A total of 674 students were sampled for the NELS:88 Ineligible Study. There are 623 pre-
roster ineligibles and 51 post-roster ineligibles.

These students were included in the pool of ineligibles. Six hundred had originally been set as
the target sample size. However, in 172 cases the reason for ineligibility was not recorded but the
student’s name was crossed off the roster. From previous information (such as callbacks to schools) we
had reason to believe that many of these were transfers, students in a different grade, or students who
were expected but never appeared at the school. If so, many of these students would be eliminated once
locating began, but it seemed prudent to follow up on these cases to make sure they were transfers or
students never enrolled (in the school/in eighth grade), and not excluded students. Therefore NORC
selected 674 = 600/(1- 172/1598) to achieve an ending sample size of 600 or greater.

7.4.2 Instrumentation. For all base year ineligibles in the excluded student followback sample,
the following status information was to be obtained from the student’s current school (if enrolled) or
school last attended (if a dropout) upon screening:

Sex: male or female;

Race/ethnicity: white, black, Hispanic, Asian/PI, American Indian/AN, other

School enrollment status: dropout =
20 or more consecutive unexcused absences between:

a. March 1, 1989 and March 31, 1990 or
b. April 1, 1990 and June 30, 1990

152



NELS:88 First Follow-Up
Final Technical Report

If a student was reported to be a dropout according to the above definition, confirmation was then
to be obtained from the home. The reason for this is that school records sometimes incorrectly describe
students who transferred out as dropouts. If the home indicates that the student did not drop out but
transferred, and in fact is enrolled in another school, then further follow-up would take place with the
newly identified school.

Students were next screened for eligibility. (This process is described below; the eligibility
screener is reproduced in Appendix G).

For students classified as still ineligible, no further information was collected, beyond locating
data to facilitate future follow-up and a detailed description of the precise reason for continued. (1990)
ineligibility. For students deemed to be eligible, the first follow-up student questionnaire and new student
supplement were administered; eligible members of the followback sample were asked to answer with the
1989-90 school year as their point of reference, to maintain comparability with data collected from the
main first follow-up sample. For cost reasons, test administrations were deferred until the second follow-

up.
7.4.3 Data Collection Methodology.

Locating. Since the need for a followback study of base year excluded eighth graders was not
foreseen at the time that the original design for NELS:88 was put into place, the only information
collected on ineligible students was their name, race/ethnicity (Asian, Hispanic, or Other), and reason
for ineligibility.

Thus a major challenge of the base year ineligibles study--conducted from January to March of
1991--was to locate students for whom no locating information was available other than the name of the
school in which they were enrolled in the autumn of 1987, when NELS:88 sampling rosters were
collected. Using this information as a starting point, NORC telephone interviewers attempted to trace the
excluded student through the eighth grade school. When information was not available from this source,
the tenth grade schools to which the excluded student’s peers had dispersed were contacted. Other
locating resources that would normally be effective in pinpointing the whereabouts of adult populations
(for example, credit bureaux and state Departments of Motor Vehicles) were unfortunately not helpful
for this population, given that no social security number had been collected for student or parent, and
given the youth of the excluded sample. This group also contained a disproportionate number of mobile
students (for example, migrants) and students from low-SES families who were less likely to have a
telephone or stable address.

Eligibility Screening. In the base year, school personnel--typically the school principal or the
school-appointed coordinator for NELS:88--reviewed rosters and indicated students who should be
excluded owing to mental, physical, or language barriers to completing the NELS:88 survey forms. For
the base year ineligibles followback, we attempted to gain information from a teacher or counselor who
had extensive personal knowledge of the student and the student’s school situation, and we attempted to
provide more specific guidelines to help school personnel to weigh whether a given individual was
capable of participation.

In determining eligibility status as of spring term 1990, interviewers were instructed to obtain
reports from a person with first-hand knowledge of the student. It was not sufficient simply to talk to
someone in the school office, or the principal. Interviewers were to approach the special education
teacher, the bilingual education or language arts teacher, or other relevant individuals who had first-hand
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knowledge of the excluded student’s academic capacities. This process typically entailed talking to
multiple staff members of the school, until the individual best qualified to assess the student’s eligibility
status was identified. Special education personnel are often highly protective of individuals with IEPs,
and sometimes place more emphasis on whether completing the survey forms will benefit the individual
than on how the individual’s participation would benefit the research program at hand. We therefore
stressed to special education instructors the right of all students who are capable to participate, and the
importance of making national data representative of all populations served by the nation’s schools. At
the same time, we stressed as well that students for whom participation truly would be unduly
burdensome, either physically or psychologically, or not meaningful, must be excluded.

Eligibility criteria appear on the first follow-up eligibility screener in Appendix G. Some of the
criteria conform closely with the eligibility rules adopted for NAEP? in 1990, while others depart from
the NAEP guidelines.. The language inclusion and exclusion guideline follows the NAEP model
(normally, sample members who have been enrolled in an English-language course of study for at least
two years would be considered eligible), though with an additional provision for participation in the form
of a Spanish-language questionnaire. The handicapped student inclusion and exclusion guideline attempts
to define an objective ability floor in order to encourage special education teachers to include any student
who could read at a level above the sixth grade norm.’ In addition, we placed redoubled emphasis on
the injunction that when school personnel were in doubt, they should include, and to further reduce
incentives to exclude, stressed that the NELS:88 tests were not "high stakes"--that is, the school’s score
would not be reported as such and the school’s identity in the public data files could not be deduced.

In general, our approach assumed that special accommodations would not be made. There are a
number of special accommodations that can be made that would extend the number of individuals who
could meaningfully complete survey questionnaires, and cognitive tests. Special accommodations to
facilitate participation in direct assessments (all of these adjustments are also effective for facilitating
questionnaire administration) include the following: extended time limits or breaking the test into multiple
sessions; small group or one-on-one administration; translation (including the use of sign language);
paraphrase, reading to the student (directions, or questions and content), using visual aids; allowing the
use of dictionaries; taking dictation from the student; providing special acoustics, furniture, visual
magnification or auditory amplification devices; and providing large print or Braille versions of
instruments. In part this assumption that special accommodations could not be made reflected cost
considerations, but for the cognitive tests in particular (o be administered to reclassified members of the
excluded student group in the second follow-up), there are important validity considerations as well. Too
little work has been done on these validity questions at this time.”® Hence, such accommodations were

See, for example, Mullis, 1., 1990, The NAEP Guide: A Description of the Content and Methods of the
1990-92 Assessments. Washington, D.C.: NCES.

The issue of "how low is the floor?" is relevant primarily to learning-disabled students, as well, perhaps,
to poor readers; many physically handicapped students, for example, are outstanding achievers. The
NELS:88 eighth grade tests contained some third grade items and many grade 4 - 6 items; the follow-up
tests tended to raise the ability ceiling but to do little to change the floor. Tests were not administered
to the reclassified ineligibles in 1990, but were to be administered in 1992. The questionnaire was also
designed to be understandable to students who read several levels below their grade norm.

v The only thorough investigations of this issue encompass only a fairly exceptional population--handicapped
students who are given extra time to complete the GRE or SAT; the conclusion of such research has been
that this accommodation may be a source of test score comparability problems (that is, extended time
administrations may lead to over-estimation of ability or achievement). See Willingham, W.W.,, Ragosta,
M., Bennett, R.E., Braun, H., Rock, D.A., and Powers, D.E., 1988, Testing Handicapped People (Needham
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considered to be proscribed only for cost reasons in terms of the questionnaires, but generally not an
option for NELS:88 test administration for the additional reason that research has not yet been conducted
that shows the comparability of test results with and without various kinds of special accommodation for
handicapped or less than fully English language proficient test takers. Accommodations, too, can be
relatively inexpensive, or expensive, and can raise larger, or less significant, comparability and test
validity issues. For example, a large-print version of a questionnaire or test can be inexpensively
produced from a school’s xerox machine; large-print versions of survey materials would not seem as
methodologically problematic as, for example, extended time for a timed test. Likewise, we translated
the questionnaire into Spanish but the comparability to the main test of a Spanish version of the cognitive
test battery would have been more gquestionable.

While we did indeed assume that more students could meaningfully participate and that NELS:88
could be made more inclusive of the student population, it must also be stressed that even had this
assumption not been justified, it still would have been extraordinarily important to gather data about the
characteristics of excluded students, and, at the very least, to monitor their enrollment status and
eligibility status over time.

Hts, MA: Allyn & Baconl.
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7.5 Results.

Table 7.5 summarizes results of the base year ineligibles study. While a tenth or twelfth grade
sample would be expected to have a lower number of exclusions than an eighth grade sample, owing to
the fact that many excluded student groups have disproportionately high dropout rates, it is important to
remember that in the BYI study, eighth graders were followed regardless of their spring term 1990
enrollment status. Hence the data in Table 7.5 represent 1988 excluded eighth graders who progressed
in normal sequence, who were held back a year or more, or who were dropouts in the spring term of
1990. :

Table 7.5 1990 Status of 1988 Ineligibles (NELS:88 BYI study)

Reason Status in
for BY 1FU (1990)
Exclusion :
| OUT OF SAMPLING

ELIG. INELIG. SCOPE N/A  ERROR TOTAL
language 131 40 21 12 21 225
physical 9 12 0 2 1 24
mental 140 175 5 18 14 352
unknown 34 14 3 10 12 73
total 314 241 29 42 48 674

N/A = not ascertained

. Overall results. Of the 674 base year excluded students studied in the first follow-up, NORC
was able to ascertain the status of all but 42. . Hence information on school enrollment status and
NELS:88 eligibility status was obtained for 94 percent of the excluded student sample. Some 48
exclusions were found to be sampling errors (for example, the student’s name appeared on an eighth
grade roster, but the student was not an eighth grader, owing to retention in the prior grade or some other
factor; or the student’s name appeared on the school’s roster but the student had transferred out or had
never enrolled). Removing these 48 cases provides a new sample size of 674 - 48, or 626.

~ Of the 626 cases, 29 were declared out of scope, because of either the death of the sample
member, or the sample member being outside the country in the spring term of 1990 (such cases are
viewed as only temporarily out of scope--such individuals would be pursued in 1992 in cases where they
had returned to the United States). If these cases are subtracted from the denominator, a sample size
of 597 is obtained. Of those 597 students, 314 were found to be eligible, 241 were found to be still
ineligible, and the status of 42 was not ascertained. In other words, of the 597 in scope base year
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excluded students in 1990, the enrollment and eligibility status of 7 percent could not be ascertained
(mostly, these cases were unlocatable), 53 percent were found to be eligible for NELS:88, and 40 percent
were still ineligible.™

Results for language exclusions. These results can be viewed for each of the categories of
exclusion, thus language, physical, and mental barriers to participation. For language exclusions, almost
72 percent (131) of in-scope respondents were reclassified as eligible, nearly 22 percent (40) retained
their ineligible classification, and around 7 percent were unlocatable and their status could not be
ascertained.

Results for physical handicap exclusions. Of 23 physical barrier exclusions, 39 percent (9)
were reclassified as eligible in 1990, 52 percent (12) remained ineligible, and about 9 percent (2) could
not be located.

Results for mental handicap exclusions. Of 333 in-scope base year ineligibles excluded in 1988
by virtue of mental barriers to participation, 42 percent (140) were classified as eligible in 1990, almost
53 percent (175) as ineligible, while for 5 percent (18), status could not be ascertained.

Results: Discussion. Clearly, a substantial number of students were able to re-enter the
NELS: 88 sample, thus reducing any potential undercoverage bias. Reassessment of eligibility status led
to reclassification and inclusion in NELS:88 follow-up rounds of over half of the in-scope non-erroneous
sample membership (314 of 595 cases). Eighth graders excluded for language reasons had the greatest
chance of re-entering NELS:88 by 1990.

These changes in status classification represent several tendencies that cannot readily be
disentangled. First, some students’ underlying status-defining condition will have changed. This result
is most likely for English non-proficient and limited proficient students, who over time may master
English. Second, judgments of ineligibility, even when guided by objective and specific criteria, also
have a subjective dimension, and are somewhat unreliable. Some amount of change will be associated
simply with re-asking the eligibility status question. 7hird, the question of eligibility was not posed in
precisely the same way in the NELS:88 first follow-up as in the 1988 base year. Though the general
criteria were largely unchanged', further information was provided for their interpretation. These
criteria invoked objective measures of past performance, such as reading level, so that school personnel
would have a more precise basis for assessing whether a student could complete the NELS:88
instruments. Fourth, the eligibility question was not posed to the same class of persons. In the first
follow-up, information was sought from school staff who had a greater likelihood of personally knowing
the student. The task, for school personnel, of supplying information about a small number of base year
ineligibles was far less daunting and presumably less error-prone than the task, undertaken by base year
principals/school coordinators, of providing classification information for up to several hundred potential
sample members per school in the base year. These considerations point to the likelihood that the 1990
classifications are more accurate than the 1988 classifications, in instances where the individual has not

1 All percents are raw {sample) percents; weighted percents, which supply national population estimates,

could differ.

2 A change that affected a very few Hispanic ineligibles was the provision of a Spanish-language NELS:88
questionnaire in 1990, and again in 1992; a Spanish language student questionnaire was not offered in
the base year.
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significantly changed, and the likelihood that where change has occurred in a student’s eligibility status,
that change has been captured.

These considerations also support the supposition that a substantial number of students who could
successfully have participated were excluded by their base year schools. However, even after a second
screening and the passage of two years during which some individuals became more proficient in English
or underwent other status changes, about a third of the 1988 NELS:88 ineligibles remained ineligible and
could have been surveyed or assessed only indirectly, or through comparatively costly special
accommodations to their barrier to participation, or through some form of alternative assessment.
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GLOSSARY OF NELS:88 TERMS

Note: Words in the glossary have been cross-referenced. If a word used in a definition has its own
eniry elsewhere in the glossary, the word appears in italics in its first usage under each entry.

Augmentation students: See State augmentation students.

Base year ineligible (BYT) study: A NELS:88 First Follow-Up study which sought to locate and survey
eligible respondents who were part of the Base Year sample, yet were ineligible to part1c1pate in the Base
Year owing to mental or physical incapacity or to a language barrier.

Bias (due to momrespomse): Difference that occurs when respondents dlﬂ‘er as -a group from
nonrespondents on a characteristic being studied.

Bias (due to undercoverage): This bias arises because some portion of the potential sampling frame is
missed or excluded. For example, if the school list from which a school sample is drawn is incomplete
-or inaccurate, school undercoverage may occur. In NELS:88 the most important potential source of
undercoverage bias was exclusion of 5.37 percent of the potential sample of eighth graders in the base
year. (See entry for "Base year ineligible study" and "Followback study of excluded students.")

Bias (of an estimate): The difference between the expected value of a sample estimate and the
corresponding true value for the population.

Burden: Formally, this is the aggregate hours realistically required for data providers to participate in
a data collection. (Burden also has a subjective or psychological dimension: the degree to which
providing information is regarded as onerous may depend on the sahence to the respondent of the
questions that are being posed.) :

BY: NELS:88 Base Year Study conducted in 1988.

CCD: Common Core of Data. Data annually collected from all public schools in the United States by
the National Center for Education Statistics.

CD-ROM: Compact Disk Read Only Memory. A computer storage disk in the same physical form as
an audio CD. ‘A CD-ROM can store approximately 650 megabytes of digital data. NELS:88 data are
available both in magnetic media, such as tapes, as well as in optical laser disc media, such as CD-ROM.

Ceiling effect: The result of a cognitive test having insufficient numbers of the more difficult items.
In a longitudinal study, ceiling effects in the follow-up testings can cause change scores to be artificially
constrained for high ability examinees. More information (that is, smaller error of measurement) is
obtained with respect to ability level if high ability individuals receive relatively harder items (and if low
ability individuals receive proportionately easier items). The matching of item difficulty to a person’s

ability level yields increased reliability at the extremes of the score distribution where it is most needed

for studies of longitudinal change. That is, the measurement problems related to floor and ceiling effects
in combination with regression effects found at the extreme score ranges seriously hamper the accuracy
of change measures in longitudinal studies. Hence one strategy employed in NELS:88 to minimize
ceiling effects was to develop test forms that are "adaptive" to the ability level of the examinee. The
multilevel tests used in the first and second follow-ups of NELS:88--with test assignment based on prior
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test performance—work to minimize the possibility of ceiling effects biasing the estimates of the score
gains. (See entry for "Floor effect.")

Certainty school: A first follow-up school attended by four or more NELS:88 sample members, as
determined by tracing and data collection efforts. These schools are included in the sample with certainty
(probability = 1).

Closed-ended: A type of question in which the data provider’s responses are limited to given alternatives
(as opposed to an open-ended question. See entry for "Open-ended.")

Cluster size: The number of NELS:88 sample members attending a particular high school.

Codebook: A record of each variable being measured, including variable name, columns occupied by
each variable in the data matrix, values used to define each variable, unweighted frequencies, unweighted
percents, and weighted valid percents. (See entry for "Electronic Codebook.")

Cognitive test battery: One of the two parts of the Student Survey (the second part being the student
questionnaire).  Four achievement areas (mathematics, reading, science, and social studies
[history/geography/civics]) were measured.

Cohort: A group of individuals who have a statistical factor in common, for example, year of birth or
grade in school or year of high school graduation. NELS:88 embraces three overlapping but distinct
nationally-representative grade cohorts: 1987-88 eighth graders, 1989-90 high school sophomores, and
1991-92 high school seniors.

Composite variables: A composite variable is one that is constructed through either the combination of
two or more variables (socioeconomic status, for example) or calculated through the application of a
mathematical function to a variable. Also called a "derived variable" or "constructed variable."

Confidence interval: A sample-based estimate expressed as an interval or range of values within which
the true population value is expected to be located (with a specified degree of confidence).

Contextual data: In NELS:88, the primary unit of analysis is the student (or dropous), and information
from the other study components, referred to as the contextual data, should be viewed as extensions of
the student data--for example, as school administrator, teacher, and parent reports on the student’s school
learning environment or home situation.

Core student: Students who are part of the primary cohort of NELS:88, in contrast to state
augmentation or School Effectiveness Study students. The core students include those chosen as eighth
graders in the 1988 Base Year Study and those added to the sample through freshening procedures during
the First Follow-Up.

Core study: The original NELS:88 study, in contrast to the study with additions and follow-up additions
like the state augmentation studies and the School Effectiveness Study.

Cross-sectional survey: A cross-sectional design represents events and statuses at a single point in time.
For example, a cross-sectional survey may measure the cumulative educational attainment (achievements,
attitudes, statuses) of students at a particular stage of schooling (for example, eighth grade, tenth grade,
or twelfth grade). In contrast, a longitudinal (or repeated measurement of the same sample units) survey
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measures the change or growth in educational attainments that occurs over a particular period of
schooling. The longitudinal design of NELS:88 generates--by means of sample "freshening"--three
representative cross-sections (eighth graders in 1988, high school sophomores in 1990, seniors in 1992)
and permits analysis of individual level change over time through longitudinal analysis and of group level
and intercohort change through the cross-sectional comparisons. (See entry for "Longitudinal or Panel
Survey.") :

Data element: The most basic unit of information. In data processing it is the fundamental data
structure, It is defined by its size (in characters) and data type (e.g. alphanumeric, numeric only,
true/false, date) and may include a specific set of values or range of values.

Design effect: A measure of sample efficiency. The design effect (DEFF) is the variance of an estimate
divided by the variance of the estimate that would have occurred if a sample of the same size had been
selected using simple random sampling. Sometimes it is more useful to work with szandard errors than
with variances. The root design effect (DEFT) expresses the relation between the actual standard error
of an estimate and the standard error of the corresponding estimates from a simple random sample.

Dropout: The term is used both to describe an event--leaving school before graduating--and a status --an
individual who is not in school and is not a graduate at a defined point in time. The "cohort dropout rate"-
in NELS:88 is based on measurement of enrollment status of 1988 eighth graders two and four years later
(that is, in the spring term of 1990 and the spring term of 1992) and of 1990 sophomores two years later.
A respondent who has not graduated from high school or attained an equivalency certificate and who has
not attended high school for 20 consecutive days (not counting any excused absences) is considered to
be a dropout. In contrast, transferring schools--for example, from a public to a private school--is not
regarded as a dropout event, nor is delayed graduation (as when a student is continuously enrolled but
takes an additional year to complete school). A person who drops out of school may later return and
graduate: at the time the person left school lmtlally, he or she is called a "dropout," and at the time the
person returns to school, he or she is called a "stopout."

Electronic codebook (ECB): While hardcopy codebooks with item stems, response categories, associated
response frequency distributions, unweighted percents, and weighted valid percents are contained within
the NELS:88 user’s manuals, NELS:88 data are also available on CD-ROM in an electronic codebook
(ECB) format. The electronic codebook created for the combined base year first follow-up NELS: 88 data
is a menu-driven system that allows users to perform functions such as the following: (a) search a list
of NELS:88 BY-F1 database variables based upon key words or variable names/labels; (b) display
weighted and unweighted percentages for each variable in the database; (¢) display question text for each
variable in the database; (d) select or tag variables for subsequent analysis; (€) generate SAS-PC or SPSS-
PC+ program code/command statements for subsequently constructing a system file of the selected
variables; and (f) generate a codebook of the selected variables.

ETS: Educational Testing Service. NORC'’s subcontractor for NELS:88 cognitive test development and
evaluation. ‘

F1: The NELS:88 First Follow-Up, conducted in 1990.
File: Refers to a data file containing a set of related computerized records.

Floor effect: The result of a cognitive test being too difficult for a large number of the examinees,
causing the low ability examinees to receive chance scores on the first testing, and on subsequent testings
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if the test remains too difficult. Floor effects result in an inability to discriminate among low ability
individuals at time one or time two, and there will be no reliable discrimination among examinees with
respect to amounts of change. A possible solution, utilized in NELS:88, is to develop test forms that are
"adaptive" to the ability level of the examinee, which tends to minimize the possibility of floor effects
biasing the estimates of the score gains.

Freshening: A NELS:88 sampling procedure by which high school sophomores were added in the First
Follow-Up who were not in the 8th grade in the U.S. two years before. This process ensured that the
sample would be representative of the 1990 sophomore class by allowing 1990 sophomores who did not
have a chance for selection into the base year sample to have some probability of 1990 selection.

. GED recipient: A person who has obtained certification of high school equivalency by meeting state
requirements and passing an approved exam, which is intended to provide an appraisal of the person’s
achievement or performance in the broad subject matter areas usually required for high school graduation.
Individuals preparing for a GED were regarded as students rather than dropouts in the NELS:88 first
follow-up; all individuals receiving academic or vocational instruction in any form were classified as
students, regardless of whether they were enrolled in diploma programs in regular high schools.

GED test: General Educational Development test. A test administered by the American Council on
Education as the basis for awarding a high school equivalent certification.

HS&B: High School and Beyond. The second in the series of longitudinal education studies sponsored
by NCES. The HS&B Base Year study surveyed sophomore and senior students in 1980.

IEP: Individualized Education Program in special education for the mentally or physically handicapped.

IRT: Item Response Theory. A method of estimating achievement level by considering the pattern of
right, wrong, and omitted responses on all items administered to an individual student. Rather than
merely counting right and wrong responses, the IRT procedure also considers characteristics of each of
the test items, such as their difficulty, and the likelihood that they could be guessed correctly by low-
ability individuals. IRT scores are less likely than simple number-right or formula scores to be distorted
by correct guesses on difficult items if a student’s response vector also contains incorrect answers to
easier questions. Another attribute of IRT that makes it useful for NELS:88 is the calibration of item
parameters for all items administered to all students. This makes it possible to obtain scores on the same
scale for students who took harder or easier forms of the test. NELS:88 results must also be vertically
or longitudinally equated (grades 8, 10, 12) through IRT scaling methods.

Item nonresponse: The amount of missing information when a valid response to an item or variable was
expected. (See entry for "Unit-nonresponse.")

LEP: Limited English Proficient. A concept developed to assist in identifying those language-minority
students (individuals from non-English language backgrounds) who need language assistance services, in
their own language or in English, in the schools. (See entries for "NEP" and "LM.") The Bilingual
Education Act, reauthorized in 1988 (PL 100-297), describes a limited English proficient student as one
who:

1) meets one or more of the following conditions:

a) the student was born outside of the United States or the student’s native language
is not English;
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b) the student comes from an environment where a language other than English is
dominant;
or

c) the student is American Indian or Alaskan Native and comes from an

environment where a language other than English has had a significant impact on
his/her level of English language proficiency; and

2) has sufficient difﬁculty speaking, reading, writing, or understanding the English language
to deny him or her the opportunity to learn successfully in English-only classrooms.

LM: Language Minority. A fully English proficient student in whose home a non-English language is
typically spoken. This groups includes students whose Enghsh is fluent enough to benefit from
instruction in academic subjects offered in English.

Longitudinal or panel survey: In a longitudinal design, similar measurements--of the same sample of
individuals, institutions, households or of some other defined unit--are taken -at multiple time points.
NELS:88 employs a longitudinal design that follows the same individuals over time, and permits the
analysis of individual-level change. (See entry for "Cross-sectional survey.")

Machine editing: Also-called forced data cleaning or logical editing. Uses computerized instructions
in the data cleamng program that ensure common sense consistency within and across the responses from
a data provider.

Microdata (microrecords): Observations of individual sample members, such as those contained on the
NELS:88 data files.

MSA: Metropolitan statistical area. A large population nucleus and the nearby communities which have
a high degree of economic and social integration with that nucleus. Each MSA consists of one or more
entire counties (or county equivalents) that meet specified standards pertaining to population, commuting
ties, and metropolitan character. (However, in New England, towns and cities, rather than counties, are
the basic units.) MSAs are designated by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB). An MSA
includes a city and, generally, its entire urban area and the remainder of the county or counties in which
the urban area is located. A MSA also includes such additional outlying counties which meet specified
criteria relating to metropolitan character and level of community of workers into the central city or
counties. The 30 largest MSAs were the site of the School Effectiveness Study.

Multidimensional raking: An adjustment procedure in weighting whereby the sum of the weights for
each marginal category of respondents in the follow-up rounds of NELS:88 was made equal to the
corresponding sum of the final prior round weights for that group.

NAEP: The National Assessment of Educational Progress.

NAIS: The National Association of Independent Schools. This organization endorsed NELS:88. NAIS
schools form a base year school sampling stratum in NELS:88, and NAIS constitutes a category within
the privileged use file school control type variable.

NCEA: The National Catholic Educational Association. This organization endorsed NELS:88.
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NCES: The National Center for Education Statistics, Office of Educational Research and Improvement,
of the U.S. Department of Education. This governmental agency is the primary sponsor of NELS:88,
and is also the sponsoring agency for (among other studies) NAEP, HS&B, and NLS-72.

NEP: No English Proficiency. A student who does not speak English. (See entry for "LEP.")

NLS-72: The National Longitudinal Study of the High School Class of 1972. This project was the first
in the series of longitudinal education studies sponsored by NCES.

- Nonresponse: (See entry for "Item nonresponse” and “Unit nonresponse. ")

Nonsampling error: An error in sample estimates that cannot be attributed to sampling fluctuations.
Such errors may arise from many sources including imperfect implementation of sampling procedures,
differential unit or ifem nonresponse across subgroups, bias in estimation, or errors in observation and
recording.

NORC: The National Opinion Research Center at The University of Chicago. NORC conducts
NELS:88 for the National Center for Education Statistics. B

NSF: The National Science Foundation, which is one of the sponsors of NELS:88. The National
Science Foundation awards grants and contracts to individuals and organizations to conduct research.
NSF sponsored two components of the first follow-up: 1) additions to the questionnaires to learn about
students’ experiences and their exposure to mathematics and science curricula, and 2) a feacher survey
of mathematics and science teachers to obtain evaluations of their NELS:88 student(s) and to learn about
their classroom practices and background preparation for teaching.

OBEMLA: The Office of Bilingual Education and Minority Languages Affairs, U.S. Department of
Education. OBEMLA has funded a NELS:88 supplement that inquires into the education experiences of
students whose native language is other than English.

OMB: The Office of Management and Budget, U.S. Executive Branch. OMB is a federal agency with
the responsibility for reviewing all studies funded by executive branch agencies. OMB reviewed,
commented on, and approved the NELS:88 questionnaires, as indicated by their approval number and
its expiration date in the top right corner of the questionnaire covers.

Open-ended: A type of question in which the data provider’s responses are not limited to given
alternatives.

Optical disk: A disk that is read optically (e.g., by laser technology), rather than magnetically. ("See
entry for "CD-ROM.")

Optical scanning: A system of recording responses that transfers responses into machine-readable data
through optical mark reading. This method of data capture was used for the NELS:88 student
questionnaires and cognitive tests, as well as for the parent and teacher questionnaires. (In contrast,
responses to certain other questionnaires, such as the school administrator questionnaire, were keyed by
using conventional data entry methods.)

Out-of-sequence: This term means that a student is not in the grade that he/she would be in if
progressing with the majority of the cohort through school. For example, most NELS:88 sample
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members were in the 10th grade in the 1989-90 school year; one would be described as out-of-sequence
if found to be in the 11th grade in the 1989-90 school year.

Population: All individuals in the group to which conclusions from a data collection activity are to be
applied. Weighted results of NELS:88 data provide estimates for populations and subgroups.

Population variance: A measure of dispersion defined as the average of the squared deviations between
the observed values of the elements of a population or sample and the population mean of those values.

Postsecondary education: The provision of formal instructional programs with a curriculum designed
primarily for students who have completed the requirements for a high school diploma or equivalent.
This includes programs of an academic, vocational, and continuing professional education purpose, and
excludes avocational and adult basic education programs.

‘Poststratlficatlon adjustment: A weight adjustment that forces survey estimates to match independent
population totals within selected poststrata (adjustment cells).

Precision: The difference between a sample-based estimate and its expected value. Precision is measured
by the sampling error (or standard error) of an estimate.

Probability sample: A sample selected by a method such that each unit has a fixed and determined
probability of selection.

QED: Quality Education Data. QED is a commercial firm that publishes national directories of all public
and private schools and districts. Its list of schools in the U.S. constituted the sampling frame for the
base year, and provided important information on school location, principal’s name, minority enrollment,
and other characteristics.

Range check: A determination of whether responses fall within a predetermined set of acceptable values.

Record format: The layout of the information contained in a data record (includes the name, type, and
size of each field in the record).

Records: A logical grouping of data elements within a file upon which a computer program acts.
Reliability: The consistency in results of a test or measurement including the tendency of the test or
measurement to produce the same results when applied twice to some entity or attribute believed not to
have changed in the interval between measurements.

Sample: Subgroup selected from the entire population.

Sampling error: The part of the difference between a value for an entire population and an estimate of
that value derived from a probability sample that results from observing only a sample of values.

Sampling variance: A measure of dispersion of values of a statistic that would occur if the survey were
repeated a large number of times using the same sample design, instrument and data collection
methodology. The square root of the sampling variance is the standard error.
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School administrator questionnaire: This questionnaire was to be completed by the principal and/or
someone designated by the principal. The questionnaire sought basic information about school policies,
number of students in each class, curriculum offered, programs for disadvantaged and handlcapped
students, and other school characteristics.

School climate: The social system and culture of the school, including the organizational structure of
the school and values and expectations within it.

School Coordinator: A person designated in each school to act as a contact person between the school
and NORC. This person assisted with establishing a Survey Day in the school, and in some cases where
the school cluster size was very small, the School Coordinator administered the student instruments.

School Effectiveness Study: A component of NELS:88 added to the first follow-up to permit the study
of school effects. The supplement substantially increased clusfer sizes and provided in-school
representative student samples at approximately 250 urban and suburban schools in the thirty largest
MSAs in order to permit researchers to assess the impact of various school characteristics (such as
structural and management characteristics and school climate) on student outcomes (such as student
achievement and educational experience). This component was continued in the second follow-up, and
included student, school administrator, teacher, and parent questionnaires, transcripts surveys, as well
as a course afferings and course enrolliments component.

Standard deviation: The most widely used measure of dispersion of a frequency distribution. It is equal
to the positive square root of the population variance.

Standard error: The positive square root of the sampling variance. It is a measure of the dispersion
of the sampling distribution of a statistic. Standard errors are used to establish confidence intervals for
the statistics being analyzed.

State anugmentation students: In the base year, certain states funded a sample of additional schools in
the state to produce a representative sample of schools in the state. In this sense, the state’s sample was
"augmented" to maximize the utility of the NELS:88 data for those states. The students from those base
year schools were designated as "augmentation” students, and were followed and surveyed in the first
follow-up.

Stopout: A student who had one or more occurrences of school non-attendance for 20 or more days (not
including any excused absences) who subsequently returned to school.In NELS:88, this term was used
for temporary dropouts within a round (e.g., out of school in fall 1989 but back spring 1990, as
contrasted to 1990 dropouts who were back in school in spring term of 1992). ’

Student questionnaire: One of the two parts of the student survey (the other part is the cognitive rest
battery). This instrument contained a locator section for #racing sample members for future waves of
NELS:88 and a series of questions about courses taken, hours spent on homework, and perceptions of
the school and the home environment.

Survey day: A day chosen by the school during the data collection period when an NORC interviewer
and a clerical assistant (or the School Coordinator in schools with only a small group of sample members)
administered the survey to the school’s sample of students. The Survey Day session lasted about three
hours for the actual data collection, with about thirty minutes each for preparation and clean-
up/preparation of completed materials for mailing.
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Teacher guestionnaire; Math and science teachers of selected students were asked to complete a teacher
questionnaire, which collected data on school and teacher characteristics (including teacher qualifications
and experience), evaluations of student performance, and classroom teaching practices.

Transfer student; A NELS:88 sample member who moved from one school to another after the
subsampling of schools between Phase 1 (the fracing of sample members to their school of enrollment)
and Phase 2 (the re-verification of sample members’ school of enrollment).

Unit nonresponse: Failure of a survey unit (for example, at the institutional level, a school, or at the
individual level, a respondent, such as a student or a teacher) to cooperate or complete survey instrument.
Unit nonresponse may be contrasted to item nonresponse, which is the failure of a participating sample
member to give a valid response to a particular question on a survey instrument.

Validity: The capacity of an item or measuring instrument to measure what it was designed to measure;
stated most often in terms of the correlation between scores in the instrument and measures of
performance on some external criterion. Reliability, on the other hand, refers to consistency of
measurement over time. (See entry for "Reliability.")

Variance: See entry for "Population variance" and "Sampling variance."

Weighted estimates: Estimates from a sample survey in which the sample data are statistically weighted
(multiplied) by factors reflecting the sample design. The weights (referred to as sampling weights) are
typically equal to the reciprocals of the overall selection probabilities, multiplied by a nonresponse or
poststratification adjustment.  Thus, for example, the 1,035 completed school administrator
questionnaires in the NELS:88 base year represent a population of 38,774 schools. Individual completed
cases (that is, base year school administrator questionnaires) may "represent” anywhere from a minimum
of 1.5 schools to a maximum of 387.3 schools. To take another example, 12,111 base year questionnaire
respondents reported themselves to be male, and a slightly greater number (12,244) reported themselves
to be female. When these cases are multiplied by the nonresponse-adjusted student weights to yield a
weighted percent that reflects the national population of eighth graders, the estimate for males is 50.1
percent of the 1988 eighth grade cohort while females are estimated to comprise 49.9 percent of the
nation’s 1988 elghth graders.
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Appendix A:

Item Analysis Statistics
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Reading Test, Low Form
Item Analysis by Ethnicity
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Mothematics Test, Low Form
Item Analysis by Ethnicity

Total Hhite American Indian Hispanic Asian glack
P+ Rbis Delta P+ Rbis Delta P+ Rbis Delta P+ Rbis Delta P+ Rbis Delta P+ Rbis Delta
item 19 0.54 0.56 12.6 0.57 0.61 12.3 0.52 0.79 12.8  0.54 0.47 12.6 0.57 0.59 12.2 0.49 0.47 13.1
Jtem 2 0.35 0.41 14.5 0.37 0.39 14.4 0.32 0.22 14.8 0.35 0.45 14.5 0.48 0.63 13.2 0.33 0.41 14.8
ftem 3 0.37 0.48 14.4 0.39 0.53 14.1 0.24 0.47 15.8 0.34 0.47 14.6 0.42 0.48 13.8 0.35 0.33 4.6
ftem 4 0.31 0,40 15.0 0.36 0.41 14.7 0.26 0.36 15.5 0.27 0.43 15.4 0.33 0.58 14.7 0.27 0.35 15.4
Item 5 0.27 0.40 15.5 0.29 0.44 15.2 0.16 0,58 17.0 0.26 0.40 15.8 0.21 0.57 16.2 0.26 0,27 15.6
item 6 0.56 0,38 12.6 0.55 0.44 12.5 0.48 0.25 13.2 0.57 0.31 12.3 0.47 0.50 13.3 0.51 0.31 12.9
Item 7 0.71 0.49 10.8 0.70 0.54 10.9 0.71 0.40 10.8 0.71 0.40 10.8 0.77 0.55 10.0 0.73 0.43 10.5
Item 8 0.27 0.36 15.5 0.27 0.35 15.5 0.31 0.67 15.0 0.31 0.35 15.0 0.37 0.54 14.4 0.22 0.31 16.0
Item 9 0.27 0.37 15.4 0.26 0.40 15.6 0.23 0.49 15.9 0.29 0.32 15.2 0.35 0.5 14.5 0.29 0.34 15.2
Item 10 0.21 0,28 16.2 0.26 0.26 15.9 0.15 0.43 17.% 0.20 0.25 16.4 0.26 0.57 15.5 0.17 0.2& 16.8
Jtem 11 0.26 0.43 15.6 0.26 0.45 15.8 0.27 0.55 15.4 0.31 0.43 14.9 0.22 0.22 156.1% 0.26 0.46 15.6
Item 12 0.30 0.49 15.1 0.32 0.49 14.9 0.30 0.57 15.1 0.28 0.53 15.3 0.35 0.64 14.5 0.27 0.45 15.4
Item 13 0.27 0.41 15.4 0.26 0.41 15.5 0.18 0.51 16.7 0.23 0.40 16.0 0.31 0.46 15.0 0.32 0.43 14.8
Item 14 0.57 0.40 12.3 0.54 0.42 12.6 0.51 0.69 12.9 0.57 0.35 12.3 0.64 0.47 11.6 0.63 0.37 11.7
Item 15 0.68 0.46 11.2 0.66 0.50 11.3 0.57 0.39 12.3 0.70 0.3 10.9 0.76 0.55 10.2 0.69 0.46 11.0
Item 16 0.63 0.30 11.6 0.63 0.31 11.6 0.65 0.03 11.5 0.61 0.19 11.9 0.57 0.30 12.3 0.65 0.42 11.5
ltem 17 0.31 0.35 15.0 0.31 0.33 15.0 0.27 0.45 15.5 0.30 0.39 15.1 0.36 0.33 14.5 0.31 0.38 15.0
[tem 18 0.73 0.50 10.6 0.70 0.49 10.9 0.68 0.76 11.1 0.76 0.42 10.2 0.81 0.58 9.5 0.76 0.55 10.2
{tem 19 0.23 0.29 15.9 0.26 0.38 15.8 0.30 0.30 15.1 0.23 0.26 15.9 0.18 0.03 16.7 0.21 0.10 16.3
Item 20 0.67 0.48 11.3 0.66 0.51 11.3 0.69 0.60 11.% 0.68 0.52 11.1 0.70 0.64 11.0 0.67 0.37 11.2
1tem 21 0.76 0.58 10.2 0.77 0.60 10.0 0.55 0.67 12.5 0.76 0.47 10.1% 0.79 0.48 9.8 8.75 0.56 10.3
Item 22 0.50 0.32 13.0 0.53 0.34 12.7 0.41 0.17 13.9 0.47 0.33 13.3 0.48 0.33 13.2 0.46 0.27 13.4
Item 23 0.55 0.49 12.5 0.61 0.49 11.9 0.37 0.84 14.3 0.50 0.47 13.0 0.62 0.41 11.7 0.49 0.43 13.1
1tem 26 0.56 0.42 12.4 0.57 0.40 12.2 0.57 0.25 12.3 0.50 0.44 13.0 0.59 0.53 12.1 0.57 0.47 12.3
Item 25 0.45 0.40 13.5 0,48 0.38 13.2 0.31 0.11 14.9 0.46 0.41 13.6 0.44 0.50 13.6 0.42 0.44 13.8
Jtem 26 0.48 0.46 13.2 0.57 0.44 12.3 0.45 0.46 13.5 0.39 0.43 14.1 0.564 0.5 12.6 0.32 0.47 14.9
Item 27 0.49 0.39 13.1 0.50 0.44 13.0 0.51 0.30 12.9 0.49 0.20 13.1 0.45 0.52 13.5 0.46 0.40 13.4
Item 28 0.33 0.556 14.8 0.35 0.58 14.6 0.27 0.85 15.5 0.29 0.56 15.2 0.32 0.69 14.8 0.32 0.47 14.8
1tem 29 0.42 0.40 13.8 0.45 0.38 13.5 0.34 0.62 14.7 0.41 0.38 13.9 0.56 0.36 12.4 0.38 0.41 14.2
Item 30 0.37 0.46 14.4 0.37 0.43 14.3 0.21 0.42 16.2 0.38 0.37 14.2° 0.50 0.66 13.0 0.37 0.48 14.4
Item 31 0.39 0.40 14.1 0.38 0.39 14.2 0.27 0.49 15.4 0.41 0.38 13.9 0.41 0.41 13.9 0.43 0.46 13.7
Jtem 32 0.46 0.49 13.4 0.52 0.49 12.8 0.35 0.69 14.6 0.42 0.50 13.8 0.48 0.62 13.3 0.36 0.38 14.4
Item 33 0.52 0.37 12.8 0.51 0.41 12.9 0.55 0.23 12.5 0.53 0.32 12.7 0.46 0.51 13.4 0.52 0.33 j2.8
Jtem 34 0.44 0.45 13.6 0.42 0.48 13.8 0.43 0.52 13.7 0.44 0.40 13.6 0.61 0.54 11.9 0.46 0.41 13.4
1tem 35 0.47 0.30 13.3 0.48 0.34 13.2 0.30 0.22 15.1 0.52 0.25 12.8 0.43 0.38 13.7 0.42 0.20 13.8
Item 36 0.24 0.37 15.9 0.26 0.33 15.9 0.13 0.02 17.5 0.26 0.37 15.6 0.30 0.60 15.1 0.23 0.46 15.9
ftem 37 0.32 0.15 14.9 0.34 0.16 14.7 0.26 0.01 15.6 0.27 0.19 15.4 0.33 0.08 14.7 0.32 0.13 14.9
{tem 38 0.17 0.32 16.8 0.21 0.29 16.3 0.12 0.19 17.8 0.13 0.42 17.5 0.21 0.79 16.3 0.13 0.24 17.6
[tem 39 0.32 0.55 14.9 0.36 0.54 14.4 0.26 0.47 15.8 0.26 0.56 15.5 0.45 0.53 13.5 0.27 0.57 15.4
1tem 40 0.85 0.48 8.8 0.86 0.48 8.7 0. 0.49 10.2 0.87 0.43 8.5 0.81 0.50 9.5 0.85 0.48 8.9
Column Mean 0.44 0.41 13.6 0.45 0.43 13.5 0.38 0.44 14.3 0.43 0.39 13.7 0.47 0.49 13.3 0.42 0.39 13.8
Colum S.D. .17 0.09 1.8 0.17 0.09 1.8 0.17 0.22 - 0.18 0.09 1.9 0.17 0.15 1.9 0.18 0.11 2.0
Sample Size 3199 1661 76 626 103 680
Population Estimate 545728 291993 15975 81355 12325 139760
Coefficient Alpha 0.77 0.78 0.78 0.73 0.85 0.72
Sptit Half Reliability 0.80 0.81 0.74 0.78 0.85 ‘ 0.77
Hean S.D. Mean S.D. Hean S.D. Hean S.D. Mean S.D. Hean S.D.
Formula Score 12.1 7.28 12.8 7.49 9.3 7.25 11.7 6.78 13.7 8.78 11.3 6.68
Number Right 7.5 6.00 8.0 46.21 15.1 5.90 17.1 5.51 18.8 7.16 16.8 5.49
Number Wrong 21.4 5.9% 20.9 6.05 23.2 6.60 21.9 5.68 20.5 6.93 22.2 5.45
Number Omits 0.9 3.1 1.0 3.45 1.4 3.83 0.7 2.3 0.5 2.05 0.8 2.70
Number Not Reached 0.2 1.29 0.1 1.23 0.4 2.1 0.2 1.68 0.1 0.94 0.2 1.07
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Female

Male

Item Analysis by Gender

Mathematics Test, Middle Form

Total
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. Mhthematics Test, High Form

ltem Analysis by Gender

Female

Hale

Total
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Sample Size
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Split Helf¥ Relisbility

Coefficient Al

Hean S.D.

Meen S.D.

30.0 6.50
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7.7 5.08
0.3 0.98
0.1 0.93

30.7 6.19
32.5 5.04
7.1 £.81
0.3 0.95
0.1 1.12

Humber Mot Reached

Number Hrong
Number Cmits

" formula Score
Number Right
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Black

Asian

Hispanic

Item Analysis by Ethnicity
American Indian

Mathematics Test, High Form
White

Total
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Female

Male

Science Test

Item Analysis by Gender

Total
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Coefficient Al
Number Right
Number Omits

Sample Size
Nurmber Wrong
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Test Item Numbers and IRT Parameters
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Reading Test Item Numbers and IRT Parameters.

Grade 10 Test
Item Number

e e .- IRT Item Parameters

Form Form A B
1 0.58 -4.56
2 0.82 -1.86
3 0.99 -1.58
4 ' : 0.90 -0.55
5 1.42 -0.19
6 9 *1.09 -0.56
7 10 -1.11 0.28
8 11 1.20 -0.26
9 ‘ 0.86 -0.07

10 12 0.38 0.95
11 0.86 -0.92
12 14 1.35 -0.84
13 15 1.65 -0.12
14 16 1.73 -0.08
15 , 1.44 -0.14
16 1.78 -0.98
17 2.13 0.11
18 0.89 0.15
19 1.40 -0.48
20 ' 11.32 -0.64
21 1.58 -0.20
1 1.51 0.83
2 1.44 0.90
3 1.64 0.86
4 1.63 0.32
5 - 1.42 0.83
6 1.02 -0.67
7 1.46 0.58
8 1.36 - 0.00
13 1.26 0.19
17 - 1.29 1.00
18 1.10 0.74
19 1.19 0.00
20 1.08 1.17

21 0

.83 .71

* Deleted from common item list

0.12

- 0.12

0.13
0.09
0.21
0.18
0.13
0.12
0.33
0.14
0.23
0.17
0.32
0.19
0.12
0.26
0.25
0.26
0.22
0.35
0.31
0.35
0.27
0.25
0.12
0.26
0.00
0.17
0.11
0.31
0.24
0.33
0.24
0.20
0.19

Graders Test
Item Number

oo dwhpRp

BPRPRE R
dWNh o

HERER
Wo-Joan

NN
PO

11*
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Mathematics Test Item Numbers and IRT Parameters

Grade 10 Test
Item Number
------------------ IRT Item Parameters

Low Mid High ~  ----cccemmmmmmmenneao Grade 8 Test
Form Form Form A B C Item Number

1 1 1.25 -0.96 0.18 1
2 4 3 1.59 -0.24 0.22 4
3 5 4 1.80 -0.46 0.21 5%
4 9 8 1.35 0.06 0.22 9
5 10 9 1.30 0.12 0.17 10
) 0.65 -1.08 0.14

7 1.02 -1.57 0.19

8 1.80 -0.01 0.20

9 1.98 -0.07 0.21

10 11 10 1.32 0.10 0.16 11x*
11 12 11 1.14 -0.17 0.11 12
12 13 12 1.25 -0.28 0.16 13
13 14 13 1.63 -0.11 0.19 14
14 14 1.08 -0.92 0.24 15%*
15 15 0.62 -1.69 0.14 16
16 16 0.50 -1.37 0.14 17
17 17 15 1.70 -0.10 0.22 18
18 18 1.02 -1.62 0.13 19
19 1.70 0.05 0.17

20 1.22 -1.37 0.16

21 19 : 0.89 -1.97 0.14 20
22 16 0.80 -0.92 0.12 21
23 . 1.26 -0.96 0.18 22
24 20 0.3% -1.19 0.14 23
25 21 17 0.81 -0.50 0.22 24
26 1.28 -0.60 0.24 25
27 22 18 1.45 -0.33 0.36 26
28 2.25 -0.46 0.15 27%
29 23 19 0.92 -0.52 0.17 28
30 24 20 1.03 C-0.42 0.12 29
31 25 21 0.82 -0.13 0.20 30
32 26 1.25 -0.64 0.20 31
33 0.68 -0.77 0.20 32
34 28 23 1.25 -0.52 0.24 34%
35 29 24 0.80 -0.11 0.28 35
36 30 25 1.27 0.09 0.15 36
37 32 27 1.78 0.97 0.32 38%
38 33 28 2.00 0.07 0.14 39
39 34 29 1.27 -0.39 0.11 40%*
40 :

0.80 -2.60 0.14

* Deleted from common item list
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Mathematics Test Item Numbers and IRT Parameters
(Continued)

Grade 10 Test
Item Number :
.................. IRT Item Parameters

Low Mid High --c-c-cmmmmmcniccecaa Grade 8 Test
Form Form Form A B C Item Number
2 1 0.88 -0.14 0.14 2
3 2 . 1.19. 0.72 0.36 3
6 5 1.59 0.41 0.31 6
7 6 1.41 0.00 0.10 7
8 7 1.09 0.43 0.16 8
27 22 0.85 0.92 0.37 - 33%
31 26 . 1.14 -0.24 0.09 37 .
35 . 34 1.17 . 0.38 0.14
36 36 0.82 . -0.18 0.12
37 37 2.25 0.73 0.25
38 38 - 1.50 0.78 0.23
39 39 1.21 1.05 0.21
40 40 1.14 0.72 0.12
30 0.80 - 2.21 0.16
31 1.94 1.15 0.24
32 1.25 1.77 0.32
33 2.25 0.88 0.25
35 2.15 1.05 0.12

* Deleted from common item list
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Science Test Item Numbers and IRT Parameters

Grade 10 Test IRT Item Parameters
Ttem Number = = = =  =-c-ccemmmcooaaaaoonn Grade 8 Test
(One Form Only) - A B Cc Item Number

1 1.35 0.16 0.30 10%
2 0.74 -0.55 0.31 3
3 0.55 -1.03 0.25 4
4 1.09 -1.22 0.00 5%
5 1.12 -1.60 0.00 6
6 ’ 0.97 -0.64 0.26 12
7 1.63 -0.30 0.18 14
8 0.39 -0.44 0.03 15%
9 1.03 0.37 0.31 16
10 1.50 0.12 0.24 17
11 1.14 0.0¢% 0.22 18
12 1.19 0.31 0.24 19
13 1.36 0.75 0.33 20
14 1.04 0.58 0.30 21
i5 0.67 0.76 0.22 22
16 . 1.69 1.02 0.42 23%*
17 0.76 0.48 0.08 24
18 0.77 1.08 0.12 25%
19 1.97 1.00 0.16

20 1.12 0.27 0.20

21 1.27 0.34 0.18

22 0.98 0.51 0.24

23 1.86 1.08 0.13

24 1.19 0.09 0.21

25 0.30 0.17 0.00

* Deleted from common item list
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History/Citizenship/Geography Test Item Numbers and IRT Parameters

Grade 10 Test IRT Item Parameters '~ =
Ttem Number R R R R Grade 8 Test
(One Form Only) ' A B S & Ttem Number
1 0.96 -1.13 0.24 4
2 1.29 -0.02 0.29 - 26
3 0.36 -0.46 0.19
4 ' 1.74 0.17 0.23 - 22
5. 0.68 -0.77 0.09 12
6 2,14 0.52  0.28 28
7 1.19 -1.29 0.07 2%
8 1.79 -0.11 0.32 13
9 0.89 0.61 0.32 14
10 1.34 0.30 0.19 15
11 1.72 0.83 0.28 1l6*
12 . 0.96 0.53 0.26 23
13 _ 0.92 -0.98 0.30 18
14 ‘ 0.79 -0.79 0.15 20
15 1.45 -1.82 0.00 ' 3%
16 1.12 -1.01 0.37 1
17 2.18 i.10 = 0.17 30
18 1.00 -1.87 0.19 17
19 1.34 0.62 0.20 29
20 1.65 -0.88 0.16 19
21 _ 1.45 -0.44 0.33 21
22 1.00 -0.71 0.42 10
23 0.83  -0.43 0.15 24
24 0.81 1.10 0.12
25 0.77 0.08 0.24 - 25
26 2.25 0.33 0.28 ' 11%*
27 0.51 -0.74 0.1°
28 1.10 0.06 0.16 27
29 1.05 0.96 0.28
30 0.77 1.77 0.32

* Deleted from common item list
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Test Information

14

Reading Test (Two Forms)
Test Information PFunctions

Test Information

16

124

Mathematics Test (Three Forms)
Test Information Functions

Low Form

Middle Form

-2 -1 0
Theta (Ability)

High Form
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Science Test (One Form)

Test Information Fanction

Test Information

History/Citizenship/Geography Test (One Form)
Test Information Fonction

Test Information
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Appendix C:

Standard Errors and Design Effects
(For Subgroups)
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KEY FOR APPENDIX C STANDARD ERRORS
AND DESIGN EFFECTS TABLES .

Series 1: full 1990 sample using FIQWT (N = 19,264)

Series 2: 1988-1990 panel using FIPNLWT (N = 17,424)

for each of the following subgroups:
SEX:

Male ’
Female

RACE/ETHNICITY:

Asian

Hispanic

Black

White
American Indian

SCHOOL CONTROL TYPE:
Public
Catholic
Private
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS:
highest SES quartile
middle two SES quartiles
lowest SES quartile
SCHOOL’S URBANICITY:
urban

suburban
rural
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NELS:88 FIRST FOLLOW-UP:
STANDARD ERRORS AND DESIGN EFFECTS, ALL RESPONDENTS BY FIQWT

Survey item (or composite variable) Esti- Design SRS

mate S.E* DEFF DEFT N SE!
Sure to graduate from H.S F1S18A 9551 0.403 7.182 2.680 18945 0.150
Sts in collg Prep/acadme pgm F1S20C 3156 0.784 5.362 2.315 18843 0.339
Sts in vocational/tec pgms F1S20D  11.50 0.435 3.504 1.872 18843 0.232
Watch more than 2hrs/per weekdy F1S45A 5452 0.693 3.491 1.868 18026 0.371
Expect to finish college F1549 5495 0776 4.627 2.151 19023 0.361
At age 30 exp to be a manager F1S53F 523 0.252 2300 1.517 17959 0.166

At age 30 exp to be in the military F1853G 297 0.188 2.204 1.485 17959 0.127
At age 30 exp to be an operative F1S53H 1.43 0223 6.318 2.513 17959 0.089
At age 30 exp to be a clergyman F1853] 18.11 0535 3.465 1.861 17959 0.287
At age 30 exp to be a technician F1S53P 467 0223 2007 1.417 17959 0.157
At age 30 doesn’t know what to be ~ F1853S 10.47 0365 5.376 2.319 17959 0.157
Others in home speak Spanish F1855 57.69 2296 8.462 2909 3919 0.789
I feel good about myself Fi1S62A  91.99 0.292 2,083 1.443 18007 0.202
Luck is more imprtnt than hrd wk F1S62C 1264 0.460 3.427 1.851 17887 0.248
Something always prevnts success F1S62F 2790 0.607 3.277 1.810 17889 0.335
My plans do not work out F1862G 2255 0.545 3.034 1.742 17837 0.313
1 do not have much to be proud of F1S62L 17.41 0471 2746 1.657 17800 0.284
Live with other adult male in hh F1892C 7.04 0376 4.129 2.032 19109 0.185

Live with mother in same hh F1S92D  88.39 0.463 3.991 1.998 19109 0.232
Live with stepmother in same hh F1S92E 3.04 0.192 2391 1.546 19109 0.124
Live with boy/girl friend F1892H 134 0129 2396 1.548 19109 0.083
Live with own children F18921 3.69 0235 2970 1.723 19109 0.136

Parents require chores to be done FISI00E 94.29 0.269 2.327 1.525 17324 0.176
#-Grandparents in same household F1S93C 0.10 0.005 2462 1.569 16672 0.003

#-Relatives under 18 in same hh F1893D 0.09 0.006 2423 1.557 16625 0.004
#-Nonrelatives under 18 in hh F1S93F 0.04 0.004 2202 1.484 16578 0.003
Reading test formula score FITXRIR 21.08 0.133 5215 2.284 17832 0.058
Mathmtcs test formula score FITXMIR 35.53 0.220 5.661 .2.379 17793 0.092
Science test formula score FITXSIR 13.68 0.090 5.581 2.362 17684 0.038
Hist/Cit/Geog test formula score FITXHIR 1894 0.098 5.121 2.263 17591 0.043

Mean 3.858 1923 .

Minimum 2.007 1417

Maximum 8.462 2.909

Standard deviation 1.681 0.408

Median 3.446 1.856

*Standard error calculated taking into account the sample design.
*Standard error calculated under assumptions of simple random sampling,
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‘ NELS:88 FIRST FOLLOW-UP:
STANDARD ERRORS AND DESIGN EFFECTS, MALES BY F1QWT

Survey item (or composite Var Esti-  Design : - SRS

- variable) name mate S.E* DEFF DEFT N SE?!
Sure to graduate from H.S FI1S18A 9541 0592 761 276 9506 0.21
Sts in college prep/acadmc pgms F1S20C 30.14 1.023 470 2.17 9448 047
Sts in vocational/technical pgms = FI1S20D 13.03 0.589 2.89 170 9448 0.35
Watch tv more than 2hrs/per wkdy = FI1S45A 5742 0948 329 1.81 . 8941 0.52
Expect to finish college F1S49 5180 1.006 3.87 197 9546 0.51
At age 30 expect to be a manager FI1SS53F 544 0352 2,16 1.47 898 0.24
At age 30 exp to be in the military F1S53G 473 0339 229 151 8986 :0.22

At age 30 expect to be an operative F1S53H 231 0422 7.09 2.66 898 0.16
At age 30 expect to be a clergyman: F1S531 1456 0731 3.8 196 8986 0.37

At age 30 expect to be a technician - F1S53P 6.80 0393 2,19 148 8986 0.27
At age 30 does not know what to be ~~  F1S53S 9.87 0437 271 1.65 898 0.27
Others in home speak spanish F1S55 5675 2771 6.03 245 1927 1.13
I feel good about myself F1S62A 9426 0.324 173 1.32 . 8935 0.25
Luck is more important then hrd wrk~ F1S862C 1548 0.643 280 1.67 8874 (.38
Something always prevents success - F1S62F 2992 0928 364 191 8870 049
My plans do not work out F1862G 2297 0.778 3.02 1.74 8838 0.45
I do not have much to be proud of F1S62L. 17.61 0.673 2.75 1.66 8818 0.41
Live with other adult male in hh F1892C 6.64 0528 431 208 9592 0.25
Live with mother in same hh ’ F1592D 87.81 0.670 4.02 201 9592 0.33
Live with stepmother in same house = F1S92E 3.80 0330 286 1.69 - 9592 0.20
Live with boy/girl friend F1S92H 135 0.179 231 152 9592 0.12
Live with own children F18921 215 0.199 181 134 9592 0.15
Parents require chores to be done’ F1S100E 94.09  0.330 1.66 129 8496 0.26
#-Grandparents in same household F1S893C 0.11 0.007 2,10 -1.45 8371 0.00

#-Relatives under 18 in same house ° F1S93D 0.10 0.009 -2.38 154 8342 0.01
#-Non relatives under 18 in same hh . F1S93F 0.04 0.005 1.43 © 1,20 - 8318 0.00

Reading test formla score FITXRIR 20.33 0.164 3.81  1.95 8915 0.08
Mathematics test formula score ' FITXMIR 35,60 0266 397 199 889 0.13
Science test formula score FITXSIR 1428 0.116 424 206 8842 0.06
History/cit/geog test formula score FITXHIR 19.37 0.121 354 188 8797 0.06

Mean : : 3.37 1.80

Minimum 143 1.20

Maximum : : ’ » 761 276

Standard deviation 1.50 0.38

Median 295 1.72

*Standard error calculated taking into account the sample design. :
®Standard error calculated under assumptions of simple random samplmg
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NELS:88 First Follow-Up
Final Technical Report

NELS:88 FIRST FOLLOW-UP:
STANDARD ERRORS AND DESIGN EFFECTS, FEMALES BY FIQWT

Survey item (or composite
variable)

Sure to graduate from H.S.

Sts in college prp/academic pgms
Sts in vocational/technical pgms
Watch tv more than 2 hrs/per weekday
Expect to finish college

At age 30 exp to be a manager

At age 30 exp to be in the military
At age 30 exp to be an operative

At age 30 exp to be a clergyman

At age 30 exp to be technician

At age 30 does not know what to be
Others in home speak spanish

I feel good about myself

Luck is more important than hrd wrk
Something always prevents success
My plans do not work out

I do not have much to be proud of
Live w/other adult male in HH

Live w/mother in same HH

Live w/stepmother in same house
Live with boy/girl friend

Live with own children

Parents require chores to be done
#-Grndprnts to same HH
#-Relatives under 18 in same hh
#-Non relatives under 18 in same hh

Reading test formula score
Mathematics test formula score
Science test formula score
History/cit/geog test formula score

Mean

Minimum
Maximum
Standard deviation
Median

*Standard error calculated taking into account the sample design.

Var
name

Esti-
mate

F1S18A
F1520C
F1520D
F1S45A
F1549
F1S53F
F1S53G
F1S53H
F1553]
F1S53P
F1S53S
F1S55
F1S62A
F1562C
F1S62F
F1562G
F1S62L
F1592C
F1592D
F1S92E
FIS92H 1.34
FI1S921 5.5
FISI00E 94.47
F1S93C  0.10
F1S93D  0.09
FI1S93F  0.03

95.62
32.99
9.94
51.63
58.16
5.02
1.19
0.55
21.71
2.52
11.06
58.62
89.72
9.82
25.88
22.13
17.21
7.44
88.97
2.27

FITXRIR 21.84
FITXMIR 35.46
FITXSIR 13.06
FITXHIR 18.51

Design
S.E*®

0.522
0.928
0.532
0.966
0.978
0.342
0.140
0.139
0.694
0.229
0.581
2.509
0.464
0.582
0.737
0.738
0.637
0.501
0.616
0.213
0.190
0.410
0.420
0.006
0.008
0.006

0.159
0.261
0.099
0.112

®Standard error calculated under assumptions of simple random sampling.

DEFF

6.13
3.66
2.97
3.39
3.72
2.20
1.50
3.17
2.54
1.92
12.33
5.17
2.12
3.45
2.55
2.84
2.56
3.47
3.68
1.95
2.60
3.21
2.98
2.10
2.52
3.11

3.97
4.17
3.85
3.77

3.45
1.50
12.33
1.94

3.14

DEFT N
2.48 9439
191 9395
1.72 9395
1.84 9085
1.93 9477
1.48 8973
1.23 8973
1.78 8973
1.59 8973
1.38 8973
351 8973
227 1992
146 9072
1.86 9013
1.60 9019
1.69 8999
1.60 3982
1.86 9517
192 9517
1.40 9517
.61 9517
1.79 9517
1.73 8828
1.45 8301
1.59 8283
1.76 8260
1.99 8917
2.04 8897
1.96 8842
194 8794
1.81

1.23

3.51

0.42

1.77

SRS
SE’

0.21
0.49
0.31
0.52
0.51
0.23
0.11
0.08
0.44
0.17
0.17
1.10
0.32
0.31
0.46
0.44
0.40
0.27
0.32
0.15
0.12
0.23
0.24
0.00

0.0

0.00

0.08
0.13
0.05
0.06




NELS:88 First Follow-Up
Final Technical Report

NELS:88 FIRST FOLLOW-UP:
STANDARD ERRORS AND DESIGN EFFECTS, ASIANS BY FIQWT

Survey item (or composite Var Esti-  Design SRS

- variable) name mate S.E* DEFF DEFT N SE?
Sure to graduate from H.S. FIS18A 9754 0.605 1.81 134 1185 045
Sts in college prep/academic pgms F1S20C = 38.82 2567 322 180 1163 143
Sts in vocational/technical pgms F1S20D 1194 1792 355 1.88 1163 0.95
Watch tv more thn 2hrs/per wkday F1S45A  48.08 2.741 337 1.84 1122 1.49
Expect to finish college F1S49 6673 2.824 424 2.06 1181 1.37
At age 30 exp to be a manager FIS53F 675 1.191 251 158 1114 0.75
At age 30 exp to be in the military" FI1S53G 098 0347 139 1.18 1114 0.29
At age 30 exp to be operative - FIS53H 050 0342 260 1.61 1114 0.21
At age 30 exp to be a clergyman - F1S53) 2427 19389 240 155 1114 129
At age 30 exp to be a technician F1S53P 554 1.077 247 157 1114 0.69
At age 30 does not know what to be FI1S538 1245 1971 827 288 1114 0.69
Others in home speak spanish : F1S5 1.84 0.615 185 1.36 885 0.45
I feel good about myself - F1S62A 9298 0942 1.51 123 1114 0.77
Luck is more importnt thn hrd work F1S62C 14.92 2.121 392 . 1.98 1106 1.07
Something always prevents success F1S62F 29.83 2.315 2.82 1.68 1102 1.38
My plans do not work out ~ F1562G 19.68 1.859 241 1.55 1102 1.20
I do not have much to be proud of F1S62L 2002 1705 198 1.41 1094 1.21
Live with other adult male in HH F1S92C 1139 1728 -349 1.87 1180 0.93
Live with mother in same hh F1892D 90.73 1.221 2.09. 1.45 1180 0.84
Live with stepmother in same hh FIS92E 162 0483 172 131 1180 0.37
Live with boy/girl friend . FIS92H 0.29 0.180 130 1.14 1180 0.16
Live with own children F18921 231 0572 171 131 1180 0.44
Parent require chores to be done F1S100E 92.27 1374 287 1.69 1083 0.81
#-Grandprnts in same hh ' F1S93C 0.20 0.028 3.10 1.76 1095 0.02
#-Relatives under 18 in same hh F1S93D 0.14 0.026 192 1.39 1089 '0.02

#-Non relatves under 18 in same hh FIS93F - 0.02 0.007 142 1.19 1083 0.01

Reading test formula score FITXRIR 21.72 0.408 3.08 1.75 1113 0.23
Mathematics test formula score . FITXMIR 40.13 0.676 333 1.83 1107 - 0.37
- Science test formula score FITXSIR 1453 0.290 3.37 1.84 1098 0.16
Hist/cit/geog/test formula score FITXHIR 19.47 0.321 3.25  1.80 1091 O0.18

Mean 277 1.63

Minimum : 130 1.14

Maximum 8.27 2.88

Standard deviation 1.32  0.35

Median 255 159 .

*Standard error calculated taking into account the sample design.
*Standard error calculated under assumptions of simple random sampling.
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NELS:88 First Follow-Up
Final Technical Report

NELS:88 FIRST FOLLOW-UP:
STANDARD ERRORS AND DESIGN EFFECTS, HISPANICS BY F1IQWT

Survey item (or composite
variable)

Sure to graduate from H.S.

Sts in college prep/academic pgsm
Sts in vocational/technical pgms
Watch tv more than 2hrs/per wkday
Expect to finish college

At age 30 exp to be a manager

At age 30 exp to be in the miltary
At age 30 exp to be an operative

At age 30 exp to be a clergyman

At age 30 exp to be a technician

At age 30 does not know what to be
Others in home speak spanish

1 feel good about myself

Luck is more imprtnt than hard wrk
Something always prevents success
My plans do not work out

I do not have much to be proud of
Live with other adult male in hh
Live with mother in same hh

Live with stepmother in same hh
Live with boy/girl friend

Live with own children

Parents require chores to done
#-Grndprnts in same hh

#-Relatives under 18 in same hh
#-Non rel under 18 in same hh

Reading test formula score
Mathematic test formula score
Science test formula score
Hist/cit/geog test forula score

Mean

Minimum
Maximum
Standard deviation
Median

*Standard error calculated taking into account the sample design.

"F1S53F

Var-
name

Esti-
mate

F1S18A
F1520C
F1S20D
F1S45A
F1S49

93.73
22.63
15.09
60.35
42.27
5.14
3.27
0.97
15.55
6.99
12.67
97.33
91.99
14.96
28.75
26.84
21.90
8.33
89.14
2.36
1.56
4.60
94.35
0.15
0.16
0.04

F1S853G
F1S53H
F1853J
F1S53P
F1853S
F1S55
F1S62A
F1562C
F1S62F
F1562G
F1S62L
F1892C
F1592D
F1S92E
F1592H
F15921
F1S100E
F1893C
F1593D
F1S93F

FITXRIR 18.15
FITXMIR 30.23
FITXSIR 11.31
FITXHIR 16.60

Design
SE2

0.956
1.368
1.144
1.514
1.705
0.737
0.570
0.205
1.028
0.885
1.408
0.723
0.847
1.286
1.491
1.338
1.383
0.936
1.161
0.583
0.375
0.565
0.782
0.015
0.034
0.007

0.223
0.383
0.142
0.186

*Standard error calculated under assumptions of simple random sampling,

DEFF DEFT N

3.77
2.58
2.47
2.11
291
2.50
2.31
0.99
1.81
21
6.86
3.74
2.14
2.83
2.36
1.98
2.41
2.83
3.43
3.64
2.26
1.79
2.32
2.00
6.54
1.08

2.26
2.57
2.39
2.60

2.74
0.99
6.86
1.26
2.4

1.94

1.61

1.57

1.45
1.71
1.58
1.52

0.99 -

1.34
1.65
2.62
1.94
1.46
1.68
1.54

1.41

1.55
1.68
1.85
1.91
1.50

1.34

1.52
1.41
2.56
1.04

1.50

1.60
1.54
1.61

1.62

0.99
2.62
0.34
1.56

2422
2419
2419
2205
2444
2249
2249
2249
2249

12249

2249
1863
2197
2177
2176
2171
2156
2465

2465

2465
2465
2465
2025
2014
2013
2003

2197
2187
2148
2120

SRS
SE*

0.49
0.85
0.73
1.04
1.00
0.47
0.38
0.21
0.76
0.54
0.54
0.37
0.58
0.76
0.97
0.95
0.39
0.56
0.63
0.31
0.25
0.42
0.51
0.01
0.01
0.01

0.15
0.24
0.09
0.12




NELS:88 First Follow-Up
Final Technical Report

NELS:88 FIRST FOLLOW-UP:

STANDARD ERRORS AND DESIGN EFFECTS, BLACKS BY FIQWT

Survey item (or composite
variable)

Sure to graduate from H.S.

Sts in college prep/academic pgms
Sts in vocational/techncal pgms
Watch tv more than 2hrs/per wkday
Expect to finish college

At age 30 exp to be a manger

At age 30 exp to be in the miltry
At age 30 exp to be an operative
At age 30 exp to be a clergyman
At age 30 exp to be a technician

At age 30 does not know what to be
Others in home speak spanish

I feel good about myself

Luck is more imprtnt than hard wk
Something always prevnts success
My plans do not work out

1 do not have much to be proud of
Live with other adult male in hh
Live with mother in same hh

Live w/stepmother in same hh

Live with boy/girl friend

Live with own children

Parents require chores to be done
#-Grandparents in same hh
#-Relatves under 18 in same hh
#-Non relatives under 18 ‘in same hh

Reading test formula score
Mathematics tst formula score
Science tst formula score
Hist/cit/geog tst formula score

Mean

Minimum
Maximum
Standard deviation
Median

*Standard error calculated taking into account the sample design.

Var
name

Esti-
mate

F1S18A
F1520C
F1S20D
F1S45A
F1549
F1S53F
F1853G
F1S53H
F18531
F1S53P
F18538
F1855
F1562A
F1S62C
F1S62F
F1562G
F1S62L
F1892C
F1592D
F1S92E
F1S92H
F15921
F1S100E
F1593C
F1S93D
F1S93F

94.58
25.72
20.49

73.73
51.95

5.53
4.56
3.10

20.90
5.09
9.60
45.75
95.82
16.99
34.19
27.76
18.94
12.20
84.13
1.38
0.97
7.81
95.28
0.21
0.25
0.06

FITXRIR 17.32
FITXMIR 28.37
FITXSIR 10.21
FITXHIR 16.18

Design
S.E*

1.250
2.131
1.716
1.787
2.146
0.782
0.637
1.435
2.151
0.699
1.020
6.349
0.610
1.576
1.889
2.104
1.742
1.906
1.903
0.248
0.342
1.188
0.534
0.020
0.027
0.013

0.374
0.514
0.177
0.213

bStandard error calculated under assumptions of simple random sampling.

DEFF DEFT NUM

6.09
4.68
3.56
2.92
3.70
2.15
1.71

12.58

5.13
1.86
3.95
2.53
1.72
3.21
2.89
3.98
3.55
6.86

549

0.92
2.47
3.97
1.06

1.97

1.82
1.29

5.13
4.33
3.68
3.22

3.61
0.92
12.58
2.26
3.38

2.47
2.16
1.89

1.71

1.92
1.47
1.31
3.55
2.27
1.36
1.99
1.59
1.31
1.79
1.70
2.00
1.89
2.62
2.34
0.96
1.57
1.99
1.03
1.40
1.35
1.14

2.26

2.08
1.92
1.79

1.83
0.96
3.55
0.53
1.84

1998
1972
1972
1770
2008
1836
1836
1836
1836
1836

1836

157
1847
1824
1821
1806
1799
2025
2025
2025
2025
2025
1667
1638
1637
1613

1852
1843
1823
1813

SRS
SE*

0.51
0.98
0.91
1.05
1.12
0.53
0.49
0.40
0.95
0.51
0.51
3.99
0.47
0.88
1.11
1.05
0.92
0.73
0.81
0.26
0.22
0.60
0.52
0.01
0.02
0.01

0.17
0.25
0.09
0.12
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NELS:88 FIRST FOLLOW-UP:

STANDARD ERRORS AND DESIGN EFFECTS, WHITES BY FIQWT

Survey item (or composite
variable)

Sure to graduate from H.S.

Sts in college prep/academic pgms
Sts in vocational/techn pgms

Watch tv more than 2hrs/per wkday
Expecto to finish college

At age 30 exp to be a manager

At age 30 exp to be in the militry
At age 30 exp to be an operative

At age 30 exp to be a clergyman

At age 30 exp to be a technician

At age 30 does not know what to be
Others in home speak spanish

I feel good about myself

Luck is more imprtnt than hrd work
Something always prevents success
My plans do not work out

1 do not have much to be proud of

~ Live with other adult male in hh
Live with mother in same hh

Live w/stepmother in same hh

Live with boy/girl friend

Live with own children

Parents require chores to be done
#-Grandprnts in same hh
#-Relatives under 18 in same hh
#-Non relatives under 18 in same hh

Readind test formula score
Mathematics test formula score
Science test formula score
Hist/cit/geog test formula score

Mean

Minimum
Maximum
Standard deviation
Median

*Standard error calculated taking into account the sample design.

Var
name

Esti-
mate

F1S18A
F1520C
F1S20D
F1S45A
F1549
F1853F
F1853G
F1S53H
F18531
F1S53P
F18538
F1855
F1S62A
F1562C
F1S62F
F1562G
F1S62L
F1892C
F1892D
F1S92E
F1592H
F18921
F1S100E
F1893C
F1593D
F1S93F

95.97
34.06
8.98
50.66
57.25
4.96
2.70
1.23
17.77
4.21
10.28
25.30
91.18
11.05
26.21
20.80
16.09
5.52
89.01
3.52
1.44
2.74
94.26
0.07
0.05
0.03

FITXRIR 22.28
F1TXMIR 37.55
FITXSIR 14.64
FITXHIR 19.83

Design
S.E*®

0.479
0.962
0.398
0.771
0.870
0.288
0.217
0.149
0.591
0.218
0.426
1.987
0.368
0.447
0.688
0.563
0.485
0.329
0.506
0.254
0.161
0.190
0.335
0.004
0.005
0.005

0.136
0.225
0.089
0.102

*Standard error calculated under assumptions of simple random sampling,

DEFF DEFT NUM

7.71
5.33
2.51
3.00
4.03
2.19
2.23
2.28
2.97
1.47
5.60
1.86
2.11
2.53
3.05

2.40

2.17
2.71
3.42
2.48
2.38
1.77
2.54
1.57
2.32
2.59

3.92

4.35
3.99
4.04

3.05
1.47
7.1
1.35
2.53

2.78
2.31
1.58
1.73
2.01
1.48
1.49
1.51
1.72
1.21
2.37
1.36
1.45
1.59
1.75
1.55
1.47
1.65
1.85
1.58
1.54
1.33
1.60
1.25
1.52
1.61

1.98
2.09
2.00
2.01

1.71
1.21

2.78

0.35
1.59

12998
12937
12937
12627
13036
12433
12433
12433
12433
12433
12433
389
12535
12471
12482
12449
12443
13078
13078
13078
13078
13078
12267
11640
11611
11599

12362
12349
12306
12266

SRS
SE?

0.17
0.42
0.25
0.44
0.43
0.19
0.15
0.10
0.34
0.18
0.18
1.46
0.25
0.28
0.39
0.36
0.33
0.20
0.27
0.16
0.10
0.14
0.21

10.00

0.00
0.00

0.07
0.11
0.04
0.05




NELS:88 First Follow-Up
" Final Technical Report

NELS:88 FIRST FOLLOW-UP:
STANDARD ERRORS AND DESIGN EFFECTS, AMERICAN INDIANS BY FIQWT

Survey item or (composite
variable) Var - Esti-  Design SRS
name mate S.E* DEFF DEFT NUM SE’

Sure to graduate from H.S. ' FI1S18A 9276 2.089 154 124 238 1.68
Sts in college prep/academic pgms F1S20C 15.14 2.689 134 116 239 232
Sts in vocational/techn pgms F1S20D 21.67 4.798 323 180 239 267
Watch tv more than 2hrs/per wkday F1S545A 5266 9.082 698 264 212 344
Expect to finish college : F1S49 3706 4301 194 139 245 3.09
At age 30 exp to be a manager F1S53F 12,10 4.023 347 18 229 2.16
At age 30 exp to be in the miltry Fi1S53G 560 1544 1.03 101 229 152
At age 30 exp to be an operative FI1S53H - 275 1709 249 158 229 1.08
AT age 30 exp to be a clergyman F1853) 15.12 3383 2.03 143 229 237
At age 30 exp to be technician’ Fi1S53P 545 1874 155 125 229 150
At age 30 does not know wht to be F1S538 677 1713 130 1.14 229 1.50
Others in home speak spanish F1S855 2215 8.792 430 207 97 424
I feel good about myself FI1S62A 9471 1498 101 100 226 1.49
Luck is more imprtnt than hard wk F1S62C 29.79 10.219 11.08 3.33 223 3.07
Something always prevents success FI1S62F 38.84 6.246 3.65 191 223 327
My plans do not work out F1S62G 33.01 7.085 5.04 224 223 3.16
1 do not have much to be proud of F1S62L. 2462 7.258 630 251 223 289
Live with other adult male in hh F1S892C 836 1358 059 - 077 247 1.76
Live with mother in same hh F1S92D 89.15 2419 149 122 247 198
Live with stepmother in same hh - FIS92E 335 1.017 079 0.89 247 1.15
Live with boy/girl friend F1S92H 1.09 0.600 0.82 091 247 0.66
Live with own children F1S921 531 1.868 1.71 131 247 1.43
Parents require chores to be done F1S100E 93.01 1872 107 1.04 200 1.81
#-Grandprnts in same hh F1S93C 0.17 0.038 111 1.0 203 0.04
#-Relatives under 18 in same hh F1S93D 0.16 0.050 098 099 194 0.05
#-Non reltves under 18 in same hh FI1S93F 0.04 0018 063 079 198 0.02

Reading test formula score FITXRIR 1532 0982 4.75 2.18 226 0.45

Mathematics test formula score FITXMIR 26.54 1411 379 195 225 0.72

Science test formula score FITXSIR 10.69 0498 291 171 226 0.29

Hist/cit/geog test formula score FITXHIR 14.86 0.8335 4.63 215 221 0.39

Mean 278 1.55

Minimum ; 059 077

Maximum 11.08 3.33

Standard deviation . 2.35 0.63

Median 1.82 135

*Standard error calculated taking into account the sample design.
*Standard error calculated under assumptions of simple random sampling.
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NELS:88 FIRST FOLLOW-UP:
STANDARD ERRORS AND DESIGN EFFECTS, PUBLIC SCHOOLS BY FIQWT

Survey item (or composite
variable)

Sure to graduate from H.S.

Sts in college prep/academic pgms
Sts in vocational/technical pgms
Watch tv more than 2 hrs/per wkday
Expect to finish college

At age 30 exp to be a manager

At age 30 exp to be in the military
At age 30 exp to be an operative

At age 30 exp to be a clergyman

At age 30 exp to be a technician

AT age 30 does not know what to be
Others in home speak spanish

1 feel good about myself

Luck is more imprtnt than hrd wrk
Something always prevents success
My plans do not work out

I do not have much to be proud of
Live with other adult male in hh
Live with mother in same hh

Live with stepmother in same hh
Live with boy/girl friend

Live with own children

Parents requrie chores to be done
#-Grandprnts in same hh

#-Relatves under 18 in same hh
#-Non relatives under 18 in same hh

Reading test formula score
Mathematics test formula score
Science test formula score
Hist/cit/geog test formula score

Mean

Minimum
Maximum
Standard deviation
Median

*Standard error calculated taking into account the sample design.

Var
name

Esti-
mate

F1S18A
F1520C
F1520D
F1S45A
F1549
F1S53F
F1853G
F1S53H -
F1S531
F1S53P
F18538
F1S855
F1S62A
F1S62C
F1S62F
F1562G
F1S62L
F1892C
F1592D
F1S92E
F1S92H
F15921
F1S100E
F1893C
F1S93D
F1S93F

98.13
31.35
12.49
55.82
55.57
5.21
3.07
1.32
17.97
5.02
10.25
58.06
91.86
12.59
27.89
22.52
17.27
6.79
89.18
3.24
0.90
2.65
94.84
0.11
0.09
0.04

FITXRIR 20.95
FITXMIR 35.45
FITXSIR 13.65
FITXHIR 18.90

Design
S.E*

0.169
0.785
0.457
0.696
0.768
0.271
0.206
0.251
0.508
0.253
0.399
2.433
0.303
0.463
0.618
0.555
0.470
0.390
0.470
0.217
0.105
0.165
0.237
0.005
0.007
0.004

0.132
0.217
0.090
0.097

*Standard error calculated under assumptions of simple random sampling.

DEFF DEFT NUM

2.44
4.39
2.93

2.91

3.70
2.17
2.08
7.06
2.56
1.96
4.88
7.69
1.83
2.88
2.81
2.60
2.27
3.74
3.57
2.34
1.92
1.65
1.63

2.06

2.82

1.84

4.37
4.69
4.72
4.26

3.23
1.63
7.69
1.51
2.81

1.56
2.10
1.7

1.71
1.92

1.47
1.44
2.66
1.60
1.40

221

277
1.35
1.70
1.68
1.61
L.51
1.93
1.89
1.53
1.39
1.28
1.28
1.44
1.68
1.36

2.09
2.17
2.17
2.06

1.76
1.28
2.77
0.39
1.68

- 15336

14604

" 3165

SRS
SE*®

15662 0.11
0.37
0.27
0.41
0.40
0.18
0.14
0.09
0.32
0.18
0.18
0.88
14890 0.22
14785 0.27
14794 0.37
14745 0.34
14711 0.31
15580 0.20
15580 0.25
15580 0.14
15580 0.08
15580 0.13
14214 0.19
14345 0.00
14297 0.00
14258 0.00

15336
14839
15487
14604

14604
14604
14604
14604

14926 0.06
14892 0.10

-14799 0.04
- 14712 0.05
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NELS:88 First Follow-Up
Final Technical Report

NELS:88 FIRST FOLLOW-UP:
STANDARD ERRORS AND DESIGN EFFECTS, CATHOLIC SCHOOLS BY FIQWT

Survey item (or composite variable) Var Esti-  Design SRS
: name mate S.E* DEFF DEFT NUM S.E!

Sure to graduate from H.S. : FI1S18A 99.46 0.281 146 1.21 983 0.23
Sts in college prep/academic pgms F1S20C 5576 4.047 635 252 957 1.61
Sts in vocational/technical pgms F1S20D 229 0.751 241 1.55 957 048
Watch tv more than 2hrs/per wkday FI1S45A 4645 298 344 18 960 1.61
Expect to finish college F1549 8470 1910 272 1.65 969 1.16
At age 30 expect to be a manager FIS53F 6.56 1566 3.68 192 921 0.82
At age 30 expect to be in the military F1S53G 126 0.358 095 097 921 0.37
At age 30 expect to be an operative FI1S53H 0.00 0.000 921 0.00
At age 30 expect to be a clergyman F1S53] 28.51 2207 220 148 921 1.49
At age 30 expect to be a technician F1S53P 257 0.643 152 123 921 0.52
AT age 30 does not know what to be F18538 773 1292 - 6.14 248 921 0.52
Others in home speak spanish F1855 36.67 5943 3.00 173 198 343
I feel good about myself F1S62A 93.06 1.161 199 141 955 0.82
Luck is more important than hard work F1S62C 1046 1452 2,14 1.46 950 0.99
Something always prevents success F1S62F 19.65 1.593 152 123 946 1.29
My plans do not work out F1562G. 1434 1.449 161 127 945 1.14
I do not have much to be proud of F1S62l. 12.06 1346 1.62 127 948 1.06
Live with other adult male in hh - F1892C 300 0691 160 126 974 0.55
Live with mother in same hh F1592D 96.16 0.842 1.87 137 974 0.62
Live with stepmother in same hh FIS92E 211 0754 268 164 974 046
Live with boy/girl friend F1S92H 0.03 0.026 026 051 974 0.05
Live with own children F1S921 202 0663 216 147 974 045
Parents require chores to be done FISIO0E 94.16 1975 6.63 257 935 0.77
#-Grandparents in same hh F1893C 0.10 0.018 241 155 922 0.01
#-Relatives under 18 in same hh F1S93D 0.05 0.016 226 150 923 0.01

#-Non relatives under 18 in same hh F1S93F  0.00 0.002 051 0.71 916 0.00

Reading test formula score FITXRIR 2441 0433 399 200 951 0.22
Mathematics test formula score FITXMIR 40.72 0.708 465 216 954 0.33
Science test formula score FITXSIR 15.18 0.303 434 208 954 0.15
Hist/cit/geog test formula score FITXHIR 21.23 0304 395 199 955 0.15

Mean _ 276 1.59

Minimum 0.26 0.51

Maximum 6.63 2.57

Standard deviation 1.65 0.50

Median 226 1.50

*Standard error calculated taking into account the sample design.
®Standard error calculated under assumptions of simple random sampling,
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NELS:88 First Follow-Up
Final Technical Report

NELS:88 FIRST FOLLOW-UP:

STANDARD ERRORS AND DESIGN EFFECTS, PRIVATE SCHOOLS BY FIQWT

SURVEY ITEM (OR COMPOSITE
VARIABLE)

Sure to graduate from H.S.

Sts in college prep/academic pgms
Sts in vocational/technical pgms
Watch tv more than 2 hrs/per wkday
Expect to finish college

At age 30 expect to be a manager
At age 30 exp to be in the militry
At age 30 exp to be an operative
At age 30 exp to be a clergyman
At age 30 exp to be a technician

At age 30 does not know what to be
Others in home speak spanish

I feel good about myself

Luck is more imprtnt than hrd wrk
Something always prevents success
My plans do not work out

I do not have muck to be proud of
Live with other adult male in hh
Live with mother in same hh

Live with stepmother in same hh
Live with boy/girl friend

- Live with own children

Parents require chores to be done
#-Grandparents in same hh
#-Relatives under 18 in same hh
#-Non relatves under 18 in same hh

Reading test formula score
Mathematics test formula score
Science test formula score
Hist/cit/geog test formula score

Mean

Minimum
Maximum
Standard Deviation
Median

*Standard error calculated taking into account the sample design.

Var
name

Esti-
mate

F1S18A
F1820C
F1S20D
F1S45A
F1549
F1S53F
F1S853G
F1S53H
F1853J
F1553p
F1853S
F1S855
F1S62A
F1S62C
F1S62F
F1562G
F1S62L
F1892C
F1592D
F1S92E
FI1S92H 1.24
F15921 1.83
FIS100E 96.77
F1893C  0.10
F1S893D 0.05
FIS93F  0.04

99.78
45.86
1.48
26.68
80.24
5.52
1.51
0.20
26.67
3.77
10.73
23.49
94.96
9.41
15.35
17.90
13.67
3.27
96.53
1.00

FITXRIR 25.55
FITXMIR 42.29
FITXSIR 16.27
FITXHIR 21.64

Design
S.E-°

0.116
4.451
0.525
2.965
2.758
1.218
0.727
0.119
3.976
1.490
1.691
3.391
0.921
3.137
2.256
2.520
2.111
0.941
0.725
0.320
0.936
0.699
0.608
0.023
0.018
0.011

0.701
1.022
0.477
0.492

®Standard error calculated under assumptions of simple random sampling.

DEFF DEFT NUM

0.90
11.82
2.80
6.59
7.13
4.09
5.10
1.00
11.61
8.79
11.32
10.54
2.57
16.66
5.64
6.22
541
4.17
2.34
1.54
10.68
4.05
1.65
5.01
3.12
1.00

12.65
12.09
12.56
10.45

6.65
0.90
16.66
4.40
5.52

0.95
3.44
1.67
2.57
2.67
2.02
2.26
1.00
3.41
2.96
3.36
3.25
1.60
4.08
2.37
2.49
2.33
2.04
1.53
1.24
3.27
2.01
1.29
2.24
1.77
1.00

3.56
3.48
3.54
3.23

2.42
0.95
4.08
0.90
2.35

1499
1482
1482
1468
1487
1437
1437
1437
1437
1437
1437
270
1450
1444
1441
1440
1435
1491
1491
1491
1491
1491
1399
1360
1360
1359

1402
1402
1397
1339

SRS
S.E*

0.12
1.29
0.31
1.15
1.03
0.60
0.32
0.12
1.17
0.50
0.50
2.58
0.57
0.77
0.95
1.01
0.91
0.46
0.47
0.26
0.29
0.35
0.47
0.01
0.01
0.01

0.20
0.29
0.13
0.15




NELS:88 First Foliow-Up
Final Technical Report

NELS:88 FIRST FOLLOW-UP:
STANDARD ERRORS AND DESIGN EFFECTS, LOW F1SESQ BY F1IQWT

Survey item (or composite
variable)

Sure to graduate from H.S.
Sts in college prep/academic pgms
Sts in vocational/technical pgms

Watch tv more than 2 hrs/per wkday -

Expect to finish college

AT age 30 expect to be a manager
At age 30 expect to be in the military
At age 30 expect to be an operative
At age 30 expect to be a clergyman
At age 30 expect to be a technician
At age 30 does not knw wht to be
Others in home speak spanish

I feel good about myself

Luck is more imprtnt than hrd wrk
Something always prevents success
My plans do not work out -

I do not have much to be proud of
Live with other adult male in hh
Live with mother in same hh

Live with stepmother in same hh
Live with boy/girl friend

Live with own children

Parents require chores to be done
#-Grandparents in same hh
#-Relatives under 18 in same hh
#-Non relatives under 18 in same hh

Reading test formula score
Mathematic test formula score
Science test formula score
Hist/cit/geog test formula score

Mean

Minimum
Maximum
Standard Deviation
Median

*Standard error calculated taking into account the sample design.

Var
name

F1S18A
F1520C
F1S20D
F1S45A
F1549
F1S53F
F1853G
F1S53H
F1853)
F1S53P
F158538
F1855
F1862A
F1562C
F1S62F
F1562G
F1S62L
F1592C
F1892D
F1S92E

. F1892H

F18921
F1S100E
F1893C
F1S893D
F1S93F

Esti-

mate -

89.75
16.95
18.50
64.37
30.42
4.99
4.16
2.68

10.02

5.75
13.19
76.39
91.44
17.70
38.27
31.06
22.57
11.26
83.83

2.97

2.15

5.86
91.44

0.18

0.17

0.05

F1TXRIR 16.95
FITXMIR 28.51
FITXSIR 10.97
FITXHIR 15.93

Design
SE*

1.144
1.201
0.945
1.383
1.108
0.499
0.414
0.397 -
0.735
0.493
0.709
3.235
0.636
1.208
1.253
1.192
1.004
0.676
1.005
0.448
0.342
0.506
0.636
0.012
0.015
0.008

0.175
0.268
0.112
0.146

Standard error calculated under assumptions of simple random sampling,

DEFF DEFT NUM

6.24

4.53
2.62
3.34
2.60
2.17
1.78
2.49
2.47
1.85

1.81

3.28
2.10
4.02
2.67
2.65
2.30

- 2.06

3.35
3.14
2.50
2.09
1.99
1.77
1.85

- 1.50

2.61
2.54
2.79
3.04

2.84
1.50
8.28
1.40
2.52

2.50
2.13
1.62
1.83
1.61
1.47
1.33

1.58
1.57

1.36
1.35
2.88
1.45
2.01

+ 1.63

1.63
1.52
1.43

1.83

1.77
1.58
1.45
1.41

-1.33

1.36
1.22

1.61
1.59
1.67

- 1.74

1.65
1.22
2.88
0.35
1.58

4386
4422
4422
4011
4479
4129
4129
4129
4129
4129
4129
1428
4064
4017
4018
3998
3985
4499
4499
4499
4499
4499
3854
3525
3501
3484

4039
4019
3966
3939

SRS
SE*

0.46

0.56

0.58
0.76
0.69
0.34
0.31

0.25

0.47
0.36
0.53
1.12
0.44
0.60
0.77
0.73
0.66
0.47
0.55
0.25
0.22
0.35
0.45
0.01
0.01
0.01

0.11
0.17
0.07
0.08
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NELS:88 First Follow-Up
Final Technical Report

NELS:88 FIRST FOLLOW-UP:
STANDARD ERRORS AND DESIGN EFFECTS, MIDDLE F1SESQ BY FIQWT

Survey item (or composite
variable)

Sure to graduate from H.S.

Sts in college prep/acadmc pgms

Sts in vocational/technical pgms
Watch tv more than 2hrs/per wkday
Expect to finish college

At age 30 expect to be a manager
At age 30 expect to be in the military
At age 30 expect to be an operative
At age 30 expect to be a clergyman
At age 30 expect to be a technician
At age 30 does not know what to be
Others in home speak spanish

I feel good about myself

Luck is more important than hard work

Something always prevents success
My plans do not work out

I do not have much to be proud of
Live with other adult male in hh
Live with mother in same hh

Live with stepmother in same hh
Live with boy/girl friend

Live with own children

Parents require chores to be done
#-Grandarents in same hh
#-Relatives under 18 in same house
#-Non relatives under 18 in same hh

Reading test formula score
Mathematics test formula score
Science test formula score
Hist/cit/geog test formula score

Mean

Minimum
Maximum
Standard deviation
Median

*Standard error calculated taking into account the sample design.

Var
name

F1S18A
F1520C
F1S20D
F1S45A
F1549
F1S53F
F1853G
F1S53H
F1853)
F1S53P
F18538
F1S855
F1S62A
F1562C
F1S62F
F1562G
F1S62L
F1892C
F1592D
F1S92E
F1S92H
F18921

Esti-
mate

96.76
31.56
11.23
57.32
53.90
4.87
2.89
1.41
17.78
4.74
10.11
50.09
92.07
11.62
27.19
21.78
17.18
6.48
89.02
3.46
1.25
3.41

FIS100E 94.56

F1893C
F1593D
F1S893F

0.09
0.08
0.04

FITXRIR 21.12
FITXMIR 35.45
FITXSIR 13.57
FITXHIR 18.93

Design
S.E*°

0.474
0.931
0.536
0.904
0.913
0.355
0.257
0.387
0.737
0.271
0.547
2.563
0.439
0.512
0.787
0.710
0.627
0.640
0.624
0.309
0.161
0.346
0.412
0.006
0.009
0.006

0.145
0.223
0.093
0.105

*Standard error calculated under assumptions of simple random sampling.

DEFF

6.26
3.47
2.49
2.80
2.93
2.26
1.95
8.96
3.08
1.35
2.73
3.93
2.21
2.12
2.60
2.45
2.29
5.95
3.50
2.51
1.85
3.20
2.65
1.87
2.94
2.00

3.15
3.04
3.08
3.02

3.09
1.35
8.96
1.52
2.76

‘ SRS

DEFT NUM S.E!

250 8742 0.19

1.86 8654  0.50
1.58 8654 0.34
1.67 8370 0.54
1.71 8739  0.53

1.50 8294 0.24
1.40 8294 - 0.18

299 8294 0.13

1.76 8294  0.42
1.16 8294  0.23

1.65 8294  0.33

1.98 1497 1.29

1.49 8364 0.30
1.46 8315 - 035
1.61 8327 0.49
1.57 8297 045
1.51 8281 0.41

244 8798 0.26
1.87 8798 0.33

1.58 8798 = 0.19

136 8798 0.12
1.79 8798 0.19

1.63 8032 0.25

1.37 7837 0.00
1.71 7824 - 0.01

1.41 7795 0.00

1.77 8291  0.08

1.74 8276 0.13

1.75 8236 0.05

1.74 8197 0.06
1.72

1.16

2.99

0.37

1.66
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NELS:88 First Follow-Up
Final Technical Report

NELS:88 FIRST FOLLOW-UP:

STANDARD ERRORS AND DESIGN EFFECTS, HIGH FISESQ BY FIQWT

Survey item (or composite
variable)

Sure to graduate from H.S

Sts in college prep/acdmc pgms

Sts in voctnl/technical pgms

Watch tv more than 2hrs/per wkday
Expect to finish college

At age 30 exp to be a manager

At age 30 exp to be in the military
At age 30 exp to be an operative

At age 30 exp to be a clergyman

At age 30 exp to be a technician

At age 30 does not know what t0 be
Others in home speak spanish

I feel good about myself

Luck is more important then hard work
Something always prevents success
My plans do not work out

I do not have much to be proud of
Live with other adult male in hh
Live with mother in same hh

Live with stepmother in same house
Live with boy/girl friend

Live with own children

Parents require chores to be done
#-Grandparents in same household
#-Relatives under 18 in same house
#-Non relatives under 18 in same hh

Reading test formla score
Mathematics test formula score
Science test formula score
History/cit/geog test formula score

Mean

Minimum
Maximum
Standard Deviation
Median

*Standard error calculated taking into account the sample design.

Var
name

Esti-
mate

F1S18A
F1520C
F1S20D
F1S45A
F1849
F1S53F
F1853G
F1S53H
F1S53)
F15853p
F18538
F1855
F1S62A
F1S62C
F1S62F
F1562G
F1S62L
F1592C
F1S92D
F1S92E
F1S92H
F18921
F1S100E
F1593C
F1S93D
F1893F

98.73
47.97
4.28
39.69
83.38
6.15
1.84
0.41
27.23
3.51
8.25
30.86
92.51
9.03
18.36
15.35
12.08
3.45
92.18
2.28
0.62
2.08
96.68
0.05
0.02
0.02

FITXRIR 25.17
FITXMIR 42.81
FITXSIR 16.56
FITXHIR 22.00

Design
S.E*

0.584
1.604
0.406
1.183
0.969
0.547
0.292
0.174
1.124
0.383
0.603
2.690
0.507
0.748
1.151
0.922
0.865
0.386
1.039
0.291
0.232
0.296
0.339
0.005
0.005
0.003

0.194
0.298
0.123
0.133

DEFF DEFT NUM

14.26
5.36
2.09
3.00
3.54
2.61
2.37
3.72
3.21
2.18
2.42
2.69
1.89
3.45
4.47
3.31
3.55
2.34
7.84
1.99
4.58
2.25
1.78
1.57
2.39
1.21

3.78
3.79
3.36
3.36

3.48
1.21
14.26
2.42
3.10

3.78
2.31
1.44
1.73
1.88
1.61
1.54
1.93
1.79
1.48
1.55
1.64
1.37
1.86
2.11
1.82
1.88
1.53
2.80
1.41
2.14
1.50
1.33
1.25
1.55
1.10

1.94
1.95
1.83
1.83

1.80
1.10
3.78
0.51
1.76

5243
5196
5196
5138
5226
5030
5030
5030
5030
5030
5030

794
5082
5061
5055
5052
5045
5235
5235
5235
5235
5235
4976
4848
4835
4836

5008
5005
4992
4969

SRS
S.E!

0.15
0.69
0.28
0.68
0.51
0.34
0.19
0.09
0.63
0.26
0.39
1.64
0.37
0.40
0.54
0.51
0.46
0.25
0.37

0.21

0.11
0.20
0.25
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.10
0.15
0.07
0.07

Standard error calculated under assumptions of simple random sampling.
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NELS:88 First Follow-Up
Final Technical Report

NELS:88 FIRST FOLLOW-UP:

STANDARD ERRORS AND DESIGN EFFECTS, URBANICITY: URBAN BY FIQWT

Survey item (or composite
variable)

Sure to graduate from H.S.

Sts in college prep/academic pgms
Sts in vocational/technical pgms
Watch tv more than 2 hrs/per wkday
Expect to finish college

At age 30 expect to be a manager
At age 30 expect to be in the military
At age 30 expect to be an operative
At age 30 expect to be a clergyman
At age 30 expect to be a technician
At age 30 does not know what to be
Others in home speak spanish

I feel good about myself

Luck is more important than hrd wrk
Something always prevents success
My plans do not work out

I do not have much to be proud of
Live with other adult male in hh
Live with mother in same hh

Live with stepmother in same hh
Live with boy/girl friend

Live with own children

Parents require chores to be done
#-Grandparents in same hh
#-Relatives under 18 in same hh
#-Non relatives under 18 in same hh

Reading test formula score
Mathematics test formula score
Science test formula score
Hist/cit/geog test formula score

Meam

Minimum
Maximum
Standard deviation
Median

*Standard error calculated taking into account the sample design.

Esti-
mate

Var
name

F1S13A
F1520C
F1520D
F1S45A
F1549
F1S53F
F1853G
F1S53H
F1853]
F1S53P
F18538
F1S55
F1562A
F1562C
F1S62F
F1562G
F1S62L
F1592C
F1592D
F1S92E
F1S892H
F18921
F1S100E
F1S93€C
F1893D
F1893F

98.13
32.79
13.40
53.74
61.26
5.72
2.54
1.08
21.91
5.24
9.10
60.10
92.67
12.52
26.32
21.23
16.97
7.17
90.51
2.74
0.78
2.73
95.58
0.13
0.11
0.03

FITXRIR 21.41
FITXMIR 36.03
FITXSIR 13.56
FITXHIR 19.08

Design
S.E*

0.319
1.454
0.967
1.331
1.387
0.601
0.378
0.291
1.113
0.604
0.743
2.779
0.545
0.915
1.087
1.072
0.944
0.729
0.731
0.402
0.187
0.321
0.441
0.011
0.011
0.006

0.253
0.381
0.169
0.173

Standard error calculated under assumptions of simple random sampling.

DEFF DEFT NUM

2.92
4.96
4.17
3.55
4.22
3.25
2.80
3.84
3.51
3.56
3.24
4.47
2.16
3.75
2.99
3.36
3.09
4.18
3.26
3.18
2.38
2.03
2.17
2.94
2.35
1.95

5.21
4.74
5.48
4.64

3.48
1.95
548
0.96
3.31

1.71
2.23
2.04
1.88
2.06
1.80
1.67
1.96
1.87
1.89
1.80
2.11
1.47
1.94
1.73
1.83
1.76
2.04
1.80
1.78
1.54
1.43
1.47
1.72
1.53
1.40

2.28
2.18
2.34
2.15

1.85
1.40
2.34
0.26
1.81

5276
5169
5169
4979
5211
4856
4856
4856
4856
4856
4856
1388
4938
4907
4900
4891
4881
5239
5239
5239
5239
5239
4713
4842
4828
4817

4927
4914
4874
4872

SRS
SE?

0.19
0.65
0.47
0.71
0.67
0.33
0.23
0.15
0.59
0.32
0.41
1.31
0.37
0.47
0.63
0.58
0.54
0.36
0.41
0.23
0.12
0.23
0.30
0.01
0.01
0.00

0.11
0.17
0.07
0.08
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NELS:88 FIRST FOLLOW-UP:
STANDARD ERRORS AND DESIGN EFFECTS, URBANICITY: SUBURBAN BY FIQWT

Survey item (or composite
variable)

Sure to graduate from H.S.

Sts in college prep/academic pgms
Sts in vocational/technical pgms
Watch tv more than 2 hrs/per wkday.
Expect to finish college

At age-30 expect to be a manager

At age 30 expect to be in the military -

At age 30 expect to be an opeative
At age 30 expect to be a clergyman

At age 30 expect to be a technician

At age 30 does not know what to be
Others in the home speak spanish
I feel good about myself

Luck is more important than hrd wrk -

Something always prevents success
My plans do not work out

I do not have much to be proud of
Live with other adult male in hh
Live with mother in same hh-

Live with stepmother in same house
Live with boy/girl friend

Live with own children

Parents require chores to be done
#-Grandparents in same hh
#-Relatives under 18 in same hh
#-Non relatives under 18 in same hh

Reading test formula score
Mathematics test formula score
Science test formula score
Hist/cit/geog test formula score

Mean

Minimum
Maximum
Standard deviation
Median

*Standard error calculated taking into account the sample design.

- F18921

Var
name

Esti-
mate

F1S18A
F1520C
F1S20D
F1S45A
F1549
F1S53F
F1S53G
F1S53H
F1S53)
F1S53P
F18538
F1855
F1562A
F1862C
F1S62F
F1562G
F1S62L
F1592C
F1592D
F1892E
F1S892H

98.40
35.15
10.44
53.90
58.47

297
1.22
18.70
4.52
10.54
51.48
91.56
12.42
26.39
21.74
17.07
6.09
90.09
3.30
0.92
2.53
F1S100E
F1593C
F1S93D
F1S93F

0.10
0.09
0.04

FITXRIR 21.44
F1ITXMIR 36.28
FITXSIR 13.96
FITXHIR 19.24

4.94

94.42

Design
S.E*?

0.186
1.148
0.460
0.903
1.013
0.294 -
0.251
0.360
0.670
0.268
0.510
3.562
0.376
0.557
0.736
0.630
0.566
0.485
0.582
0.298
0.142
0.200
0.337
0.006
0.009
0.005

0.167
0.277
0.117
0.131

bStandard error calculated under assumptions of simple random sampling,

DEFF DEFT NUM

2.24
5.77
2.26
3.18
4.25
1.76
2.09
10.25
2.82
1.59
2.64
10.08
1.78
2.76
2.70
2.62
2.18
4.16
3.84
2.81
2.23
1.64
2.01
2.09
3.10
1.78

4.52
5.01
5.14
4.94

3.47
1.59
10.25
2.16
2.73

1.50
2.40
1.50
1.78
2.06
1.33
1.45
3.20
1.68
1.26
1.62
3.18
1.33
1.66
1.64
1.62
1.48
2.04
1.96

1.68

1.49
1.28
1.42
1.44
1.76

1 1.34

2.13
2.24

. 2.27
2.22

1.80
1.26
3.20
0.50
1.65

10168
9979
9979
9702
10060
9565
9565
9565
9565
9565
9565
1986
9736
9670
9671
0643
9617
10117
10117
10117
10117
10117

- 9314

9334
9313
9286

9743
9728
9697
9607

SRS
SE!

0.12
0.48
0.31
0.51
0.49
0.22
0.17
0.11
0.40
0.21
0.31
1.12
0.28
0.34
0.45
0.42
0.38
0.24
0.30
0.18
0.10
0.16
0.24
0.00
0.01

- 0.00

0.08
0.12
0.05
0.06
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NELS:88 FIRST FOLLOW-UP:

STANDARD ERRORS AND DESIGN EFFECTS, URBANICITY:RURAL BY FIQWT

Survey item (or composite
variable)

Sure to graduate from H.S.

Sts in college prep/acadmc pgms

Sts in vocational/technical pgms
Watch tv more than 2hrs/per wkday
Expect to finish college

At age 30 expect to be a manager
At age 30 exp to be in the mitry

At age 30 expect to be an operative
At age 30 expect to be a clergyman
At age 30 expect to be a technician
At age 30 does not know what to be
Others in home speak spanish

I feel good about myself

Luck is more important than hard work
Something always prevents success
My plans do not work out

I do not have much to be proud of
Live with other adult male in hh
Live with mother in same hh

Live with stepmother in same hh
Live with boy/girl friend

Live with own children

Parents require chores to be done
#-Grandparents in same hh
#-Relatives under 18 in same hh
#-Non relatives under 18 in same hh

Reading test formula score
Mathematics test formula score
Science test formula score
Hist/cit/geog test formula score

Mean

Minimum
Maximum
Standard Deviation
Median

*Standard error calculated taking into account the sample design.

Esti-
mate

Var
name

FIS18A
F1520C
F1520D
F1S45A
F1549
F1S53F
F1553G
F1S53H
F1853]
F1S53P
F1553S
F1S55
F1562A
F1862C
F1S62F
F1562G
F1S62L
F1592C
F1592D
F1592E
F15892H
F18921
F1S100E
F1893C
F1893D
F1893F

98.02
27.84
11.48
55.74
51.79
5.40
3.30
1.35
14.69
5.01
10.28
54.88
92.63
11.89
29.92
22.92
15.57
6.41
87.82
297
0.82
2.53
95.26
0.09
0.07
0.05

FITXRIR 20.86
FITXMIR 35.25
FITXSIR 13.93
FITXHIR 18.98

Design
S.E2

0.382
1.909
1.021
1.645
1.593
0.738
0.439
0.294
0.917
0.506
0.688
9.076
0.711
0.960
1.533
1.197
1.040
0.673
1.379
0.366
0.215
0.383
0.470
0.010
0.011
0.010

0.298
0.518
0.194
0.230

*Standard error calculated under assumptions of simple random sampling,

DEFF DEFT NUM

2.02
4,75
2.69
2.83
2.71
2.70
1.53
1.65
1.70
1.36
1.30
8.55
1.93
2.28
291
2.10
2.13
2.02
4.76
1.24
1.51
1.59
1.23
1.66
1.53
1.82

4.09
4.91
4.06
4.49

2.67
1.23
8.55
1.60
2.06

1.42
2.18
1.64
1.68
1.64
1.64
1.24
1.28
1.30
1.17
1.14
2.92
1.39
L.51
1.71
1.45
1.46
1.42
2.18
1.12
1.23
1.26
1.11
1.29
1.24
1.35

2.02
2.22
2.01
2.12

1.58
1.11
2.92
0.43
1.43

2691
2619
2619
2581
2663
2532
2532
2532
2532
2532
2532
258

2612
2594
2601
2587
2589
2680
2680
2680
2680
2680
2513
2443
2431
2422

2600
2598
2571
2569

SRS
SE}

0.27
0.88
0.62
0.98
0.97
0.45
0.36
0.23
0.70
0.43
0.60
3.10
0.51
0.64
0.90
0.83
0.71
0.47
0.63
0.33
0.17
0.30
0.42
0.01
0.01
0.01

0.15
0.23
0.10
0.11
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NELS:88 FIRST FOLLOW-UP:
STANDARD ERRORS AND DESIGN EFFECTS,

~ ALL PANEL MEMBERS BY FIPNLWT

SURVEY ITEM (OR COMPOSITE
variable)

Sure to graduate from H.S

STS in college prep/academic pgms
STS in vocational/technical pgms
Watch tv more than 2 hrs/per weekday
Expect to finish college

At age 30 expect to be a manager -
At age 30 expect to be in the military
At age 30 expect to be an operative
At age 30 expect to be a clergyman
At age 30 expect to be a technician
At age 30 does not know what to be
Others in home speak spanish

I feel good about myself

Luck is more important than hard work
Something always prevents success
My plans do not work out

I do not have much to be proud of
Live with other adult male in hh
Live with mother in same household
Live with stepmother in same house
Live with boy/girl friend -

Live with own children

Parents require chores to be done
#-Grandparents in same household
#-Relatives under 18 in same house
#-Non relatives under 18 in same hh

Reading test formula score
Mathematics test formula score
Science test formula score
History/cit/geog test formula score

Mean

Minimum
Maximum
Standard deviation
Median '

*Standard error calculated taking into account the sample design.

Var
name

Esti-
mate

F1S18A
F1520C
F1S20D
F1845A
F1549
F1S53F
F1S853G
F1S53H
F18531
F1S53pP
F1S8538
F1S55
F1S62A
F1862C
F1S62F
F1562G
F1S62L
F1892C
F1892D
F1S92E
F1S92H
F18921
F1S100E
F1893C
F1593D
F1S93F

95.82
32.61
11.08
54.44

5.22
2.94
1.47
18.58
4.63
10.11
57.59
92.09
12.12
27.24
21.92
16.79
6.85
88.59
3.11
1.28
3.61
94.52
0.10
0.08
0.04

FITXRIR 21.31
FITXMIR 35.93
FITXSIR 13.80
FITXHIR 19.11

56.47

Design
S.E*

0.420
0.837
0.439
0.719

0.799

0.272
0.196
0.244
0.561
0.215
0.370
2.232
0.311
0.458
0.639
0.557
0.471
0.410
0.501
0.213
0.136
0.248
0.277
0.005
0.006
0.004

0.136
0.222
0.092
0.099

*Standard error calculated under assumptions of simple random sampling.

DEFF DEFT NUM

7.58
5.44
3.34
3.43
4.47
2.44
2.20
6.72
3.40
L.71
5.06
6.92
2.19
3.22
3.37
2.96
2.58
4.56
4.30
2.61
2.53
3.06
2.35
2.39
2.56
2.17

5.01
5.34
5.34
4.82

3.80
1.71
7.58
1.57
3.35

2.75
2.33
1.83
1.85
2.11
1.56
1.48
2.59
1.84
1.31
2.25
2.63
1.48
1.79
1.84
1.72
1.61
2.13
2.07
1.61
1.59
1.75
1.53
1.55
1.60
1.47

2.24
231
2.31
2.19

1.91
1.31
2.75
0.39
1.83

17208
17065
17065
16448
17223
16333
16333
16333
16333
16333
16333
3394

16450
16345
16351
16301
16269
17302
17302

17302

17302
17302
15857
15305
15264
15227

16304
16270
16181
16096

SRS
SE?

0.15
0.36
0.24
0.39
0.38
0.17
0.13
0.09
0.30
0.16
0.16
0.85
0.21
0.26
0.35
0.32
0.29
0.19
0.24
0.13
0.09
0.14
0.18
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.06
0.10
0.04
0.05
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NELS:88 FIRST FOLLOW-UP:
STANDARD ERRORS AND DESIGN EFFECTS,
MALE PANEL MEMBERS BY FIPNLWT

Survey item (or composite
variable)

Sure to graduate from H.S

Sts in college prep/academic pgms
STS in vocational/technical pgms
Watch tv more than 2 hrs/per wkdy
Expect to finish college

At age 30 expect to be a manager
At age 30 expect to be in the military
At age 30 expect to be an operative
At age 30 expect to be a clergyman
At age 30 expect to be a technician
At age 30 does not know what to be
Others in home speak spanish

I feel good about myself

Luck is more imprtnt than hrd wrk
Something always prevents success
My plans do not work out

I do not have much to be proud of
Live with other adult male in hh
Live with mother in same hh

Live with stepmother in same house
Live with boy/girl friend

Live with own children

Parents require chores to be done
#-Grandparents in same household
#-Relatives under 18 in same house
#-Non relatives under 18 in same hh

Reading test formula score
Mathematics test formula score
Science test formula score
History/cit/geog test formula score

Mean

Minimum
Maximum
Standard deviation
Median

*Standard error calculated taking into account the sample design.

Var-
name

F1S18A
F1520C
F1520D
F1S45A
F1549
F1S53F
F1853G
F1853H
F1853)
F1S53P
F1S853S
F1855
F1S62A
F1562C
F1S62F
F1562G
F1S62L
F1892C
F1892D
F1S92E
F1592H
F15921
F1S100E
F1893C
F1593D
F1893F

Esti
mate

95.53
31.07
12.63
57.33
53.16
5.54
4.67
2.37
14.86
6.80
9.45
55.56
94.42
15.16
29.35
22.28
17.06
6.45
38.12
3.90
1.29
2.11
94.33
0.11
0.09
0.04

FITXRIR 20.59
FITXMIR 36.07
FITXSIR 14.45
FITXHIR 19.57

Design
S.E*°

0.661
1.103
0.600
1.023
1.086
0.394
0.361
0.463
0.791
0.375
0.451
2.724
0.346
0.681
0.996
0.820
0.698
0.578
0.741
0.363
0.184
0.219
0.345
0.007
0.009
0.005

0.173
0.282
0.122
0.125

*Standard error calculated under assumptions of simple random sampling.

DEFF

8.72
4,79
2.75
3.45
4.03
2.39
2.36
7.46
3.98
1.79
2.59
4.97
1.83
12.89
3.84
3.10
2.74
4.74
4.49
3.01
2.28
1.99
1.7
2.04
2.67
1.45

3.83
4.08
4.26
3.45

3.46
1.45
8.72
1.62
3.05

DEFT NUM
295 8523
2.19 8438
1.66 8438
1.86 8062
2.01 8516
1.55 8057
1.54 8057
273 8057
2.00 8057
1.34 8057
1.61 8057
223 1654
1.35 8071
11.70 8025
196 8019
1.76 7989
1.66 7972
2.18 8562
2.12 8562
1.73 8562
1.51 8562
1.41 8562
1.31 7694
1.43 7594
1.63 7566
1.20 7548
1.96 8053
2.02 8040
2.06 8001
1.86 7957
1.82
1.20
2.95
0.40
1.74

SRS
SE!

0.22
0.50
0.36
0.55
0.54
0.25
0.24
0.17
0.40
0.28
0.28
1.22
0.26
0.40
0.51
0.47
0.42
0.27
0.35
0.21
0.12
0.16
0.26
0.00
0.01
0.00

0.09

0.14

0.06
0.07
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NELS:88 FIRST FOLLOW-UP:
STANDARD ERRORS AND DESIGN EFFECTS,
FEMALE PANEL MEMBERS BY FIPNLWT

Survey item (or composite
variable) '

Sure to graduate from H.S
STS in college prep/academic pgms
STS in vocational/technical pgms

Watch tv more than 2 hrs/per weekday

Expect to finish college

At age 30 expect to be a manager

At age 30 expect to be in the military
At age 30 expect to be an operative
At age 30 expect to be a clergyman
At age 30 expect to be a technician
At age 30 does not know what to be
Others in home speak spanish

I feel good about myself

Luck is more important than hard work

Something always prevents success
My plans do not work out

I do not have much to be proud of
Live with other adult male in hh
Live with mother in same household
Live with stepmother in same house
Live with boy/girl friend

Live with own children

Parents require chores to be done
#-Grandparents in same household
#-Relatives under 18 in same house
#-Non relatives under 18 in same hh -

Reading test formula score
Mathematics test formula score
Science test formula score
History/cit/geog test formula score

Mean ,
Minimum
Maximum
Standard deviation
Median

*Standard error calculated taking into account the sample design.
*Standard error calculated under assumptions of simple random sampling.

Esti-
mate

Var-
name

F1S18A
F1520C
F1520D
F1S45A
F1549
F1S53F
F1853G
F1S53H
F1853]1
F1S53P
F1853S
F1S855
F1S62A
F1562C
F1S62F
F1862G
F1S62L
F1592C
F1592D
F1S92E
F1S92H
F15921
F1S100E
F1593C
F1893D
F1S93F

96.11
34.16
9.54
51.58
59.79
4.92
1.22
0.57
22.28
2.48
10.76
59.56
89.80
9.12
25.16
21.55
16.52
7.25
89.07
2.31
- 1.28
5.11
94.71
0.09
0.08
0.03

FITXRIR 22.04
F1TXMIR 35.80
FITXSIR 13.16
FITXHIR 18.65

Design
S.E*°

0.498
0.996
0.548
0.954
0.977
0.372
0.149
0.153
0.713
0.234
0.575
2.457
0.485
0.566
0.770
0.733
0.615
0.541
0.663
0.239
0.202
0.420
0.423
0.006
0.007
0.006

0.158
0.256
0.100
0.113

5.76

3.80
3.00
3.06
3.46
2.45
1.52
3.43
2.43
1.87
11.31
4.36
2.15
-3.22
2.62

' 2.64

2.27
3.80
3.94
221
2.82
3.18
2.91
2.02
-1.90
2.93

3.65
3.76
3.64
3.57

3.32
1.52
11.31
1.74
3.03

2.40
1.95
1.73
1.75
1.86
1.57
1.23
1.85
1.56
1.37

- 3.36

2.09
1.47
1.79

- 1.62 -

1.63

1.51.

1.95
1.99

1.49

1.68
1.78
1.71
1.42
1.38
1.71

1.91

-1.94

1.91
1.89

1.78
1.23
3.36

0.39

1.74

8685

- 8627

8627
8386
8707
8276
8276
8276

8276 -

8276
8276
1740
8379
8320
8332
8312
8297
8740
8740
8740
8740
8740
8163
7711
7698
7679

8251
8230
8180
8139

: - SRS
DEFF DEFT NUM:

SE?!

0.21
0.51

0.32

0.55
0.53
0.24
0.12
0.08
0.46
0.17
0.17
1.18
0.33
0.32
0.48
0.45
0.41
0.28
0.33
0.16
0.12
0.24
0.25
0.00
0.01
0.00

0.08
0.13.
0.05
0.06-

21



NELS:88 First Follow-Up
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NELS:88 FIRST FOLLOW-UP:
STANDARD ERRORS AND DESIGN EFFECTS,
ASIAN PANEL MEMBERS BY FIPNLWT
Survey items (or composite Var- Esti Design SRS

variable) name mate S.E* DEFF DEFT NUM SE!
Sure to graduate from H.S FIS18A 9799 0619 203 142 1046 043
STS in college prep/academic pgms F1S20C 37.36 2679 3.14 177 1025 1.51
STS in vocational/technical pgms F1S20D 11.27 1933 382 196 1025 0.99
Watch tv more than 2 hrs/per weekday F1S45A 50.22 2,845 322 1.80 997 158
Expect to finish college F1S49  67.38 3.035 437 209 1043 145
At age 30 expect to be a manager FISS3F 6.70 128 261 161 98 0.80
At age 30 expect to be in the military F1S53G  1.13 0.401 1.42 1,19 98 0.34
At age 30 expect to be an operative FI1S53H 020 0.115 067 082 98 0.14
At age 30 expect to be a clergyman F1853] 2535 2,101 230 152 98 1.39
At age 30 expect to be a technician F1S53p 573 1222 272 165 98 0.74
At age 30 does not know what to be F1S53S 11.86 2.225 903 3.00 98 0.74
Others in home speak spanish F1855 1.84 0.641 176 133 773 0.48
I feel good about myself F1S62A 9277 1.007 151 123 997 (.82
Luck is more important than hard work F1S62C 13.67 2.224 414 2.03 989 1.09
Something always prevents success F1S62F 2940 2389 272 165 989 145
My plans do not work out F1S62G 17.67 1.884¢ 240 155 986 1.22
I do not have much to be proud of F1Sé62lL 18.72 1758 199 141 982 125
Live with other adult male in hh F1892C 10.03 1.895 4,13 203 1040 0.93
Live with mother in same household F1S92D 92.74 1046 169 130 1040 0.81
Live with stepmother in same house F1S92E 1.83 0557 1.80 134 1040 0.42
Live with boy/girl friend F1S92H 0.15 0.111 0.88 094 1040 0.12
Live with own children F18921 203 0437 1.00 100 1040 0.44
Parents require chores to be done FIS100E 9440 1.174 254 159 975 0.74
#-Grandparents in same household F1S93C 0.19 0028 292 171 973 0.02
#-Relatives under 18 in same house F1S93D 0.11 0.027 217 147 967 0.02
#-Non relatives under 18 in same hh FIS93F 0.01 0008 210 145 963 0.01
Reading test formula score FITXRIR 22.51 0437 3.16 178 984 0.25
Mathematics test formula score FITXMIR 40.69 0741 357 1.8 979 0.39
Science test formula score FITXSIR 14.88 0313 354 1.8 972 0.17
History/cit/geog test formula score FITXHIR 1998 0339 340 184 966 0.18

Mean 276 1.61

Minimum 0.67 0.82

Maximum 9.03 3.00

Standard deviation 1.54 0.42

Median 257 1.60

“Standard error calculated taking into account the sample design.

*Standard error calculated under assumptions of simple random sampling,
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NELS:88 FIRST FOLLOW-UP:
STANDARD ERRORS AND DESIGN EFFECTS,
HISPANIC PANEL MEMBERS BY FIPNLWT

Survey item (or comosite
variable)

Sure to graduate from H.S
STS in college prep/academic pgms
STS in vocational/technical pgms

Watch tv more than 2 hrs/per weeckday

Expect to finish college

At age 30 expect to be a manager

At age 30 expect to be in the military
At age 30 expect to be an operative
At age 30 expect to be a clergyman
At age 30 expect to be a technician
At age 30 does not know what to be
Others in home speak spanish

I feel good about myself

Luck is more important than hard work:

Something always prevents success
My plans do not work out

1 do not have much to be proud of
Live with other adult male in hh
Live with mother in same household
Live with stepmother in same house
Live with boy/girl friend

Live with own children

Parents require chores to be done
#-Grandparents in same household
#-Relatives under 18 in same house
#-Non relatives under 18 in same hh

Reading test formula score
Mathematics test formula score
Science test formula score
History/cit/geog test formula score

Mean

Minimum
Maximum
Standard deviation
Median

*Standard error calculated taking into account the sample design.

Var-
name

FIS18A
F1520C
F1520D
F1S45A
F1549
F1S53F
F1S53G
F1S53H
F1S53)
F1S53P
F1S53S
F1S55
F1S62A
F1562C
F1S62F
F1562G
F1S62L
F1592C
F1592D
F1S92E
F1S92H
F18921
F1S100E
F1893C
F1893D
F1S93F

Esti-
mate

93.60
23.50
14.13
60.55
44.35
5.09
2.94
0.96
16.42
6.94
13.20
97.05
92.31
13.52
28.18
26.28
20.59
8.46
89.67
2.46
1.32
4.54
94.88
0.15
0.14
0.03

FITXRIR 18.59
F1TXMIR 30.89
FITXSIR 11.45
FITXHIR 16.88

Design
S.E*

1.059
1.471
1.185
1.839
1.929
0.751
0.511
0.211
1.195
0.835
1.544
0.856
0.928
1.260
1.637
1.483
1.204
1.041
1.183
0.678
0.298
0.655
0.658
0.015
0.029
0.007

0.231
0.384
0.160
0.191

*Standard error calculated under assumptions of simple random sampling.

DEFF DEFT NUM

3.94
2.52
2.42
2.73
3.19
2.30
1.80
0.92
2.05
2.13
7.27
4.10
2.34
261
2.54
2.17
1.68
2.98
3.22
4,08
1.45
2.11
1.60
1.80
4.55
1.15

2.13
2.39
2.67
2.47

2.64

0.92
7.27
1.22
2.40

1.99
1.59
1.56
1.65
1.79
1.52
1.34
0.96
1.43
1.46
2.70
2.02
1.53
1.61
1.59
1.47
1.30
1.73

1.79 .

2.02
1.20
1.45
1.26
1.34
2.13
1.07

1.46
1.55
1.63
1.57

1.59
0.96
2.70
0.34
1.55

2105
2095
2095
1930
2116
1970
1970
1970
1970
1970
1970
1601
1933
1919
1918

1915 -

1900
2132
2132
2132
2132
2132
1795
1782
1781
1775

1948

1941

1910
1882

SRS
SE*?

0.53
0.93
0.76
1.11
1.08
0.50
0.38
0.22
0.83
0.57
0.57
0.42
0.61
0.78
1.03
1.01
0.93
0.60
0.66
0.34
0.25
0.45
0.52
0.01
0.01
0.01

0.16
0.25
0.10
0.12
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NELS:88 FIRST FOLLOW-UP:
STANDARD ERRORS AND DESIGN EFFECTS,
BLACK PANEL MEMBERS BY FIPNLWT

Survey item (or comosite Var- Esti- Design SRS
variable) name mate S.E* DEFF DEFT NUM S.E.
Sure to graduate from H.S FIS18A 9491 1421 722 269 1728 0.53
STS in college prep/academic pgms F1S20C 26.97 2407 499 223 1696 1.08
STS in vocational/technical pgms F1S20D 19.92 1.764 3.31 1.82 1696 0.97
Watch tv more than 2 hrs/per weekday F1S45A 7393 1940 3.01 174 1543 1.12
Expect to finish college F1549 5444 2425 4.09 2.02 1727 1.20
At age 30 expect to be a manager FIS53F 547 0860 226 150 1580 0.57
At age 30 expect to be in the military F1S53G  4.28 0571 126 1.12 1580 0.51
At age 30 expect to be an operative F1S53H 3.38 1.626 1278 3.57 1580 0.45
At age 30 expect to be a clergyman F1S53] 22.09 2443 548 234 1580 1.04
At age 30 expect to be a technician FI1S53P 4.62 0.625 140 1.18 1580 0.53
At age 30 does not know what to be F18538 9.17 1.098 432 208 1580 0.53
Others in home speak spanish F1S55 47.29 7.090 264 163 132 436
I feel good about myself F1S62A 95.67 0.684 1.81° 134 1600 0.51
Luck is more important than hard work F1562C 16.09 1.748 3.58 1.89 1582 0.92
Something always prevents success FI1S62F 3335 2.134 323 180 1578 1.19
My plans do not work out F1S62G 27.66 2.367 4.38 2.09 1565 1.13
I do not have much to be proud of F1S62L 18.62 1.877 3.62 190 1558 0.99
Live with other adult male in hh F1S92C 1224 2189 7.77 279 1743 0.79
Live with mother in same household F1S92D 83.61 2.123 5.73 239 1743 0.89
Live with stepmother in same house FI1S92E 1.52 0.281 092 096 1743 0.29
Live with boy/girl friend FI1S92H 0.79 0373 3.09 1.76 1743 0.21
Live with own children F18921 7.68 1314 424 206 1743 0.64
parents require chores to be done FISI00E 95.51 0.575 1.11 1.05 1443 0.55
#-Grandparents in same household F1S93C 0.21 0.022 2.09 145 1437 0.02
#-Relatives under 18 in same house F1S93D 0.24 0.027 1.64 128 1437 0.02
#-Non relatives under 18 in same hh F1S93F 0.06 0.014 134 1.16 1413 0.01
Reading test formula score FITXRIR 17.53 0.412 524 229 1609 0.18
Mathematics test formula score FITXMIR 28.86 0.546 4.21 2.05 1600 0.27
Science test formula score FITXSIR 10.34 0.202 4.07 2.02 1587 0.10
History/cit/geog test formula score FITXHIR 16.37 0.234 331 1.82 1575 0.13
Mean 3.80 1.87
Minimum 0.92 0.96
Maximum 12.78 3.57
Standard deviation 2.42 057
Median 344 1.85

“Standard error calculated taking into account the sample design.

*Standard error calculated under assumptions of simple random sampling,
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NELS:88 FIRST FOLLOW-UP:
STANDARD ERRORS AND DESIGN EFFECTS,
WHITE PANEL MEMBERS BY FIPNLWT

Survey item (or composite
variable)

Sure to graduate from H.S

STS in college prep/academic pgms
STS in vocational/technical pgms
Watch tv more than 2 hrs/per weekday
Expect to finish college v
At age 30 expect to be a manager

At age 30 expect to be in the military
At age 30 expect to be an operative

At age 30 expect to be a clergyman
At age 30 expect to be a technician

At age 30 does not know what to be
Others in home speak spanish

I feel good about myself

Luck is more important than hard work
Something always prevents success
My plans do not work out

I do not have much to be proud of
Live with other adult male in hh
Live with mother in same household
Live with stepmother in same house
Live with boy/girl friend

Live with own children

Parents require chores to be done
#-Grandparents in same household
#-Relatives under 18 in same house
#-Non relatives under 18 in same hh

Reading test formula score
Mathematics test formula score
Science test formula score
History/cit/geog test formula score

Mean

Minimum
 Maximum

Standard deviation

Median

. *Standard error calculated taking into account the sample design.

Var-
name

F1S18A
F1520C
F1S20D
F1S45A
F1549
F1S53F
F1S53G
F1S53H
F1853)
F1853P
F18538
F1S55
F1S62A
F1562C
F1S62F
F1562G
F1S62L
F1592C
F1592D

~ - FI1892E

F1S92H
F18921
F1S100E
F1593C
F1893D
F1S93F

Esti-
mate

96.24
35.00
8.80
50.47
58.34
4.94
2.74
1.24
18.02
4.23
9.88
25.43
91.34
10.90
25.81
20.48
15.84
5.48
89.11
3.57
1.42
2.78
94.31
0.07
0.05
0.03

FITXRIR 22.39
FITXMIR 37.78
FITXSIR 14.71

FITXHIR 19.91

Design
S.E*

0.490
1.006 .
0.420
0.794 .
0.906
0.308
0.234
0.159
0.602
0.226
0.408
2.097
0.387
0.469
0.725
0.576
0.508
0.352
0.553

0.278

0.172
0.200
0.351
0.004
0.005
0.005

0.141
0.231
0.090
0.105

DEFF DEFT
8.05 2.84
536 231
2.65 1.63
298 1.73
410 2.02
235 1.53
239 1.55
240 1.55
2.85 1.69
146 121
477 218
1.87 137
222 149
264 1.63
321 1.79
237 1.54
225 1.50
291 171

384 196
274 1.65
258 1.61
1.80 1.34
2.64 1.62
1.54 1.24
243 1.56
255 1.60
397 1.9
432 2.08
382 195
401 2.0
3.10 1.73
146 1.21
8.05 2.84
133 034
2.64 1.63

12128
12045
12045
11801
12131
11603
11603
11603
11603
11603
11603
809

11731

11669

11680
11649
11643
12176
12176
12176
12176
12176
11479
10939
10911

-10905

11574
11562
11523
11487

SRS
SE?

0.17

0.43
0.26
0.46
0.45
0.20
0.15
0.10
0.36
0.19
0.19
1.53
0.26
0.29
0.40
0.37

-0.34

0.21
0.28
0.17
0.11
0.15
0.22

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.07
0.11
0.05
0.05

®Standard error calculated under assumptions of simple random sampling.
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NELS:88 FIRST FOLLOW-UP:
STANDARD ERRORS AND DESIGN EFFECTS,
AMERICAN INDIAN PANEL, MEMBERS BY FIPNLWT

Survey item (or composite
variable)

Sure to graduate from H.S
STS in college prep/academic pgms
STS in vocational/technical pgms

Watch tv more than 2 hrs/per weekday

Expect to finish college
At age 30 expect to be a manager

At age 30 expect to be in the military -

At age 30 expect to be an operative
At age 30 expect to be a clergyman

At age 30 expect to be a technician

At age 30 does not know what to be
Others in home speak spanish

I feel good about myself .

Luck is more important than hard work

Something always prevents success
My plans do not work out

I do not have much to be proud of
Live with other adult male in hh
Live with mother in same household
Live with stepmother in same house
Live with boy/girl friend

Live with own children

Parents require chores to be done
#-Grandparents in same household
#-Relatives under 18 in same house
#-Non relatives under 18 in same hh

Reading test formula score
Mathematics test formula score
Science test formula score
History/cit/geog test formula score

Mean

Minimum
Maximum
Standard deviation
Median

*Standard error calculated taking into account the sample design.

Esti-
mate

Var-
name

F1S18A
F1520C
F1520D
F1S45A
F1549
F1S53F
F1853G
F1S53H
F1S53J
F1S53P
F1S853S
F1S55
F1S62A
F1562C
F1S62F
F1562G
F1562L
F1592C
F1592D
F1592E
FiS92H 1.44
F18921 5.07
FI1S100E 95.25
F1893C  0.14
F1S93D  0.12
FI1S93F  0.02

93.18
17.94
25.00

41.12
14.49
6.40
3.35
15.45
5.87
3.92
25.70
95.27
24.54
33.70
25.14
17.73
6.98
90.14
2.66

FITXRIR 15.88
FITXMIR 27.11
FITXSIR 10.73
FITXHIR 15.18

57.65 .

Design
S.E*®

2.243
3.564
5.413
8.010
4.161
4.730
1.905
2.096
3.937
2.189
1.431
9.404
1.448
7.947
4.488
4.866
4.262
1.701
2.169
0.871
0.788
1.807
1.506
0.031
0.047
0.013

1.017
1.545
0.655
0.924

DEFF DEFT NUM

1.48
1.61
2.92

4.39 -

1.37
3.25
1.09
2.44
2.14
1.56
0.67
3.57
0.83
6.00
1.59

221

2.19

0.86

1.03
0.57
0.85
1.32
0.78
0.76
0.90

0.58

3.81
3.48
3.53
4.21

2.07
0.57
6.00
1.40
1.57

1.22
1.27
1.71
2.09
1.17
1.80
1.04
1.56
1.46
1.25
0.82
-1.89
0.91
2.45
1.26
1.49

1.48

0.93
1.01
0.75
0.92
1.15
0.88
0.87
-0.95

0.76 .

1.95
1.87
1.88
2.05

1.36
0.75
2.45
0.47
1.25

188
188

188

168
193
181
181
181
181
181
181
78

180
177
177
177
177
195
195
195
195
195
156
162
156
159

178
178
178
175

SRS
SE!

1.84

- 2.81

3.17
3.82
3.55
2.62
1.82
1.34
2.69
1.75
1.75
4.98

- 1.59

3.24-
3.56
3.27

- 2.88

1.83
2.14
1.15
0.86
1.58
1.71
0.04

0.05

0.02

0.52
0.83.
0.35
0.45

Standard error calculated under assumptions of simple random sampling. .
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NELS:88 FIRST FOLLOW-UP:
STANDARD ERRORS AND DESIGN EFFECTS,
PUBLIC SCHOOL PANEL MEMBERS BY FIPNLWT

Survey item (or composite
- variable)

Sure to graduate from H.S ,
~ STS in college prep/academic pgms
‘STS in vocational/technical pgms
* Watch tv more than 2 hrs/per weekday
Expect to finish college
At age 30 expect to be a manager
At age 30 expect to be in the military
At age 30 expect to be an operative
At age 30 expect to be a clergyman
At age 30 expect to be a technician
At age 30 does not know what to be
Others in home speak spanish
I feel good about myself
Luck is more important than hard work
Something always prevents success
My plans do not work out
1 do not have much to be proud of -
Live with other adult male in hh
Live with mother in same household
Live with stepmother in same house
Live with boy/girl friend
Live with own children
Parents require chores to be done
#-Grandparents in same household
#-Relatives under 18 in same house
#-Non relatives under 18 in same hh

Reading test formula score.
Mathematics test formula score
Science test formula score
History/cit/geog test formula score

Mean

Minimum
Maximum o
Standard deviation
Median

*Standard error calculated taking into account the sample design.

Var-

name mate
F1S18A
F1520C
F1520D
F1S45A
F1549
F1S53F
F1853G
F1S53H
F1853]
F1S853P
F1853S
F1855
F1S62A
F1562C
F1S62F
F1862G
F1S62L
F1892C
F1892D
F1S92E
F1S92H
F15921
F15100E
F1893C
F1893D
F1S93F

98.23
32.16
12.00
55.91
56.87
5.17
3.05
1.38
18.39
4.97
9.93
58.09
91.96
11.96
27.28
21.89
16.62
6.68
89.28
3.31
0.86
2.67
95.05
-0.10
0.08
0.04

FITXRIR 21.17
FITXMIR 35.86
FITXSIR 13.77
FITXHIR 19.07

Esti-

Design
S.E*

0.173
0.839
0.472
0.720
0.784
0.291
0.219
0.272
0.548
0.237 .
0.404
2.402
0.319
0.452
0.637
0.568
0.468
0.427
0.514
0.240
0.112
0.172
0.245
0.005
0.006
0.004

0.134
0.218
0.092
0.097

bStandard error calculated under assumptions of simple random sampling.

DEFF DEFT
245 157
451 2.12
295 1.72
286 1.69
354 1.88
231 152
217 147
725 2.69
268 1.64
1.59 1.26
463 2.15
6.53 2.56
1.88 1.37
2.63 1.62
277 1.67
255 1.60
213 1.46
4.16 2.04
3.92 198
256 1.60
208 144
1.62 1.27
1.67 129
200 141
219 1.48
1.79  1.34
415 2.04
440 2.10
452 213
3.94 198
3.15 174
1.59 1.26
725 2.69
141 0.37
265 163

14267
13982
13982
13589
14113
13379
13379
13379
13379
13379
13379
2757

13646
13553
13565
13518
13487
14200
14200
14200
14200
14200
13068
13119
13075
13047

13657
13627
13551
13470

SRS
S.E}

0.11
0.40
0.27
0.43
0.42
0.19
0.15
0.10
0.33
0.19
0.19
0.94
0.23
0.28
0.38
0.36
0.32
0.21
0.26
0.15
0.08
0.14
0.19
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.07
0.10
0.04
0.05
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NELS:88 FIRST FOLLOW-UP:
STANDARD ERRORS AND DESIGN EFFECTS,
CATHOLIC SCHOOL PANEL MEMBERS BY FIPNLWT

Survey item (or composit
variable) ‘

Sure to gradliate from H.S
STS in college prep/academic pgms
STS in vocational/technical pgms

Watch tv more than 2 hrs/per weekday

Expect to finish college

At age 30 expect to be a manager

At age 30 expect to be in the military
At age 30 expect to be an operative
At age 30 expect to be a clergyman
At age 30 expect to be a technician
At age 30 does not know what to be
Others in home speak spanish

I feel good about myself

Luck is more important than hard work

Something always prevents success
My plans do not work out

I do not have much to be proud of
Live with other adult male in hh
Live with mother in same household
Live with stepmother in same house
Live with boy/girl friend

Live with own children

Parents require chores to be done
#-Grandparents in same household
#-Relatives under 18 in same house
#-Non relatives under 18 in same hh

Reading test formula score
Mathematics test formula score
Science test formula score
History/cit/geog test formula score

Mean

Minimum

Maximum

Standard deviation

Median .

*Standard error calculated taking into account the sample design.

Var-
name

Esti-
mate

FiS18A
F1520C
F1520D
F1S45A
F1549
F1S53F
F1853G
F1S53H
F1853]J
F1853P
F18538
F1855
F1562A
F1562C
F1S62F
F1862G
F1S62L
F1892C
F1892D
F1S92E
F1892H
F18921
F1S100E
F1893C
F1S93D
F1893F

99.53
56.35
2.20
46.38
84.74
6.48
1.27
0.00
28.64
2.49

- 7.91
38.09
93.11
10.59
18.97
13.75
12.18
2.91
96.20
2.17
0.00
2.07
94.35
0.10
0.04
0.00

FITXRIR 24.55
FITXMIR 40.91
FITXSIR 15.29
FITXHIR 21.32

Design
S.E=?

0.278
4.088
0.727
3.024
1.970
1.628
0.361
0.000
2.241
0.649
1.315
5.821
1.195
1.500
1.632
1.452
1.406
0.706
0.873
0.797
0.000
0.693
1.810
0.019
0.014
0.002

0.444
0.707
0.303
0.309

bStandard error calculated under assumptions of simple random sampling,

DEFF DEFT NUM

1.54
6.20
2.24
3.37
2.77
3.84
0.91

2.16
1.53
6.26
2.64
2.02
2.15
1.56
1.60
1.67
1.63
1.94
2.78

2.20
5.48
2.57
2.14

0.69

4.05
4.47
4.20
3.97

2.81
0.69
6.26
1.49
222

- 1.24
2.49
1.50
1.84
1.67
1.96
0.95

1.47

1.24

2.50
1.63
1.42
1.47
1.25
1.26
1.29
1.28
1.39
1.67

1.48
2.34
- 1.60
1.46
0.83

2.01
2.11
2.05
1.99

1.62
0.83
2.50
0.43
1.48

937

914
914
917
925
879
879
879
879
879

879 -

185
911
906
902

901

904
929
929
929
929
929
893

- 880

882
875

908
910

910

911

SRS
SE}’

0.22
1.64
0.49
1.65
1.18
0.83
0.38
0.00
1.53
0.53
0.53
3.58
0.84
1.02
1.31
1.15
1.09
0.55
0.63
0.48
0.00
0.47
0.77
0.01
0.01
0.00

0.22
0.33
0.15
0.16
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NELS:88 FIRST FOLLOW-UP:
STANDARD ERRORS AND DESIGN EFFECTS,
PRIVATE SCHOOL PANEL MEMBERS BY FIPNLWT

Survey item (or comosite
_ variable)

Sure to graduate from H.H
STS in college prep/academic pgms
STS in vocational/technical pgms

Watch tv more than 2 hrs/per weekday

Expect to finish college

At age 30 exp to be a manager

At age 30 exp to be in the military
At age 30 exp to be an operative

At age 30 exp to be a clergyman

At age 30 exp to be a technician

At age 30 does not know what to be
Others in home speak spanish

I feel good about myself

Luck is more important than hrd wrk
Something always prevents success
My plans do not work out

I do not have much to be proud of
Live with other adult male in hh
Live with mother in same household
Live with stepmother in same house -
Live with boy/girl friend -

Live with own children

Parents require chores to be done
#-Grandparents in same household
#-Relatives under 18 in same house

#-Non relatives under 18 in same hh

Reading test formula score
Mathematics. test formula score
Science test formula score
History/cit/geog test formula score

Mean

Minimum
Maximum
Standard Deviation
Median

*Standard error calculated taking into account the sample design.
*Standard error calculated under assumptions of simple random sampling;

Esti-
mate

Var-
name

F1S18A
F1520C
F1520D
F1S45A
F1S49
F1S53F
F1853G
F1S53H
F1853]
F1S53P
F18538
F1S855
F1S62A
F1562C
F1S62F
F1562G
F1S62L
F1892C
F1S892D
F1S92E
F1S92H 131
F15921 1.83
F1S100E 97.18
F1593C 0.10
F1893D  0.05
F1S93F  0.04

99.76
45.67
1.48
26.99
79.98
5.75
1.57
0.21
26.88
3.94
10.50
24.75
95.21
9.56
13.90
17.48
13.34
2.45
97.42

FITXRIR 25.78

FITXMIR 42.46
FITXSIR 16.34
FITXHIR 21.78

0.99

Design

S.E*

0.119
4.592
0.562
3.090
2.909
1.273

0.771

0.121
4.123
1.572
1.865
8.832
0.929
3.263
2.152
2.586
2.211
0.862
0.558

0.327
1.015

0.738
0.527
0.020
0.020
0.011

0.689
1.063
0.484
0.484

DEFF DEFT NUM

0.811
11.694
2.985

- 6.609

7.292
3.995
5.125
0.931

11.556

8.717
12.270
9.925
2.557
16.555
5.188
6.207
5.650
4.309
1.717
1.514

11.048

4.197

1.324
3.524

3.513
0.942

11.853
12.305
12.031

9.540

6.529
0.811
16.555
4.403
5.419

0.949

1.849

1.314
1.603
1.643
1.414
1.505
0.982
1.844
1.718
1.871
1.775

1.265

2.017
1.509
1.578
1.542
1.441
1.145

1.109

1.823
1.431
1.073
1.370
1.369
0.985

1.855

11.873

1.862

1.757

1.516
0.949
2.017
0.311
1.525

1392
1377

1377
1365
1381

1337

1337
1337
1337

1337

1337
238

1351
1345
1342
1340
1337
1388
1388
1388
1388
1388
1307
1264
1265

1263

1309
1308
1303
1297

SRS
SEP®

0.132
1.343
0.35
1.202
1.077
0.637
0.341
0.125
1213
0532
0532
2.98

0581

0.802

0945

1.088
0.9%0
0.415
046
0.266
0.305
0.360
0458
0.011
0.011
0.011

0.200
0308
0.139
0.157
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NELS:88 FIRST FOLLOW-UP:
STANDARD ERRORS AND DESIGN EFFECTS,

LOW F1SESQ PANEL MEMBERS BY FIPNLWT

Survey item (or composite
variable)

Sure to graduate from H.S
STS in college prep/academic pgms
STS in vocational/technical pgms
Watch tv more than 2 hrs/per weekday
Expect to finish college
At age 30 expect to be a manager
At age 30 expect to be in the military
At age 30 expect to be an operative
At age 30 expect to be a clergyman
At age 30 expect to be a technician
At age 30 does not know what to be
Others in home speak spanish
I feel good about myself
Luck is more important than hard work
Something always prevents success
- My plans do not work out
I do not have much to be proud of
Live with other adult male in hh
Live with mother in same household
Live with stepmother in same house
Live with boy/girl friend
Live with own children
Parents require chores to be done
#-Grandparents in same household
#-Relatives under 18 in same house
#-Non relatives under 18 in same hh

Reading test formula score
Mathematics test formula score
Science test formula score
History/cit/geog test formula score

Mean

Minimum
Maximum
Standard deviation
Median

*Standard error calculated taking into account the sample design.

Var-
name

F1S18A
F1520C
F1520D
F1S45A
F1849
F1S53F
F1853G
F1853H
F1853)
F1S53P
F1853S
F1855

F1562A

F1562C
F1S62F
F1562G
F1S62L
F1592C
F1592D
F1S92E
F1S92H
F15921
F1S100E
F1893C
F1593D
F1S93F

Esti-
mate

89.75
17.56
18.47
65.13
31.58
4.90
4.32
2.85
10.36
543
12.84
78.28
91.74
17.22
38.08
30.78
22.45
11.46
83.41
3.16
2.09
5.64
91.77
0.18
0.17
0.05

FITXRIR 17.10
FITXMIR 28.65
FITXSIR 11.01
FITXHIR 15.98

Design
S.E*

1.301
1.340
1.010
1.471
1.233
0.551
0.464
0.449
0.813
0.515
0.753
2.755
0.693
1.188
1.353
1.230
1.010
0.749
1.117
0.529
0.351
0.537
0.654
¢.013
0.016
0.009

0.183
0.279
0.120
0.151

*Standard error calculated under assumptions of simple random sampling,

DEFF DEFT NUM

7.07
4.77
2.61
3.36
2.74
2.35
1.87
2.62
2.56
1.86
1.82
5.52
2.26
3.50
2.75
2.50
2.06
2.16
3.53
3.57
2.36
2.12
1.92
1.87
1.81
1.68

2.51
2.43
2.83
2.90

2.80
1.68
7.07
1.18
2.50

2.66
2.18
1.61
1.83
1.66

1.53

1.37
1.62
1.60
1.36
1.35
2.35
1.50
1.87
' 1.66
1.58
1.43
1.47
1.88
1.89
1.54
1.46
1.39
1.37
1.34
1.30

1.58
1.56
1.68
1.70

1.64
1.30
2.66
0.31
1.58

3844
3847
3847
3524
3900
3600
3600
3600
3600
3600
3600
1237
3575
3539
3538
3521
3511
3913
3913
3913
3913
3913
3393
3138
3116
3103

3568
3551
3509
3484

SRS
SE®

0.49
0.61
0.63
0.80
0.74
0.36
0.34
0.28
0.51
0.38
0.56
1.17
0.46
0.63
0.82
0.78

0.70

0.51
0.59
0.28
0.23
0.37
0.47
0.01
0.01
0.01

0.12
0.18
0.07
0.09
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Final Technical Report

NELS:88 FIRST FOLLOW-UP:
STANDARD ERRORS AND DESIGN EFFECTS,
MIDDLE F1SESQ PANEL MEMBERS BY FIPNLWT

Survey item (or composite Var- Esti-  Design
variable) name mate S.Es DEFF DEFT NUM
Sure to graduate from H.S F1S18A 97.07 0436 554 235 8283
STS in college prep/academic pgms F1S20C 3164 0966 353 188 8185
STS in vocational/technical pgms F1S20D 1121 0553 251 1.59 8185
Watch tv more than 2 hrs/per weekday F1S45A 57.55 0922 276 1.66 7942
Expect to finish college F1849 54.15 0936 292 1.71 8263
At age 30 expect to be a manager F1S53F 485 0375 240 155 7862
At age 30 expect to be in the military F1S53G  2.89 0.261 191 1.38 7862
At age 30 expect to be an operative F1S53H 139 0.414 980 3.13 7862
At age 30 expect to be a clergyman F18531 1768 0.735 292 171 7862
At age 30 expect to be a technician Fi1S53P 483 0285 139 118 7862
At age 30 does not know what to be F1S53S 981 0559 278 1.67 7862
Others in home speak spanish F1S55 5091 2.610 3.81 195 1400
I feel good about myself F1S62A 92.03 0460 229 1.51 17944
Luck is more important than hard work F1S62C 11.52 0.508 2.00 1.41 7896
Something always prevents success F1S62F 2720 0.812 2.63 1.62 7908
My plans do not work out F1S62G 21.54 0.734 251 158 7880
I do not have much to be proud of FI1S62L 1694 0.659 243 156 7864
Live with other adult male in hh F1892C 6.50 0.679 6.31 2.51 8320
Live with mother in same household F1S92D 89.13 0.656 3.70 1.92 8320
Live with stepmother in same house FI1S92E 348 0.319 252 1.59 8320
Live with boy/girl friend F1S92H 124 0.169 194 139 8320
Live with own children F18921 347 0365 331 1.82 8320
Parents require chores to be done FISI100E 9455 0.432 277 1.66 7637
#-Grandparents in same household F1S93C 009 0.006 1.79 134 7464
#-Relatives under 18 in same house F1S93D 008 0.009 290 170 7456
#-Non relatives under 18 in same hh F1S93F 0.04 0.007 264 1.62 7431
Reading test formula score FITXRIR 21.14 0.148 3.12 1.77 7879
Mathematics test formula score FITXMIR 35.50 0.226 298 1.73 7865
Science test formula score FITXSIR 1356 - 0.096 3.11 1.76 7829
History/cit/geog test formula score FITXHIR 1893 0.106 293 1.71 7791
Mean : 3.14 173
Minimum 1.39 1.18
Maximum 9.80 3.13
Standard deviation 1.60 0.37
Median 2.77 1.66

*Standard error calculated taking into account the sample design. ‘
*Standard error calculated under assumptions of simple random sampling.

SRS
SE®

0.19
0.51
0.35
0.55

0.55
0.24

0.19
0.13
0.43
0.24
0.34
1.34
0.30
0.36
0.50
0.46
0.42
0.27
0.34
0.20
0.12
0.20
0.26
0.00
0.01
0.00

0.08
0.13
0.05
0.06
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NELS:88 FIRST FOLLOW-UP:
STANDARD ERRORS AND DESIGN EFFECTS,

HIGH F1SESQ PANEL MEMBERS BY FIPNLWT

Survey item (or composite
variation)

Sure to graduate from H.S

STS in college prep/academic pgms
STS in vocational/technical pgms
Watch tv more than 2 hrs/per weekday
Expect to finish college

At age 30 expect to be a manager

At age 30 expect to be in the military
At age 30 expect to be an operative
At age 30 expect to be a clergyman
At age 30 expect to be a technician
At age 30 does not know what to be
Others in home speak spanish

I feel good about myself

Luck is more important than hard work
Something always prevents success
My plans do not work out

1 do not have much to be proud of
Live with other adult male in hh
Live with mother in same household
Live with stepmother in same house
Live with boy/girl friend

Live with own children

Parents require chores to be done
#-Grandparents in same household
#-Relatives under 18 in same house
#-Non relatives under 18 in same hh

Reading test formula score
Mathematics test formula score
Science test formula score
History/cit/geog test formula score

Mean

Minimum
Maximum
Standard deviation
Median

*Standard error calculated taking into account the sample design.

Var-
name

Esti-
mate

F1S18A
F1520C
F1520D
F1S45A
F1549
F1S53F
F1553G
F1S53H
F1S853)
F1S53P
F1S53S
F1855
F1S62A
F1562C
F1S62F
F1562G
F1562L
F1592C
F1S92D
F1592E
F1S92H
F15921
F1S100E
F1893C
F1S93D
F1S93F

98.76
47.97
424
39.76
83.43
6.23
1.85
0.42
27.33
3.57
8.33
30.67
92.51
9.04
18.33
15.35
11.87
3.36
92.21
2.32
0.65
2.06
96.73
0.05
0.02
0.02

FITXRIR 25.22
FITXMIR 42.88
FITXSIR 16.59
FITXHIR 22.05

Design
S.E*

0.612
1.640
0.427
1.206
1.007
0.576
0.301
0.183
1.161
0.393
0.621
2.639
0.516
0.767
1.192
0.962
0.857
0.394
1.052
0.306
0.245
0.306
0.344
0.006
0.004
0.003

0.199
0.307
0.126
0.135

®Standard error calculated under assumptions of simple random sampling.

DEFF DEFT NUM

15.58
5.42
2.26
3.02
371
2.76
2.43
3.86
3.30
2.18
2.46
2.47
1.90
3.51
4.65
3.49
3.43
2.42
7.80
2.09
4.74
2.35
1.81
2.16
1.63
1.16

3.88
3.94
3.44
3.41

3.58
1.16
15.58
2.62
3.16

3.95
2.33
1.50
1.74
1.93
1.66
1.56
1.96
1.82
1.48
1.57
1.57
1.38
1.87
2.16
1.87
1.85
1.56
2.79
1.45
2.18
1.53
1.34
1.47
1.28
1.08

1.97
1.98
1.86
1.85

1.82
1.08
3.95
0.53
1.78

5078
5030
5030
4980
5058
4870
4870
4870
4870
4870
4870
756

4930
4909
4904
4899
4893
5066
5066
5066
5066
5066
4825
4702
4691
4692

4856
4853
4842
4820

SRS
SE!?

0.16
0.70
0.28
0.69
0.52
0.35
0.19
0.09
0.64
0.27
0.40
1.68
0.37
0.41
0.55
0.52
0.46
0.25
0.38
0.21
0.11
0.20
0.26
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.10
0.15
0.07
0.07
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NELS:88 FIRST FOLLOW-UP:
STANDARD ERRORS AND DESIGN EFFECTS,
URBANICITY: URBAN PANEL MEMBERS BY FIPNLWT

Survey item (or composite
variable)

Sure to graduate from H.S -

STS in college prep/academic pgms
STS in vocational/technical pgms
Watch tv more than 2 hrs/per weekday
Expect to finish college

At age 30 expect to be a manager

At age 30 expect to be in the military
At age 30 expect to be an operative
At age 30 expect to be a clergyman
At age 30 expect to be a technician
At age 30 does not know what to be
Others in home speak spanish

I feel good about myself

Luck is more important than hard work
Something always prevents success
My plans do not work out ‘

I do not have much to be proud of
Live with other adult male in hh
Live with mother in same household
Live with stepmother in same house
Live with boy/girl friend

Live with own children

Parents require chores to be done -
#-Grandparents in same household
#-Relatives under 18 in same house
#-Non relatives under 18 in same hh

Reading test formula score
Mathematics test formula score
Science test formula score
History/cit/geog test formula score

‘Mean

Minimum
Maximum
Standard deviation
Median

*Standard error calculated taking into account the sample design.

Var-
name

F1S18A
F1520C
F1S20D
F1S45A
F1549
F1S53F
F1853G
F1S53H
F1553]
F1S53P
F15538
F1855
F1S62A
F1562C
F1S62F
F1S62G
F1S62L
F1592C
F1592D

- F1892E

F1S92H
F1S921
F1S100E
F1893C
F1893D
F1S93F

Esti-
mate

98.23
33.65
12.40
53.47
63.22

5.84

2.27

1.16
22.79
. 4.86

8.39
59.64
92.91
11.20

25.08

20.49
16.16
6.84
90.62
2.90
0.72
2.76
95.93
0.13
0.10
0.03

FITXRIR 21.76
FITXMIR 36.55
FITXSIR 13.72
FITXHIR 19.33

Design
S.E*

0.333
1.591
0.971
1.387
1.394
0.667
0.376
0.324
1.222
0.503
0.693
3.138
0.580
0.888
1.126
1.119
0.981
0.818
0.800
0.453
0.202
0.342
0.437
0.012
0.011
0.006

0.259
0.389
0.172
0.178

DEFF DEFT NUM
301 173 4714
524 229 4621
401 200 4621
346 186 4475
3.80 197 4660
353 1.88 4360
278 167 4360
398 1.99 4360
370 1.92 4360
239 154 4360
272 165 4360
486 221 1190
226 150 4433
350 1.87 4409
297 172 4404
337 1.84 4392
3.11 176 4386
492 222 4682
352 1.8 4682
341 1.85 4682
260 164 4682
2.04 143 4682
208 1.44 4259
321 179 4344
225 150 4333
1.77 133 4324
494 222 4423
458 2.14 4409
516 227 4376
451 212 4374
3.46 1.84

177 133

524 229

099 0.27

343 1.85

SRS
SE*

0.19

0.70

0.48
0.75
0.71
0.36
0.23
0.16
0.64
0.33
0.42
1.42
0.39
0.47
0.65
0.61
0.56
0.37
0.43

- 0.25

0.12
0.24
0.30
0.01
0.01
0.00

0.12
0.18 -
0.08

10.08

®Standard error calculated under assumptions of simple random sampling.
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NELS:88 FIRST FOLLOW-UP:
STANDARD ERRORS AND DESIGN EFFECTS,
URBANICITY: SUBURBAN PANEL MEMBERS BY FIPNLWT

Survey item (or composite
variable)

Sure to graduate from H.S

STS in college prep/academic pgms
STS in vocational/technical pgms
Watch tv more than 2 hrs/per weekday
Expect to finish college

At age 30 expect to be a manager

At age 30 expect to be in the military
At age 30 expect to be an operative
At age 30 expect to be a clergyman
At age 30 expect to be a technician
At age 30 does not know what to be
Others in home speak spanish

I feel good about myself

Luck is more important than hard work
Something always prevents success
My plans do not work out

I do not have much to be proud of
Live with other adult male in hh
Live with mother in same household
Live with stepmother in same house
Live with boy/girl friend

Live with own children

Parents require chores to be done
#-Grandparents in same household
#-Relatives under 18 in same house
#-Non relatives under 18 in same hh

Reading test formula score
Mathematics test formula score
Science test formula score
History/cit/geog test formula score

Mean

Minimum
Maximum
Standard deviation
Median

*Standard error calculated taking into account the sample design.

Var
name

Esti-
mate

F1S18A
F1520C
F1520D
F1S45A
F1549
F1S53F
F1853G
F1S53H
F18531
F1553P
F15538
F1855
F1S62A
F1862C
F1S62F
F1562G
F1S62L
F1592C
F1592D
F1892E
F1S92H
F18921
F1S100E
F1593C
F1593D
F1S93F

98.51
36.02
10.05
54.03
59.55
4.87
3.04
1.28
19.06
4.60
10.40
51.54
91.61
12.27
25.96
21.34
16.67
5.99
90.36
3.34
0.89
2.51
94.61
0.09
0.07
0.03

FITXRIR 21.62
FITXMIR 36.65
FITXSIR 14.07
FITXHIR 19.38

Design
S.E*

0.194
1.199
0.479
0.940
1.041
0.306
0.269
0.397
0.712
0.282
0.531
3.305
0.399
0.590
0.765
0.707
0.568
0.522
0.633
0.326
0.153
0.209
0.355
0.006
0.007
0.005

0.170
0.278
0.120
0.132

Standard error calculated under assumptions of simple random sampling.

DEFF

2.38
5.71
2.32
3.18
4.15
1.78
2.17
11.03
2.90
1.60
2.67
7.66
1.86
2.88
2.72
2.65
2.06
4.49
4.27
3.05
2.45
1.66
2.13
2.02
2.08
1.80

4.35
471
4.97
4.66

3.41
1.60
11.03
2.02
2.69

DEFT NUM
1.54 9320
2.39 9158
1.52 9158
1.78 8936
2.04 9221
1.33 8815
1.47 8815
3.32 8815
1.70 8815
1.26 8815
1.63 8815
2.77 1752
1.36 8983
170 8919
1.65 8923
1.63 3898
1.44 8874
2,120 9283
2.07 9283
.75 9283
1.57 9283
1.29 9283
1.46 8606
1.42 8590
1.44 8570
1.34 8550
2.09 8974
2.17 8962
223 8939
2.16 8857
1.79

1.26

3.32

0.47 -

1.64

SRS -
SE!

0.13
0.50
0.31
0.53
0.51
0.23-
0.18
0.12
0.42
0.22
0.33
1.19
0.29
0.35
0.46
0.43
0.40
0.25
0.31
0.19

- 0.10

0.16
0.24
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.08
0.13
0.05
0.06
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' NELS:88 FIRST FOLLOW-UP:
STANDARD ERRORS AND DESIGN EFFECTS,
URBANICITY: RURAL PANEL MEMBERS BY FIPNLWT

Survey item (or composite Var- Esti-  Design
variable) ' name mate S.E- DEFF DEFT NUM

Sure to graduate from H.S F1S18A 98.09 0.405 224 150 2554
STS in college prep/academic pgms F1S20C 28.70 1.992 4.82 220 2487
STS in vocational/technical pgms F1S20D 11.48 1.077 2.84 1.68 2487
Watch tv more than 2 hrs/per weekday F1S45A 5592 1660 274 1.66 2455
Expect to finish college F1S49 5298 1580 253 159 2530
At age 30 expect to be a manager - FIS53F 5.18 0.747 274 1.66 2412
At age 30 expect to be in the military FI1S53G 336 0458 156 125 2412
At age 30 expect to be an operative FISS3H 1.34 0325 192 139 2412
At age 30 expect to be a clergyman F1S53) 1491 0963 1.76 1.33 2412
At age 30 expect to be a technician FI1S53P  5.02. 0537 146 121 2412
At age 30 does not know what to be F1S53S 10.09 0.711 134 1.16 2412
Others in home speak spanish FI1S55 5790 9239 830 288 238
I feel good about myself - FI1S62A 9281 0.722 ° 194 139 2484
Luck is more important than hard work F1S62C 11.19 0.818 1.66 1.29 2469
Something always prevents success F1S62F 29.14 1544 286 1.69 2474
My plans do not work out F1S62G 21.60 1.099 175 1.32 2461
I do not have much to be proud of F1S62L 1457 0904 1.62 1.27 2462
Live with other adult male in hh F1892C 6.37 0706 2.13 146 2544
Live with mother in same household F1S92D 87.74 1477 5.16 227 2544
Live with stepmother in same house F1S92E 292 0.373 1.25  1.12 2544
Live with boy/girl friend F1S92H 0.80 0.225 1.61 1.27 2544
Live with own children F18921 267 0404 159 126 2544
Parents require chores to be done FIS100E 95.37 0478 124 1.11 2396
#-Grandparents in same household F1S93C 0.08 0.010 179 -1.34 2322
#-Relatives under 18 in same house F1S93D 0.07 0.011 173 131 2312
#-Non relatives under 18 in same hh F1S93F 0.04 0011 2.13 146 2304
Reading test formula score FITXRIR 21.13 0295 3.84 196 2469
Mathematics test formula score FITXMIR 35.66 0.507 454 2.13 2466
Science test formula score - FITXSIR 1407 0.194 385 196 2441
History/cit/geog test formula score FITXHIR 19.14 0.224 4.09 2.02 2439

Mean 263 157

Minimum 124 1.11

Maximum : 830 2.88

Standard deviation 1.54 041

Median 203 142

*Standard error calculated taking into account the sample design.
®Standard error calculated under assumptions of simple random sampling,

SRS
SE®

0.27
0.91
0.64
1.00
0.99
0.45
0.37
0.23
0.73
0.44
0.61
3.21
0.52
0.63
0.91
0.83
0.71
0.48
0.65
0.33
0.18
0.32
0.43
0.01
0.01
0.01

0.15
0.24
0.10
0.11

35



NELS:88 First Follow-Up
Final Technical Report

Appendix D

District/Diocese
- Contacting Letters




%

&
-4
W
=}
2
k0

1‘—;“"5’?:
NELS
88

Senoor®

-
%
n
2
Py

Q N at ion al Sponsored by The National Center For Education Statistics
. United States Department of Education
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A Social Science Research Center
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Study of 1988
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' LETTER TO PUBLIC DISTRICT

I am writing to request your support for the First Follow-Up of the

:Natlonal Educational Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS 88). NELS:88 is s

study sponsored by the U.S. Department of Education's National Center
for Education Statistics and conducted by NORC, a social science
research center at the University of Chicago.

The goal of the study is to better understand the impact of earlier
educational experiences on high school performance, to explore more
fully the transition from eighth grade to high school, and eventually
transitions students make from high school to adult roles. NELS:88 will
help us investigate the features of effective schools and intervention
programs, the factors that promote academic. growth over time, the
process of dropping out of school, the role of educational institutions
in assisting the disadvantaged, the school experience and academic
performance of language minority students, and the nature of the.
mathematics and science curriculum in American secondary schools.

In the Spring of 1988, Base Year data were collected from over
29,000 eighth grade students attending 1,200 schoecls across the nation.
Having completed the 1988 Base Year Survey, NORC is currently preparing
to field the 1990 First Follow-Up Survey.

The longitudinal design of this study requires that we survey and
test the same sample of students. These students are now attending high
school, and we will need to obtain the cooperation of high school
principals for their continued participation. Much of the success of
the Base Year was due to the help of the principals of middle and junior
high schools. With your help, we hope to be equally successful with
high school principals.

NORC ® UniversityofChicago ® 1155East60thStreet ® Chicago, IL60637 & 312-702-7609



Your Chief State School Officer -has approved NELS:88, and
appointed a State Coordinator for the project. The State Coordinator
will handle any questions from the District Superintendents concerning
State approval of the study. The State Coordinator will also consult
with the project staff on survey-related problems at the district or
local level that require resolution from the State Department of
Education. Information regarding your State Coordinator is attached to
this letter.

The NELS:88 First Follow-Up study design and materials have been
reviewed on behalf of the Committee on Evaluation and Information
Systems (CEIS) of the Council of Chief State School Officers by Dr. John
Stiglmeier, Director, Information Center on Education, New York State
Education Department. Gordon Ensign, Supervisor of Testing and
Evaluation for the Washington State Office of Education, and Patricia
Shell, Superintendent of the Brazosport Independent School District of
Freeport, Texas have reviewed the materials, and also serve as members
of the National Advisory Panel for NELS:88. The NELS:88 study has been
endorsed by the American Association of School Administrators, the
National Association of School Boards, the National Association of
Secondary School Principals, and by CEIS. A summary of the issues the

study addresses is included in the attached brief overview of the
NELS:88 study design.

We request your permission to contact the principals of schools
located in your district that contain NELS:88 sample members who may be
asked to participate again in 1990. If you have any questions
concerning the study, a member of the NELS:88 staff at NORC will be glad
to assist you. Please call collect (312) 702-7609 from 9:00 a.m. - 5:00
p.m. Central Standard Time. If we have not heard from your office
within thirty days of the date of this letter, we will assume that you
have no objection and proceed to contact the schoels to secure their
participation.

We appreciate your support in the past and look forward to working
with you again.

Sincerely,
- . -
1 ,"
f/i-l& ui,LkiLn.ﬁ

Peniny Sebrimg, Ph.D
Project Diréctor
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First Follow-up CATHOLIC SCHOOLS

I am writing to request your support for the First Follow-Up of the
National Educational Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS:88). NELS:88 is a
study sponsored by the U.S. Department of Education's National Center
for Education Statistics and conducted by NORC, a social science
research center at the University of Chicago.

The goal of the study is to better understand the impact of earlier
educational experiences on high school performance, to explore more
fully the transition from eighth grade to high school, and eventually
transitions students make from high school to adult roles. NELS:88 will
help us investigate the features of effective schools and intervention
programs, the factors that promote academic growth over time, the
process of dropping out of school, the role of educational institutions

" in assisting the disadvantaged, the school experience and academic
performance of language minority students, and the nature of the
mathematics and science curriculum in American secondary schools.

In the Spring of 1988, Base Year data were collected from over
29,000 eighth grade students attending 1,200 schools across the nation.
Having completed the 1988 Base Year Survey, NORC is currently preparing
to field the 1990 First Follow-Up Survey.

The longitudinal design of this study requires that we survey and
test the same sample of students. These students are now attending high
school, and we will need to obtain the cooperation of high school
principals for their continued participation. Much of the success of
the Base Year was due to the help of the principals of middle and junior
high schools. With your help, we hope to be equally successful with
high school principals.

NORC @ Universityof Chicago © 1155 East 60th Street © Chicago, IL 60637 o 312-702-7609



The National Catholic Educational Association (NCEA) reviewed and
approved the NELS:88 study and encourages diocesan and school
cooperation in this important study.

We request your permission to contact the principals of schools
located in your diocese that contain NELS:88 sample members who may be
asked to participate again in 1990. If you have any questions
concerning the study, a member of the NELS:88 staff at NORC will be glad
to assist you. Please call collect (312) 702-7609 from 9:00 a.m. to
5:00 p.m. Central Standard Time. If we have not heard from your office
within thirty days of the date of this letter, we will assume that you
have no objection and proceed to contact the schools to secure their
cooperation.

We look forward to working with you on the First Follow-Up Study of
NELS:88. Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Py Sehainy

Penny Sebring, Ph.D
Project Director
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December 1989

Dear Parent or Guardian:

Two years ago, your child participated in the National Education
Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS:88). At that time, your child, aleng
with 29,000 other students nationwide, completed a survey designed to
measure the changes students experience as they move from eighth grade to
high school. In the Spring of 1990, we will be conducting a follow-up to
the 1988 survey, and we would like your permission to survey your child
once again.

The purpose of the survey is to provide information that will be
used by Congress, researchers, and policymakers to improve the quality of
education. As before, an NORC representative will be coming to your
child's school and administering a Student Questionnaire and a Cognitive
Test Battery to all of the NELS:88 sample members in that school. The
questions contained in the Cognitive Test are designed to measure
achievement in mathematics, English, social studies, and science.
Completing the survey should take less than one half of a school day. Two
of your child's teachers will be asked to fill out a Teacher
Questionnaire, which will include information about your child's school
performance == this information will be absolutely confidential.

One of the design features of this study is that it follows the same
students as they progress through school and eventually graduate. Thus,
in order to easily locate our sample members and their parents in the
future, we will also be asking for an address and telephone number for
your child's family and for a relative or close friend.:

Participation in this study is completely voluntary. Even those
students who have agreed to participate are still free to skip any
questions they do not wish to answer. There are numerous reminders
throughout the questionnaire of the voluntary nature of the items.

In accordance with professional survey ethics and Federal
regulations, we will hold your child's scores and responses to the
questionnaire in strictest confidence.  As soon as the survey has been
completed, your child's name and any other identifying data will be
permanently separated from the survey instruments. From then on, your
child's data will be identified solely by a computerized ID number.
Survey responses will be reported only in statistical form, such as
"seventy percent of tenth graders reported doing at least 4 hours of
homework each week."

NORC # Universityof Chicago e 1155 East 60th Street  ® Chicago, IL 60637 © 312-702-7609



As stated earlier, this survey is completely voluntary -- if for any
reason you object to your child's being in the study, you may simply deny
permission. The vast majority of parents in our previcus surveys have
allowed and encouraged their children to participate. However, if you do
not want your child to participate, please take a moment to fill out the
form below and mail it in the enclosed stamped, self-addressed envelope.

If you have any questions about NELS:88 First Follow-Up or your
child's participation in the study, please call Chris Rogers collect at
(312) 702-7609 Monday through Friday, between 9 a.m. and 5 p.m., Central
Standard Time.

We thank you in advance for your cooperation in this important
research.

I DO NOT WANT my child, whose name is
to participate in the NELS:88 First Follow-Up.

SIGNATURE OF PARENT OR GUARDIAN

TELEPHONE NUMBER (INCLUDE AREA CODE)

DATE OF SIGNATURE

*&* IT IS NECESSARY FOR YOU TO RETURN THIS FORM ONLY IF YOU DO NOT CONSENT
TO YOUR CHILD'S PARTICIPATION IN NELS:88 FIRST FOLLOW-UP.

PLEASE RESPOND AS SOON AS POSSIBLE
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Dear Parent or Cuardian:

"Two years ago, your child participated in the National Education
Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS:88). At that time, your child, along
with 29,000 other students nationwide, completed a survey designed to
measure the changes students experience as they move from eighth grade to
high school. In the Spring of 1990, we will be conducting a follow-up to
the 1988 survey, and we would like .your permlssxon to survey your child
once again. :

The purpose of the survey is to provide information that will be
used by Congress, researchers, and policymakers to improve the quality of
education. As before, an NORC representative will be coming to your
child's school and administering a Student Questionnaire‘and a Cognitive
Test Battery to all of the NELS:88 sample members in that school. The
questions contained in the Cognitive Test are designed to measure
achievement in mathematics, English, social studies, and science.
Completing the survey should take less than one half of a school day. Two
of your child's teachers will be asked to fill out a Teacher
Questionnaire, which will include information about your child's school
performance -=- this information will be absolutely confidential.

One of the design features of this study is that it follows the same
students as they progress through school and eventually’graduate. Thus,
in order to easily locate our sample members and their parents in the
future, we will also be asking for an address and telephone number for
your child's family and for a relative or close friend.

Participation in this study is completely voluntary. Even those
students who have agreed to participate are still free to skip any
questions they do not wish to answer. There are numerous reminders
throughout the questxonnaxre of the voluntary nature of the items.

In accordance with profess1onal survey ethxcs and Federal
regulations, we will hold your child's scores and responses to the
questionnaire in strictest confidence. As soon as the survey has been
completed, your child’'s name and any other identifying data will be

permanently separated from the survey instruments. From then on, your

child's data will be identified solely by a computerized ID number.
Survey responses will be reported only in statistical form, such as

"seventy percent of tenth graders reported doing at least 4 hours of
homework each week."

NORC @ UniversityofChicagp ® 1155 East60th Street @ Chicago, IL. 60637 © 312-702-7609



As stated earlier, this survey is completely voluntary -- if:for any:’:::

reason you cbject to your child's being in the study, you may simply deny
permission. The vast majority of parents in our previous surveys have
allowed and encouraged their children to participate. However, we will
need to know whether you will allow your child to take part in our study.
Please take a moment to fill out the form below and mail it in the
enclosed stamped, self-addressed envelope.

If you have any questions about NELS:88 First Follow-Up or your
child's participation in the study, please call Chris Rogers collect at

(312) 702-7609 Monday through Friday, between 9 a.m. and 5 p.m., Central
Standard Time.

We thank you in advance for your cooperatxon in this important
research.

|__| I CRANT PERMISSION for my child,
to participate in the NELS:88 First Follow-ip.

|__| I DO NOT GRANT permission for my child, .
to participate in the NELS:88 First Follow-Up.

SIGNATURE OF PARENT OR GUARDIAN

TELEPHONE NUMBER ( INCLUDE AREA CODE)

DATE OF SIGNATURE

PLEASE RESPOND AS SOON AS POSSIBLE



(text for Spanish-language implied consent form)

_ Enero de 1990
Estimado Padre/Madre o Guardi4n:

El Centro Nacional de Estadisticas Educativas (National Center for Education
Statistics), perteneciente al Departamento de Educacién de los Estados Unidos (U.S.
Department of Education), estd patrocinando una encuesta a nivel nacional, para
estudiantes en el 10° grado, escuelas y profesores. La escuela de su nifio(a) forma parte
de este estudio, llamado Estudio Longitudinal de la Educacién Nacional de 1988
(NELS:98). Su nifio(a) de décimo grado ha sido cientificamente seleccionado(a) entre
estudiantes de su escuela para tomar parte en el Cuestionario para Estudiantes, y
representar4 a miles de otros estudiantes en el 10° grado de todo el pais. Este estudio
se hace a través de NORC (National Opinion Research Center), un centro de
investigacién en ciencias sociales, afiliado a 1a Universidad de Chicago.

El propésito de este estudio, el cual estd patrocinado por el Departamento de
Educacién de los Estados Unidos, es proveer informacién que pueda ser usada por el
Congreso, investigadores y formuladores de politica educativa para mejorar la calidad de
la educacién a nivel nacional. Como se hizo anteriormente, un representante de NORC
ird a la escuela de su nifio(a) y administrar4 un Cuestionario para Estudiantes y una serie
de Tests Cognitivos a todos los participantes del NELS:88 que estén enrolados en la
escuela. Este cuestionario tendr4 preguntas sobre los planes de su nifio(a) en cuanto al
futuro, a la familia y a su vida escolar. El cuestionario del Test Cognitivo medird logros
en matemiticas, inglés, estudios sociales y ciencias. Completar este cuestionario llevarg
aproximadamente menos de medio dia de escuela. Adem4s, probablemente se les pida a
dos de los profesores de su nifio(a) que llenen el Cuestionario para Profesores, el cual
reunird informacién sobre la actuacién escolar de su nifio(a), informacién que se
mantendr4 en forma absolutamente confidencial.

Una caracteristica especial en el disefio de este estudio, es que sigue al mismo
estudiante a medida que avanza en la escuela, hasta graduarse. Por eso, para poder
localizar ficilmente a nuestros participantes en el futuro, le pediremos a su nifio(a) la
direccién y mimero de teléfono de él/ella y la direccién y teléfono de un pariente o
amigo cercano.

La participacién en este estudio es totalmente voluntaria. Los estudiantes que
han accedido a participar, estdn en completa libertad de dejar sin responder cualquier
pregunta que no deseen contestar. A través del cuestionario, en varias oportunidades se
le recuerda al participante el caricter voluntario de las respuestas.

- En concordancia con la ética profesional y con reglamentaciones federales,
mantendremos los puntajes y respuestas de su nifio(a) al cuestionario en la m4s estricta
confidencia. Apenas el estudio se haya completado, separaremos permanentemente de
la encuesta el nombre de su nifio(a) y otros datos de identificacién. Desde ese momento



en adelante, los datos de su nifio(a) podr4n ser identificados exclusivamente por
computadora mediante un nimero. Las respuestas al cuestionario serdn reportadas sélo
en forma masiva, como por ejemplo, "setenta por ciento de los estudiantes del décimo
grado reportaron que dedican por lo menos 4 horas de la semana a las tareas."

La participacién en este proyecto es totalmente voluntaria; si por cualquier
motivo Ud. se opone a la participacién de su nifio(a), simplemente niegue el permiso.
La mayoria de los padres en nuestros estudios anteriores han permitido y estimulado la
participacién de sus nifios(as) en las encuestas. Sin embargo, si Ud. no quiere que su
nifio(a) participe, por favor témese un momento para lienar el formulario que sigue, y
devuélvalo a la escuela de su nifio(a).

Este estudio es especialmente importante, porque el plan actual es volver a
entrevistar, en el futuro, a los estudiantes de NELS:88. Por eso, para poder localizar
ficilmente a nuestros participantes en el futuro, necesitamos saber si Ud. permitir4 que
su nifio(a) participe en nuestro estudio. Por favor, témese un momento para llenar el
formulario que sigue. v devuélvaselo a su representante de NORC en el sobre incluido
con franqueo pagado.

Si usted tiene cualquier pregunta sobre la Primera Continuacién del Estudio
NELS:88, o sobre la participacién de su hijo(a) en la encuesta, por favor llame a Chris
Rogers, por cobrar/"collect”, al (312) 702-7609, entre las 9 de la mafiana y las 5 de la
tarde, hora de Chicago (Central Standard Time), de lunes a viernes.

Le agradecemos por anticipado su cooperacién en este importante estudio.

NO QUIERO que mi hijo(a), que se llama :
participe en la Primera Continuacién del Estudio NELS:88.

FIRMA DEL PADRE O GUARDIAN

NUMERO DE TELEFONO (INCLUYENDO
"AREA CODE")

FECHA DE LA FIRMA

***SI USTED NO PERMITE QUE SU HIJO(A) PARTICIPE EN LA PRIMERA
CONTINUACION DEL ESTUDIO NELS:88, POR FAVOR DEVUELVANOS ESTE
FORMULARIO.



(alternative final section for explicit Spa.nish-la.nguége consent form)

Si usted tiene cualquier pregunta sobre la Primera Continuacién del Estudio
NELS:88, o sobre la participacién de su nifio(a) en la encuesta, por favor llame a Chris
Rogers, por cobrar/"collect", al (312) 702-7609, entre las 9a.m. y las 5p.m. hora de
Chicago (Central Standard Time), de lunes a viernes.

Le agradecemos por anticipado su cooperacién en este importante estudio.

| | AUTORIZO que mi huo(a)

participe en la primera contmuacxén del E Estudm
NELS: 88

[__| NO AUTORIZO a que mi hijo(a),
participe en la primera continuacién del Estudio
NELS:88

FIRMA DEL PADRE O GUARDIAN

NUMERO DE TELEFONO (INCLUYENDO
"AREA CODE")

FECHA DE LA FIRMA

POR FAVOR, RESPONDANOS LO ANTES POSIBLE.

(Imp.bs)
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1. INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

This chapter documents the procedures used and results of the address update of the third follow-
up sophomore cohort of High School and Beyond. The chapter begins with a brief overview of the
place of HS&B in a series of longitudinal studies sponsored by the National Center for Education
Statistics, briefly describing the third follow-up address update and survey. It then documents the
address update conducted in 1989, three years after the third follow-up survey and three years prior to
the planned fourth follow-up survey. Only addresses for the HS&B sophomore cohort were updated.
The address update was conducted under contracts from NCES for the National Education
Longitudinal Study of 1988, base year and first follow-up.

1.1 NCES’s National Education Longitudinal Studies Program

Consistent with a mandate and from the U.S. Department of Education and in response to the need
for policy-relevant, time-series data on nationally representative samples of elementary and secondary
students, the National Center for Education Statistics instituted the National Education Longitudinal
Studies (NELS) program, a continuing long-term project. The general aim of the NELS program is
to study the educational, vocational, and personal development of students at various grade levels, and
the personal, familial, social, institutional, and cultural factors that may affect that development.

The NELS program currently consists of three major studies: The National Longitudinal Study of
the High School Class of 1972 (NLS-72); High School and Beyond (HS&B); and the National
Education Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS:88). Taken together, these studies represent the
educational experience of youth from three decades--the 1970s, 1980s and 1990s. Figure 1-1
illustrates the increasing number of issues that have become part of NCES’s National Longitudinal
Studies research agenda.

1.2 The National Longitudinal Study of the 1970s: NLS-72

The first of the NELS projects, the National Longitudinal Study of the High School Class of 1972
(NLS-72), began in the spring of 1972 with a survey of a national probability sample of 19,001
seniors from 1,061 public, private, and church-affiliated high schools. The sample was designed to
be representative of the approximately three million high school seniors in more than 17,000 schools
in the spring of 1972. Each sample member was asked to complete a student questionnaire and a 69-
minute test battery. School administrators were also asked to supply survey data on each student, as
well as information about the schools’ programs, resources, and grading systems. Five follow-ups,
conducted in 1973, 1974, 1976, and 1986, have been completed.
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Figure 1-1: Development of key research issues for the NCES National Education
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1.3 High School and Beyond of the 1980s: HS&B

The next major longitudinal study sponsored by NCES was High School and Beyond (HS&B).
HS&B was initiated in order to capture changes that had occurred in education-related and more
general social conditions, in federal and state programs, and in the needs and characteristics of
students since the time of the earlier survey. Such changes have been particularly prominent over the
last decade and are clearly continuing. Thus, HS&B was designed to maintain the flow of education
data to policymakers at all levels who need to base their decisions on information that is reliable,
relevant, and current. ’

Base year data collection was conducted by NORC in the spring of 1980. Students were selected
using a two-stage probability sample with schools as the first-stage units and students within schools
as the second-stage units. There were 1,015 public, private, and church-affiliated secondary schools
in the sample and a total of 58,270 participating students. Unlike NLS-72, HS&B included cohorts of
both tenth graders and twelfth graders. Since the base year data collection in 1980, three follow-ups
of the HS&B cohorts have been completed, one in the spring of 1982, one in the spring of 1984, and
the last in the spring of 1986. The sophomore cohort of HS&B is next scheduled to be survey in a
fourth follow-up in 1992,

1.4 The National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988

The base year (spring 1988) of the National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS:88)
represents the first stage of a major longitudinal effort designed to provide trend data about critical
transitions experienced by students as they leave elementary school and progress through high school
and into college or their careers. The 1988 eighth grade cohort is being followed at two-year
intervals as this group passes through high school and into postsecondary education. The first follow-
up (spring 1990) of this group was recently completed and this cohort will be resurveyed in the spring
of 1992. ,

The National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS:88) is also designed to fit into this
larger analytical scheme. By beginning with a cross-section of 1988 eighth graders, following a
substantial subsample of these students in 1990 and thereafter, and by freshening the 1990 and 1992
samples, NELS:88 will provide a point of comparison with the high school classes of 1980 and 1982,
and the high school class of 1972 (NLS-72). To facilitate cross-cohort comparisons, many of the
content areas contained in the HS&B base year survey will be repeated in the first and second follow-
ups of NELS:88.

The four NELS survey cohorts (NLS-72 seniors, the HS&B seniors and sophomores, and
NELS:88 eighth graders) are displayed in Figure 1-2 according to their initial and subsequent survey
years and their modal age at the time of each survey. As illustrated, NLS-72 seniors were first
surveyed in 1972 at age eighteen and have been resurveyed five times since, with the last survey
occurring in 1986 when these young adults were about thirty two years of age. The HS&B cohorts
have been surveyed at points in time that would permit as much comparison as possible with the time
points selected for NLS-72.




Figure 1-2: Research design for the NCES Natlonal Education Longitudinal Studles (NELS) program
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2. HIGH SCHOOL AND BEYOND THIRD FOLLOW-UP ADDRESS UPDATE AND SURVEY

The most recent survey, or third follow-up, of the sophomore cohort of HS&B was conducted in
1986. Locating activities began in October 1985 when NORC mailed a locating packet to sophomore
and senior members of the sample, excluding the deceased, the mentally incapacitated, and
participants who had refused participation or could not be located during the second follow-up survey.
The packet included a report about previous surveys, a letter of introduction, and an address form
with space to update address information. NORC received a total of 10,346 (40 percent) responses to
the mailing, with 6,593 updated addresses and 3,753 address verifications. These were used to make
corrections on the name and address file.

: Locating packets that were returned as .undeliverable. were routed to an in-house telephone locating
shop. Of 1,925 undeliverables, telephone interviewers were able to find addresses for 1,454, or 70
percent. The remainder were eventually sent to the ﬁeld staff for more intensive locating.

Cases that had been declared unlocatable (1,017) during the second follow-up were sent directly to
the field staff for locating. Of the 1,488 cases assigned to the field staff (these 1,017 plus the 471 for
whom addresses could not be obtained by telephone), updated addresses were obtained for 418 (28
percent) respondents. These addresses, as well as forwarding addresses from the post office, were
also entered on the name and address file. In 1984, a year before the update of the mam cohort, the
addresses of the field test cohort were also updated.

Data collection for the main cobort began in late February 1986 and continued until mid-
September. After twenty-seven weeks, data collection ended with a final completion rate for the
sophomores of 90.6 percent. Of 14,825 initial selections, a total of 13,425 sophomore cohort
members completed questionnaires. The sample of 14,825 was the core sample that was updated in
1989 (see section 3.4 for further details).

3. ADDRESS UPDATE BETWEEN THIRD AND FOURTH FOLLOW-UPS

In July 1988 it was determined by NCES that the next address update for the sophomore cohort
would be conducted in spring of 1989. There would be one update, combining NELS:88 base year
and first follow-up funds. The preliminary activities (writing the newsletter, editing and keypunching
the HS&B third follow-up locator pages) could begin during the summer of 1988.

‘Because the fourth follow-up is not scheduled to take place until 1992 and six years would elapse
between the third (1986) and fourth follow-ups, it was important to update addresses in between the
two follow-ups. At this point in time the respondents were about twenty-five years old. Most had
finished their post-secondary schooling and are settling into jobs and beginning families. The years
between 1986 and 1992, therefore, are certain to be times of great mobility for many respondents.

This update began in July 1988 and was completed by September 1989. It involved several
activities: locator page editing and coding; data entry of the addresses; data cleaning; writing of a
report to respondents; printing and mailout of respondent materials; receipt control; and telephone
locating shop. These are described in more detail below. Due to a larger than expected scope of
work for the telephone shop, a decision was made by NCES to continue the telephone effort until the
target completion rate was reached, but not to do the editing and data entry of the address updates at
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this time. As agreed upon by both NCES and NORC, the editing and data entry will be done under
the contract for the fourth follow-up.

At the end of the address update, 40 percent of the main cohort members’ addresses had been
updated or verified. For the field test group, 29.9 percent of the addresses had been updated or
verified.

3.1 Editing of Locafor Pagos

The first stage of the address update involved setting up an editing operation. The pages from the
third follow-up questionnaire containing locating information, called Information for Future Follow-
up, had been separated from the questionnaires and stored without being data entered after the last
survey. A staff of five editor/coders and a shop supervisor was secured. The editing shop was in
operation from August 1 through September 30, 1988 with the actual editing taking six weeks.

The locator pages contain the information that needed to be data entered so that we could create
mailing labels for the mailing of address update materials in the spring, well before we would need to
survey this cohort again in the fourth follow-up. The job of editing and coding was primarily to go
over the locator pages to prepare them for data entry. Editor-coders checked to see whether the
information contained on each locator page was consistent, accurate, legible and as complete as
possible.

A set of editing and coding specifications was designed, modelled on the specifications used in ‘
previous HS&B address updates. The editor-coders were trained for half a day before beginning real
cases. The supervisor of the shop did a 100 percent quality control review of completed cases. In
addition, the manager of the address update was consulted for all problem cases needing supervisor
review. .

The editing specifications were designed to correct a number of problems in the way respondents
filled out the form. Addresses that were not easily readable were rewritten clearly. Addresses
missing zip codes or area codes were completed, where possible. Information that was in the wrong
field, on the wrong line, or had too many characters (given the space allocated for each deck and
column in the record layout), was moved to a new field or line on the locator page. Respondent ID
numbers were checked in all cases against a master list. The only coding that was done was the
coding of the relationship of the two persons listed who were not parents to indicate whether they
were relatives, friends, employers, or others. Information that was missing from the locator page was
updated from other sources (for example, attached records of calls and handwritten notes on '
facesheets) if it could be ascertained that this information was new or the information logically
completed what was already there. The resources that staff used in this task included zip code and
area code directories and the materials attached to the case, generally records of calls, facesheets, and
address update forms from previous rounds of the survey.

It was especially important to try to complete the parent address and those of the two
relative/friends because these addresses were to be handled as blocks by data processing. (This is in
contrast to the respondent address, which handled as five separate address fields: name, spouse,
maiden name, address, and telephone information.) Anything in the parent or friend/relative address
blocks, when data entered, replaced or blanked out the old information. The reason for this is that




NELS:88 First Follow-Up
Final Technical Report

we needed to be sure that no old information about one person became attached to a new record that
might be for a new person. '

Among the regular locator page updates, there were certain categories of cases, particularly
military APO/FPO addresses and foreign addresses that required special attention due to the fact that
editing and data entry requirements differed somewhat. In addition to the regular (Information for
Future Follow-up) locator pages, there were also other kinds of address forms to be edited and later
data entered. These were address updates from P.O. corrections or letters received; Non-Interview
Report forms containing new address information; and forms used to update addresses of HS&B
respondents who had participated in the Blane study since the last follow-up. (This was a study of a
sample of the sophomore males who indicated on the third follow-up questionnaire frequent use of
alcohol.) The Field Test group was not edited or data entered.

At the end of the six weeks of work, editing staff had spent 680 hours, editing 14,803 cases. The

cumulative average time for edltmg a case was 2. 78 minutes. The weekly productlon is portrayed in
Table 1.

Table 1. Weekly Production in Editing Shop

Week _ Cases/week Hours/week Miniltes/case
8-12-88 1706 105.00 3,69

8-19-88 3262 160.00 204

8-26-88 364  147.00 2.70

9-2-83 3608 © 140.00 2.33

9-9-88 | 2480 10425 | 2.52

9-16-88 483 . 2375 2095

TOTAL 14803 680.00 2.78 cum. ave.

After editing, cases were batched according to type (locator page, foreign/military, address update,
and Blane as much in ID order as possible and sent to data entry.- No cases, except the above
mentioned special cases, were edited and sent to data entry without a third follow-up locator page.

3.2 Data Entry and Data Cleaning -

In October 1988 a total of 13,622 (by hand count) cases were sent to data entry. This number
differs from the number edited (see above) because some cases counted in the editing, but with
insufficient information on the locator page to constitute an update and also duplicate cases, were not
sent through data entry. In addition, cases in which the respondent was deceased or had given a
hostile refusal were separately listed so that they could be given final dispositions. In the editing
process, 12 deceased and 11 final refusals were identified and given ﬁnal d1spos1t10ns In addition,
the field test address updates were not data entered.
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The cases were data entered by NORC’s CCIS (Center for Computing and Information Systems)
and also by a subcontractor, BSI, that also had done data entry for an earlier round of HS&B.
NORC data entered about 1,259 cases, including all the more complicated special cases (parent
deceased, almost blank locator pages, military and foreign updates, NIRs [non-interviewed respondent
cases], post office address corrections, and Blane), while BSI did the remainder, the regular
Information for Future Follow-up pages.

There was 100 percent verification of the data entry by supervisors. As indicated above, the
respondent address was treated as five separate fields, while the addresses of the parent and the two
other relatives or friends were treated as single blocks. The old name and address information was
moved to an old name and address field and replaced with the newest name and address information.
If a section of the Information for Future Follow-up page was blank, the old address information
remained on the file. The data entry specifications for the foreign and military cases were a little
different. Also, special data entry programs needed to be written for cases lacking an Information for
Future Follow-up page in which only one address, the respondent’s address, was updated, including
the NIR (respondent not interviewed), Blane, and post office updates.

Cases were entered in batches, according to a prearranged order by batch type. The batch type
was also entered. The order was important because the Blane updates (a total of 392) were more -
recent than the third follow-up locator pages for the same respondents in this subset of HS&B.
Therefore, the Blane updates were done after the regular locator page updates.

Later, CCIS performed file reconciliation. They added the third follow-up disposition from the
Survey Management System (SMS) file. They also reconciled old and new names, birth dates, and
sex. These checks help to identify which locator page sheets have the wrong ID number on them.
They also checked for duplicate IDs within each group of updates. In addition, they flagged certain -
respondents if the address was not mailable and if the respondent was deceased or incapacitated.

The data cleaning took place from November 1988 to January 1989, with only one or two staff
members working on the task. Because there was 100 percent quality control by supervisors during
the editing and 100 percent verification of the data entry, the data cleaning operation was quite small.
There were three passes, with under 400 out of the over 14,000 cases needing some kind of '
reconciliation or cleaning. Of the first pass, 83 cases were IDs that needed to be corrected, 30 were
duplicates that needed to be reconciled, and the remaining 175 were either unmailable as is or had
problems like state-zip code mismatches, inappropriate cities or states, or names or addresses that
were too short. These were corrected, where possible, through examination of respondent name ‘and
ID lists, case records, and zip code directories. Then there were two more passes to try to reconcile -
remaining problems and any new problems created through the cleaning. Only 24 cases had
addresses with problems that could not be resolved.

3.3 Writing and Production of Respondent Materials

While the data entry and data cleaning were taking place, staff from the editorial department was
also working on writing a summary report for the third follow-up sophomore cohort. As in the past,
the plan was to send a report on the findings from the last survey as part of the packet requesting an
address update. In October 1988 a revised outline was submitted to NCES. The first draft of the
report was submitted to NCES in late October and the final draft, was submitted in March 1989.




NELS:88 First Follow-Up
Final Technical Report

The materials developed for the address update mailing were designed to look like a uniform
packet and included the report to respondents, a cover letter, an address update form, a pre-paid
business return envelope, and the mailing envelope. The letter thanked cohort members for their past
participation and requested them to provide us with updated address information. The address update
form was designed so that three address labels (one for the respondent, one for the parent, and one
for a friend or relative) generated from the locator file could be affixed. Next to each label was space
for respondents to write in corrected or new address information, before mailing the form back to
NORC. If all three addresses were good and there were no changes, the respondent was asked to
check a box and return the form to NORC. A postcard was also developed for a later mailing
intended to serve as a thank you to those respondents who had already returned address updates and
as a prompt for those who had not yet returned any.

The report to respondents was modelled on past reports that NORC has designed and drew
primarily on the information contained in the HS&B third follow-up Descriptive Summary. Produced
in two colors and containing several easily interpretable graphics, the report thanked the respondents,
reminded them of the provisions that NORC maintains to safeguard confidentiality, and explained the
relationship between NCES and NORC. The text of the report began with an overview of HS&B and
a snapshot of the class of 1982 in February of 1986. The rest of the report briefly described some of
the central findings of the last follow-up in the areas of education (including both high school
graduation and post—secondary schooling), employment, marriage and parenting, and political
participation.

These materials were produced using desk top publishing (Ventura) and given to the printers in
camera ready copy form. The materials were printed in April 1989. In addition, materials that
would be necessary for the phone shop and receipt control system (such as training materials, forms,
SMS specifications, cost and production and other reports) were developed between mid-April and

mid-May 1989.

3.4 Mailout of Address Update Materials

The mailout of materials was accomplished by a local firm that specializes in computerized
mailouts. NORC provided them with a tape of the locator information and the bulk materials for the
mailout. They generated mailing labels and the labels for the address update form. The mailing took
place April 27 to May 1. An NORC representative visited the site to conduct quality control checks
on the label generation and envelope stuffing stages of the mailout.

The tape given to the computer mailout organization contained a total of 14,878 respondents. We
began with a locator file of 14,963 cases, including the regular cohort of 14,825 and 138 twins of
cohort members. (The follow-up sample is considered to be the 14,825.) Before the tape was given
to the computer mailout firm, however, 56 deceased, 11 permanently incapacitated and 18 hostile
refusals (for a total of 85 cases) were removed. The tape included some difficult cases from the third
follow-up. For example, it included 295 mild refusal or breakoff cases, 581 unlocatables, 75
unavailables, and 364 other NIRs or out of scope respondents. It became apparent prior to the ,
mailout that 81 cases would need to be eliminated from the mailing because there was no information
beyond a name. Therefore, the actual number of respondents who were mailed materials was 14,797
and it is this number of cases that was later put into the SMS receipt control system. The twins were
removed to be tracked separately; therefore, the number of core sample members was 14 660. The
field test group was not mailed materials until later.
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3.5 Mail and Remail Shop

The mail shop was combined with the receipt control shop. Address updates and verifications (or
cases with no change in address) were recorded on batch transmittal forms by ID number as they
came in. These forms were then taken to the SMS, and the case IDs were updated in the receipt
control system. In addition, undeliverable cases returning in the mail were recorded and then entered
into the SMS. As will be seen, mail receipt tallies differ from the SMS counts. The main reason for
this is that materials were remailed and in numerous cases were received twice, for example as an
undeliverable and later, after work in the phone shop, as an update.

There were two categories of remails. The first were post office address corrections. When the
packets were mailed to all respondents, the words "Address correction requested" were stamped on
the envelope. The use of this stamp proved to be extremely valuable. A total of 969 post office
address corrected undeliverables were sent back to NORC. These were not entered into the SMS as
undeliverables at this time. Rather they were immediately remailed to the new address obtained from
the post office. The new mailing address was also recorded on a temporary address form and stapled
to the old or initial mailing envelope. The case was entered into the SMS as an update or
undeliverable when it next came back to NORC.

The other kind of remail was for cases that originally were undeliverables but had addresses
updated in the phone shop. For all of these cases, staff mailed at least some of the materials to the
respondent. If the phone locator had been able to update all three addresses on the phone while
speaking with the respondent, he or she just mailed a complimentary copy of the respondent report.
If only the respondent information had been gathered directly from the respondent, or if the staff
member had obtained the respondent’s address from someone other than the respondent, the full
packet of materials was mailed out again. In addition, for cases in which the new respondent
information was obtained from someone other than the respondent and we were unable to verify the
address with the respondent, the new address was recorded on a temporary form, in the manner of the
post office corrections. These cases were different, however, insofar as they were given update
dispositions in the SMS. (When the address turned out not to be good and materials were returned
undeliverable, the disposition was changed, accounting for some degree of fluidity in the completion
totals of the different kinds of cases in reports.) :

Two months after the initial mailing, the thank you/prompt postcard was mailed. After it was
mailed, there was a significant surge in updates coming in over the next few weeks. Also, the
postcard listed the name of Chris Rogers (a fictitious name) and a phone number to be called if the
respondent had questions about the address update, had misplaced materials or never received the
initial mailing. The postcard mailing resulted in a large number of Chris Rogers calls, mostly asking
for remails. Many respondents gave address updates on the phone at this time. There were
altogether over 200 Chris Rogers calls.

The largest amount of mail arrived immediately, within two weeks of the mailout. With the
mailout taking place by May 1, by May 12 a total of 5,026 cases had arrived in the NORC office.
This included the bulk of undeliverables and post office corrections, as well as large numbers of
address updates and verifications. The following table ﬂlustrates the bi-weekly receipt of mail,
excluding field test members and including cohort twins.

10
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Table 2. Bi-weekly Mail Receipt

Week  Undeliv. P.O Correct. Updates Verif. Blank Total
5/12 2701 876 980 466 . 3 5026
5/26 412 41 470 - 195 8 1126
6/9 37 13 210 41 1 302
6/24 59 33 320 46 0 458
717 44 6 80 30 0 160
7121 28 0 247 118 0 393
8/4 5 0 226 29 0 260
8/17 22 0 181 13 0 216
9/1 2 0 82 13 0 96
9/15 37 0 57 6 0 100
TOTAL 3346 969 2853 957 12 8137

3.6 Receipt Control System

The receipt control system was housed in a Survey Management System designed for the address
update. The system was in operation from May 8 through September 16. One staff member acted as
both receipt control and remail clerk. The SMS contained 14,797 records initially, including the
follow-up sample and 138 twins. The twins were later flagged so that they would not appear in the
regular SMS reports, reserving the main SAS reports for the 14,660 follow-up sample members.

The SMS had a case update screen that could be called up through the input of the ID number.
The only information that was updated was the case disposition. The disposition could be changed.
The SMS had the capacity to generate lists of cases with names and ID numbers. This kind of list,
by date and with dispositions, was generated weekly in order that the shop supervisor could check the
accuracy and completeness of the updates that had been put into the system against the update forms
from which the updates were entered. In addition, the SMS could generate two kinds of SAS reports,
an address update progress report that covered both completed and not completed cases and a report
on the method of case completion (for example, by phone or mail, update or verification).

The dispositions assigned to cases divided them into non-returns (or cases mailed to with no
return), undeliverables, address update received in the mail, address verification received in the mail,
update on the phone, final refusals, final unlocatables, deceased, and other NIR (including
permanently mentally incapacitated and language barrier). Some of these categories were collapsed
for the sake of simplicity in the SAS reports. - Dispositions for cases sent to the field and for update in
the field were also devised, but these were not used because cases were not sent to the field. At the
end of the address update, CCIS changed all the remaining temporary dispositions into final
dispositions. For example, all the undeliverables that had been worked unsuccessfully by the phone
shop were changed to final unlocatables.

1
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The update procedure was as follows. When the mail arrived, the clerk sorted it into different
case types -- updates, verifications, undeliverables, and post office address corrections. Each type of
case was put in ID order and recorded on a form that is then brought to the SMS and used in the
updating. As noted, after the updating listers of updated cases were checked by the clerk’s supervisor
as part of the quality control.

The receipt control clerk was alerted to certain case peculiarities through a system of Xs in
different colors on the returned mailing or business return envelopes. These Xs indicated that the
respondent had been mailed to more than once, that the case has already been treated by a telephone
interviewer (who obtained the address update from someone other than the respondent), or that the
address information had come from a credit bureau check. The Xs helped the receipt control clerk to
keep track of changes in case status and adjust the case disposition where necessary.

For the sample of 14,660 cases, a completion rate of 40.29 was achieved. Of the total cases, 52
percent (7,647 cases) were final non-returns, 7 percent (1084 cases) were final unlocatables that had
earlier been undeliverables, and 40 percent (5,901 cases) were completed updates and verifications.
There were only 14 final refusals and 14 final NIRs, 12 of whom were deceased and 2 mentally
incapacitated.

Among complete cases, 42 percent (2,502 cases) were updates received in the mail, 16 percent
(946 cases) were address verifications received in the mail, and 42 percent (2453 cases) were updated
on the phone. In addition, of 138 twins there were 23 address updates and 7 verifications (totalling
30 complete cases) through the mail, with no phone follow-up.

A total of 3,346 undeliverables were received in the mail. This number is much higher than the
figure in the receipt control progress report because many cases were undeliverable more than one
time, having been mailed to post office corrected addresses that were not current. The number and
percent of undeliverables in the progress report dropped as phone updates were made. The 3,346
undeliverables is 22.6 percent of the total mailed (14,797). If this number (3,346) is taken as the
total number of undeliverables, phone updates were obtained for 73 percent of the cases.

Tables 3 and 4 present the details of progress and mode of case completion. The results of the
address update for the field test group are presented separately in section 3.8 on the Field Test.
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Table 3. Address Update Bi-weekly Progress Report

Compl. , _

Week No Return Undeliverables Completed Rate

| N % N_ 2% N _ % %
5/31 v 10825 73 2439 16 © 1533 10 10.36
6/29 8988 61 _ 2254 15 3553 24 24.01
715 8617 58 1985 13 4193 28 28.34
7/29 8317 57 1557 11 4785 33 32.64
8/12 8147 56 1334 9 - 5178 35 35.32
8/26 7898 54 1237 8 5524 38 37.68
9/09 7704 53 1153 8 5802 40 39.57
9/16 7647 52 _ 1084 7 ’ 5901 40 40.29
FINAL 7408 1104 6120

There was no report on 6/15 due to a system malfunction. Not included in the above statistics, but
making no difference in the percentages are 14 final refusals and 14 final NIRs or out of scope
respondents. The remaining undeliverables for which addresses could not be updated in the phone
shop became final unlocatables at the end of the project.

Table 4. Mode of Case Completion, Bi-weekly Report

Week Mail update : Mail verif. . Phone update Completed
N % _ N % N % N %
5/31 962 63 554 36 17 1 1533 100
6/29 2047 58 827 23 679 19 3553 100
7/15 2186 52 848 20 1159 28 4193 100
7/29 2297 48 , 80 19 1598 33 4785 100
8/12 2398 46 . 915 18 1865 36 5178 100
8/26 2488 45 883 16 2153 39 5524 100
9/09 2495 43 940 16 2367 41 5802 100
9/16 2502 42 946 16 2453 42 5901 100
FINAL 2697 960 2463 6120 :

There was no report on 6/ 15. The dip in the number of mail verifications in the week of 8/26 was
due to a miscount that was subsequently corrected.
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3.7 Telephone Locating Shop

The telephone locating shop was set up to follow up on and try to update addresses for
undeliverable cases. The staff of six interviewers and one supervisor were trained in mid-May, began
work by the beginning of June and worked until mid-September. Staff were on the phone for 14
weeks, working late afternoon and evening hours, as well as Saturday days.

The phone shop staff were assigned groups of respondents who had attended the same base year -
HS&B high school, but only those whose materials were undeliverable. Each case had a folder
prepared that contained a new respondent facesheet, a record of calls form, and the returned
undeliverable envelope. When a case had been logged into the SMS as an undeliverable, a record of
calls form was automatically generated. This was the signal that the case was ready to be worked in
the phone shop. Facesheets for all of the follow-up sample had been produced by the mainframe
computer prior to the phone shop work. These facesheets contained the most recent address
information (that which was edited and data entered the previous fall) and other information that could
be useful for locating. In addition to the respondent address, the parent address, and the addresses of
two friends or relatives, the facesheet also contained information on the respondent’s race, sex, and
birthdate, the name and address of the base year high school, the name and address of the college
attended (if any), social security number, and (where available) the driver’s license number. Also,
there was a participation history for each respondent.

The phone interviewer started with the respondent phone number, in the event that it was still
good even though the address had changed. In virtually every case, this number was not good. The
next step was to call directory assistance to see if they had a better number. If a number could be
obtained from directory assistance, the respondent was called again. If not, the interviewer moved on
to the parents. Interviewers found the parents to be the ones who most often knew where the
respondent could be located. When they were reached, grandparents were also very helpful, while
other friends and relatives often did not know where the respondent had gone. It should be recalled
that the parent and the two friend or relative addresses had been provided by the respondent at the
time of the last follow-up and listed as people who would know where to located him or her in the
future. If the parents’ phone number was not good, directory assistance was called. If no good
number could be found for the parents, or if the parents were reached but did not know where the
respondent was, the interviewer moved on to the two friends or relatives, again calling directory
assistance when necessary.

Initially it had been thought that the high schools or colleges attended might serve as good locating
tools. Many high schools and colleges have alumni associations or directories. However, the
experience of the staff was generally that the high schools and colleges either would not release the
address information without a written request or would not release it at all, for reasons of
confidentiality.

In addition to the facesheet information, interviewers had a few other resources with which to
work. They had area code maps and lists, as well as a zip code directory. They also had access to a
file of the old locator pages, with attached records of calls and facesheets, from the third follow-up in
1986. These records, although old, could be especially useful in resolving problems due to such
things as incorrect editing or mistakes that could have occurred during the data entry, where the
address was good but contained mistakes.
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Toward the end of the phone shop, a decision was made to pursue the post office corrected cases.
Altogether 969 cases had been returned with post office corrections. All of these cases were remailed
immediately and the corrected address was recorded on a temporary update form. Over three
hundred cases either became updates or undeliverables through the remail. The approximately 600
cases that remained (not updated and not undeliverable) had essentially become non-return cases.
Although staff did not pursue regular non-return cases on the phone, they did follow-up on the newer
addresses that we had received from the post office. A large number of these addresses proved to be
good and we received updates. There were also some undeliverables. In the end after all the
remaining post office corrected cases had been worked, approximately 170 cases remained
unresolved, with just the post office correction. These addresses, like those staff were able to verify,
should be data entered later, as they are more recent than the addresses we started out with. -

The 138 twins of cohort members, having been included in the mailout, were retained in the SMS
but were separately flagged. They do not appear in the final figures for the receipt control SAS
reports. Because facesheets were unavailable for them, there was no phone follow up, and any
updates received were looked on as bonuses, as this group was not part of the regular follow-up
sample. ‘A total of 30 updates were received in the mail for the 138 twins (or 21.7 percent). It was
discovered that two twins had the same identification number, reducing the number of twins to 137.

After an address was obtained for the respondent, update materials were mailed to the new
address, in hope that the respondent would also provide updated addresses for parents and friends or
relatives. Late in the phone shop, however, interviewers attempted to obtain all of this information
on the phone. After the phone update, they mailed only a complimentary copy of the respondent
report. Interviewers kept track of case progress by keeping a detailed record of all calls on their
record of calls form. When new address or phone information was obtained through a phone contact
with the respondent, it was recorded in a space provided on the facesheet. If the new address or
phone information was obtained from a person other than the respondent, it was recorded on a
temporary address form until it could be verified. As soon as a case was updated, the case folder was
given to the receipt control clerk who changed the case disposition on the SMS to indicate the
completion of a phone update.

The scope of work for this shop was much larger than anticipated. It was expected that about 13
percent of cases would be returned as undeliverable. However, approximately 22 percent were
undeliverable. In addition, budget estimates had forecast that the average minutes per case (or the
time it took to get an address update on the phone) would be 30 minutes. In fact, the cumulative
average minutes per case was double that estimate, at 60 minutes.

The reasons for the larger number of undeliverables and longer time required to resolve a case
appear to be related to the fact that three, rather than two years, had gone by since the last address
update and, in their mid-twenties, this cohort is very mobile. Because the trail was colder, it took
more time to successfully update each address.

Because of the larger scope of work and its attendant costs, budget constraints ruled against the
sending of cases to the field for further locating work. Although the field effort was not part of the
original contract, it was an option that NORC had considered as a way to boost completion rates,
should resources be available. In addition, the traditional locating strategies used by NORC
interviewers, such as motor vehicle bureaus, credit bureaus, and local institutions such as libraries
and voter registration offices, were not used due to the budget constraints. It should be noted,
however, that about 150 cases of difficult unlocatable cases that the phone shop had not been able to
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resolve were tried, as a test run, through a credit bureau, CSI. This resulted in very few new
addresses and most of these proved to be out of date. Therefore, no further cases were tried.

Also, it had been proposed earlier by NCES that NORC subsample the non-return cases, or those
that did not mail in updates but whose materials were not returned undeliverable. These cases then
would have been followed up in the phone shop in order to determine whether people had in fact
received the materials and verify that their addresses had not changed since the last update. When the
scope of work expanded, it became clear that this optional task would not be feasible.

NORC consulted NCES as to the best way to proceed and a decision was made to keep the staff
on the phones a little longer in order to achieve the target update completion rate of 40 percent, but
not to do the editing and data entry of the addresses under this contract. Rather the editing and data
entry would be the first activities to occur under the contract for the fourth follow-up.

Despite the fact that there were more cases to follow up on than anticipated and the fact that cases
took twice as long to resolve successfully, the phone shop staff was successful in achieving the target
40 percent update completion rate, the same rate that was obtained in the last address update prior to
the third follow-up. The weekly phone shop production in terms of cases, hours and minutes per case
is presented in Table 5. ‘
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Table 5. Phone Shop Weekly Production

Week - Completed Cases Hours Minutes/Case

' - Weekly Cum. Weekly Cum. Weekly = Cum.
6/02 66 66 106.50 106.50 - 96.81  96.81
6/09 79 145 116.75 223.25 88.67 92.37
6/16 188 333 163.50 386.75 . 52.18 - 69.68
6/24 214 547 184.50 571.25 51.72 62.65
7701 x 249 796 - 177.00 748.25 T 42,65 ©56.40
7/08 170 966 '136.00 884.25 48.00 54.92
7715 176 1142 142.00 1032.50 - 50.79 : 54.24
7122 207 1349 146.50 = 1216.25 ’ 42 .46 54.09
8/05 132 1667 146.50 1533.75 66.59 55.20
8/12 143 =~ 1810 165.00 1698.75 - 69.23 56.31
8/19 138 1948 153.25 1852.00 66.63 57.04
8/26 136 2084 156.75 2008.75 69.15 57.83
9/09 103 2311 174.00 2338.75 101.35 60.72
9/16 75 2386 75.00 2413.75 60.00 60.70

FINAL 2386 2413.75 60.70

As can be seen from this table, a total of 2386 cases were completed in 2413.75 hours, at 60.70
‘minutes per case. At the end of the address update production levels declined because all the cases
had been worked and the remaining unresolved cases were very difficult. As noted earlier, the
number of completed cases reported in this table does not agree with the number reported in the
receipt control SAS report. The reason for this is that case dispositions changed over time, with
some updates received on the phone turning out to be undeliverable. Cases updated on the phone for
which a mail update arrived later remained phone updates in the SMS.

3.8 Field Test Address Update

The Field Test cohort was updated separately from the main cohort and on a later schedule. The
first step in this process was to obtain mailing labels from CCIS and mail out the materials to
respondents. Materials were mailed on June 6 to the 205 respondents in the sample. Facesheets
contained address information only for respondents. The reason for this is that in the last address
update only respondent locating information (not parent or friend/relative information) was updated in
the locator file. '

17
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Because there was not as much information available for locating, these cases proved to be much
more difficult than the regular cases. Another reason why these cases may have been more difficult
is that an additional year (four rather than three) had passed since the last address update. A third
reason has to do with the fact that at the time that these respondents were being called, a phone strike
had an adverse affect on the quality of service received from the directory service upon which the
staff were so heavily reliant for all cases, but especially in the absence of other information for these
cases. However, because these cases were worked late in the phone shop period, it is expected that
some updates will still come in the mail.

As in the case of the main cohort, the bulk of mail for the Field Test arrived at NORC during the
first two weeks after the mailing. A separate minutes per case figure is not available, but it is likely
that it is higher than the 60 minutes per case for the main cohort. The percent of completed cases
was 29.90 percent at the end of the address update. Of the updated cases, 77 percent came in the
mail. Tables 6 shows address update progress for both completed and not completed cases and Table
7 presents modes of case completion.
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Table 6. Field Test Address Update Progress Report

Compl. )

Week ~  NoReturn Undeliv, ‘Complete =~ _Rate
N~ % N % N % 3%

8/19 02 50 5% 29 4 2 21.46

8/26 9 48 56 27 S50 24 24.39

9/09 97 a7 49 24 5% 29 287

o6 9% 41 41 23 6 30 - 29.90

FINAL o 0 63

There was also one NIR, a deceased respondent who is not mcluded here but

does not affect the percentages '

Table 7. Field Test Mode of Case Completion, Weekly Report

Week Mail update Mail verif Phone update Compl. Rate

N % N % N % - N %

8/19 43 98 00 1 2 4 100

8/26 2 84 3 6 5 10 - 50 100

9/09 4 75 3 5 12 20 59 100

9/16 4 T2 3 5 4 3 61 100

FINAL 46 0 0 | 63
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3.9 Archiving and Storage of Materials

After the phone shop completed its work, cases were carefully boxed and labelled for storage and
future use. The files of undeliverable case folders (including both updated and not updated cases)
were boxed in a series according to ID number. The actual address update and verification forms
received in the mail, as well as the facesheets and temporary address forms used to update cases in
the mail and phone shop were boxed together so that only these boxes would need to be opened at the
time of the editing and data entry. The Field Test cohort materials are contained in one separate box.
In addition, binders of facesheets for the entire cohort were put in boxes, as were extra copies of the
reports to respondents.

In addition to the materials that were directly part of the address update, the locator pages and
attached materials (records of calls, facesheets from 1986 and earlier) were boxed in a separate series.
Prior to boxing, these cases were put in ID order to facilitate their usefulness as a resource in the
future.

Each box is carefully labelled and identified by an inventory number on a bar-code sticker,
allowing for computerized tracking of materials. NORC has a list of the box numbers with their
corresponding inventory numbers and descriptions of contents. All of the address update materials
and the materials from the third follow-up were sent to storage in a secure off-site site.
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Nine years ago, you and 30,000
other high school sophomores filled
out questionnaires for High School
and Beyond. Since then, you and your
Jfellow survey respondents have contin-
ued to provide a wealth of data on the
American educational system--data
that are used by social scientists, by
Congress, and by agencies responsible
for determining education policy in
the last quarter of the iwentieth
censury. -

This brief report is intended to
acquaint you with some of what we
have learned from you and others in
the 1980 high school sophomore class
over the years. It is, of course, just
part of the story, but it does present
some highlights of the High School
and Beyond data set. For instance,
by the sime of the last follow-up:

B Ninety-two percent of your
class had graduated from
high school. (Eighty-three
percent had graduated by
1982.)

Sophomore Cohort

1989 Report to the 1980 High School and Beyond

To the Class of 1982, With Thanks

®  Seventy-three percent were
working, in workitraining
programs, or in the armed
forces; 10 percent were keep-
ing house.

L Twa—third.f of those who grad- »
uated from high school in
1982 had enroiled in some

type of postsecondary educa-
tion.

n Twenty-two percent were
' “'married, and another 5
percent had been married
previously.

We most recently interviewed
you in 1986 for the HS&B Third
Follow-Up survey. We plan to field
the HS&B Fourth Follow-Up in 1992.
At that time, we will contact you again
and ask you to participate. The
Fourth Follow-Up will focus on work,
marriage and family formation, and
enroliment in graduate school.

~ Since more than tweive years
will have elapsed since the first HS&B
survey, you could think of the Fourth
Follow-Up as a high school reunion of
sorts. Unfortunately we can't promise
You a gala social event, but we can
promise you social impact when
policy makers get the survey findings.

We thank you again for your
continued participation in this impor-
tant project. Backin 1979 when we
first drew the HS&B base year sam-
ple, you were among those scientifi-
caily selected 1o be in it. Because of
the way the sample was selected, you
were not easily replaceable to begin
with; the data you have provided over
the years have made your participa-
tion even more important. Your contri-
bution to this survey is truly unique,
and we appreciate it very much.



High School and Beyond is a
part of the Longitudinal Studies Pro-
gram of the National Center for Educa-
tion Statistics, The Program is in-
tended 10 establish a research base for
making improvements to the nation’s
schools. This is done by charting and
studying the educational, vocational,
and personal development of young
peopie, starting with their elementary
or high schoo] years.

The Program includes continu-
ing surveys of differant age groups, or
"cohorts,” of individuals. The oldest
cohort being studied is the high school
graduating class of 1972, and the youn-
gest cohort consists of people who
were in eighth grade in 1988. The two
cohorts of HS&B are in the middle:
the elder cohort were seniors in 1980,
while the younger one--your cohort--
were sophomores in that year. In some
of the articles that follow we will be
making comparisons between your co-
hort and the classes of 1980 and 1972.

Because they trace the develop-
ment of sample members over time,
the surveys in the Longitudinal Studies
Program are particularly useful for ex-
amining the long-term consequences
of educational experiences and
choices. Your cohort of High School
and Beyond has had special impor-
tance because of the data you were
able to provide on the many critical ed-
ucational and vocational choices peo-
ple make between their sophomore
and senior years in high school.

Longitudinal surveys like High
School and Beyond conduct repeated
interviews over a period of time with
the same group of people—in the case
of HS&B, a group that represents
those people who were high school
sophomores and seniors in 1980. You
were all scientifically selected to repre-
sent a large number of others in the
population who have the same charac-
teristics--for examplie, racial/ethnic
group, income level, residence in a par-
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ticular area of the country. HS&B is
designed so that you represent hun-
dreds of other young adults. Residents
of all fifty states are represented in the
sample.

Data are collected using a uni-
form questionnaire, so that everyone is
asked the same thing. This provides
"comparabie data,” which is essential
for the kind of statistical analysis on
which surveys like HS&B are based.

When it has been completed, the
questionnaire is immediately stripped
of names and all other identifying in-
formation. This anonymous body of
data is then processed into a form suit-
able for analysis by social scientists.
In many cases, data from surveys
fielded decades ago are still drawn on
in order to shed light on problems ex-
isting in contemporary society.



High School and Beyond is de-

signed to provide researchers with a
vast data set on policy-reievant issues
in education, but it can also be used to
provide a quick look at its respon-
dents’ lives. For example, when we

The Class of '82 in February of '86

last surveyed your cohort, we found
you occupied in a variety of activities
that are detailed in the table below. As
the table indicates, the majority of the
group said they were working, while
about a tenth were on layoff or look-
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ing for work, and a tenth were keeping
house. Abouta third were in school.
Relatively few were in apprenticeship

training programs.

Status of 1980 Sophomores During the First Week of February 1986 °

Male

Shhs Tohl‘.‘ White
In School 32 35
 Working 67 70
J—
i Trining Progmm 2 2
| On Layoff or
Looking for Work 11 10
Keeping House 10 1
In Armed Forces 4 7
Other 8 7

Biack  Hispanic  Asian
2 18 59
7 oy 65
2 1 1
14 12 8
2 1 48
10 6 5
5 s 6

**Includes Native Americans. Figures in table are percentages.

White

k2

67

16

Black

26

56

19

*Source: HS&B Third Follow-Up survey (1986). Respondents were asked to check all categories that applied, 50 the column
percentages may sum o more than 100%.

Hispanic  Aslan
19 56
65 9

1 1
1 17
20 12

2 1

8 8




~ High School and Beyond pro-
vides & wealth of data on patterns of
participation in education--beginning
at the high school level and continuing
through postsecondary schooling.
Some of the more striking patterns that
appeared in the data for your cohort
are discussed below.

HS&B data show that 83 percent
of the Class of 1982 graduated from
high school on schedule. Furthermare,
nearly half of those who had dropped
out of high school had gotten their di-
plomas or GEDs by 1986. And when
we last asked your group about their
plans-in February 198667 percent of
those still lacking high school dipio-
mas said they would pursue further ed-
ucation in the future.

""Eighty-three percent of
the Class of 1982
graduated from high
school on schedule."

You and the 1980 high school
graduates were more likely to enroll in
some type of postsecondary education
within four years of high school
graduation than were the 1972 high
school graduates that we surveyed.
Sixty-six percent of your class, com-
pared to 68 percent of the class of '80
and only 60 percent of the class of *72,
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did this. Women in your class were
more likely than men to enroll within
this time limit—-68 percent compared to
63 percent for men. (Ten years earlier,
only 58 percent of the women and 61
percent of the men had enrolled within
four years of graduating from high
school.)

"Women were more likely
than men to enroll in
some kind of educational
institution within four
years after high school."”

“Half of your high school graduat-
ing class entered postsecondary educa-
tion immediately after high school
(by October 1982). Fifty-three per-
cent of the 1980 graduates and 47 per-
cent of the 1972 graduates had also en-
tered immediately, Of those persons in
each of these three high school classes
who entered postsecondary education
immediately after high school, about
90 percent stayed enrolled for at least
one year. However, only 52 percent of
your class continued to be enrolled
through a second year (compared to 66
percent of the class of 1980 and 71 per-
cent of the class of 1972), and 26 per-
cent (compared to 29 percent of the
class of 1980 and 47 percent of the
class of 1972) were enrolied continu-
ously for four years.

Asians were the most likely to
enroll in postsecondary education: 88
percent of them did so, followed by 68
percent of whites, 58 percent of blacks,
37 percent of Hispanics, and 51 per-
cent of Native Americans.

Regardless of sex or ethnic
group, people from families with
higher incomes were more likely to at-
tend postsecondary school. Amount of
family income is one of the major fac-
tors social scientists use to compute a
person’s sociceconomic status (SES)--
and the data show that the higherthe
socioeconomic status, the higher the
rate of participation in postsecondary
educarion. For example, by 1986, 88
percent of high school graduates in the
highest SES group had enrolled in
school, compared to 73 percent of the
medium-high group, 57 percent of the
medium-low group, and 42 percent of
those from the lowest SES group.

One of the purposes of High
School and Beyond is to point out ine-
qualities like these so that the federal
government can direct its resources to-
ward creating equal educational oppor-
tunity for all persons. Data from
HS&B respondents who graduated
from high school in 1980 and 1982,
and data from the class of 1972, have
been analyzed to determine how these
people financed their postsecondary
education. The data showed that
blacks, Hispanics, and students from
low-income families are heavily depen-



dent on Federal sources of aid (Pell
Grants and National Direct Student
Loans). Stixients from higher-income
families and white students use
sources that include the federal govern-
ment but go beyond it: school aid, aid
from private organizations, and Guar-
anteed Student Loans (GSLs). On the
basis of these findings, proponents of
federal aid programs have argued that
such programs help reduce financial
burdens for the disadvantaged, and
that it will expose lower-income stu-
dents to financial hardship if these aid
programs are ever cut.

How Long Does It Take
To Finish School?

One of the most striking patterns

we abserved in the findings from these
studies is that most people take longer
than four years o finish their
postsecondary educatdon. When we
conducted the iast HS&B interview
with your group in February 1986, we
found that a relatively small propor-
tion--22 percent—of those with some
postsecondary education had attended

full-time for the entire four years after
graduating from high school.

'"Most people take longér
than four years to finish
their postsecondary
education.”

The data also show that over
one-fourth of the 1982 high school
graduates delayed their entry into
postsecondary education, usuaily for
one academic year. Of those who did
go straight on to postsecondary school

in 1982, 48 percent left school during -

the next three years--and the vast ma-
jority of those had not reenrolied when
they were surveyed in February 1986.
Among those who left school before
graduating were significans percent-
ages of the people who had high test
scores (34 percent), mostly A grades
in high school (35 percent), plans in
1982 to pursue advanced degrees (33
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percent), and families with high socio-
economic status (37 percent).

In general, however, your cohort
appears to place great value on educa-
tion, and many respondents have plans
to continue their studies in the future.
In 1986, nearly three-quarters of the

1982 high school graduates expected
1o continue their education,

Business Degrees:
A New Trend?

The 1986 HS&B survey marked
the first time that respondents were
asked whether they were considering
getting graduate business degrees.
While only two percent of respon-
dents had actuaily applied to business
programs in 1986, 15 percent ex-
pected to apply in the future and 19
percent said they were "somewhat
likely” to apply. This is a very sub-
stantial percentage of the group, and it
will be interesting to see, in 1992,
how many have in fact obtained busi-
ness degrees and put these to use:

Postsecondary Enrollment Patterns Four Years Out of High School *

26% Delayed entry past Fall '82

40% Enrolled in Fall '82 and left before February '86

8% Enrolled in Fall *82, left and re-enrolled by February '86
4% Enrolled in Fall *82 and antended continuously for four years, sometimes enrolling part-time

22 % Enrolled in Fall '82 and anended continously, full-time, for four years

* For people who completed high school by July 1982 and who had enrolled in any postsecondary education by February 1986




HS&B data show that in the four
years following high school most re-
spondents were in and out of the work
farce a great deal. Respondents who
worked full-time after high school
held an average of three jobs over the
period from 1982 1o 1986 and spent an
average of eighteen months on a job.

Many respondents were unem-
ployed and looking for work during
some significant part of the four-year
period. The data confirm that unem-
ployment among young blacks has
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been a problem in the United States.
For example, unemployment among
black members of the HS&B sopho-
more cohort stood at more than 20 per-
cent in 1982, although by 1984 this fig-
ure had dropped 1o around 10 percent,
where it remained through the next
two years. In contrast, less than 8 per-
cent of whites and Asians were unem-
ployed at any point between 1982 and
1986, and by 1986 the average unem-
ployment rate for these groups was

around 5 percent.

Men who worked full-time had
higher hourly wages than women who
worked full-time. With one important
exception, there were no significant
differences in wages by race or ethnic
group among respondents with similar
employment histories. The exception
is that whites who were continuously
employed full-time eamed more than
blacks who were continuously em-
ployed full-time--an average wage of
$5.34 compared to $4.63.

Percentage of 1980 Sophomores Employed Between Spring of 82 and Winter of 86 by Race/Ethnicity

70%

60%

50%
40% _
0%
{ R) i 1} i { i 1 1 ) 1 ] ] 1]
Spring ’82 Fall °82 Spring ’83 Fall '83 Spring "84 Fall '84 Spring *85 Fall ’85
—e— Whites —— Blacks —%— Hispanics
=8~ Asians —6— Native Americans




Marriage

When we surveyed your cohart
in 1986, we found that 27 percent of
you had been married. Women were
nearly twice as likely as men to have
married--35 percent of women and
only 18 percent of men had been mar-
ried. Though less than 5 percent of
women have been separated, divorced,
or widowed, they were twice as likely
as men to have had these experiences.

While the difference between
men and women has changed little
since 1972 as far as likelihood of mar-
riage, significantly fewer members of

Marriage and Parenting

your class had married by the time

they were four years out of high school
than was the case for the class of *72.
Among the class of 1972, 53 percent

of women and 36 percent of men had
been married sometime within the four-

* year period after high school.

Parenting

By 1986, almost as many mem-
bers of your class had children as had
been married. Inall, 15 percentof
your cohort had one child and 8 per-
cent had two or more. Both blacks and
Hispanics were more likely to have
children than whites. Ninreteen percent
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of whites, 38 percent of blacks, and 29
percent of Hispanics in the cohort had
children in 1986. As the chart below

- shows, in general, those who contin-

ued their education beyond high
school were less likely to have chil-
dren.

By comparison, 17 percent of
the class of *80 and 23 percent of the
class of *72 had children within four
years after high school. As with the
younger (1980 sophomare) cohort,
these elder groups’ likelihood of hav-
ing children was directly related 10 the
level of education attained.

Number of Children in 1986 for 1980 High School Sophomores, by Level of Education

100%

80% -

0% - -

0% --

20%--

----------------------------
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............

------------

.........

o Z 7
| 1
All 1980 No High School High School Education Beyond
Sophomores Diploma Diploma or GED High School
NO CHILDREN 7//, ONE CHILD FHF TWO OR MORE CHILDREN




The 1986 survey included a se-
ries of questions on political participa-
tion--questions like, "Did you ever do
any work to heip a candidate in his or
her campaign?” Your responses 1o
these questions, when compared with
your participation in extracurricular ac-
tivities in high school, showed that
people who had been leaders of vari-
ous kinds of groups in high school
were more likely to be politically ac-
tive as adults. This was especially true
for those who had been leaders in three
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Extracurricular Activities and Political Participation

or more groups, and for anyone who
had been a leader in debating or
drama. For example, 19 percent of
those who had been leaders in three or
more groups in high school, compared
to 11 percent of the total group, had
worked in a political campaign. And
47 percent of the debate or drama lead-
ers, compared to only 24 percent of the
whole group, had 1alked o people 10
get them to vote for or against a
candidate.

The data show that those who
WeTe never active in extracurricular ac-
tivities in high school, as leaders or as
members, were the least likely 10 be
politically active adults. Only 6 per-
cent of those with no high school ac-
tivity had ever worked in a political
campaign, and only 12 percent had
ever talked 10 people to try 1o get them
to vote for or against a candidate.



Every item of information you
give us is held in the strictest confi-
dence. This confidentiality provision
applies equally to the data you have
given us over the past nine years, to
the address update that we are asking
Jor in the letter accdmpanying this
report, and 1o anything you tell us in
Sfuture waves of High School and

NCES and NORC
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A Closing Note on a Critical Topic: Confidentiality

The data base we are amassing
Jor HS&B is structured in such a way
that your name will never be revealed
to anyone. The findings from the sur-
vey will only be reported in statistical
Summaries, as in "Seventy-five per-
cent of the 1980 sophomore cohort re-
ported that . ..".

This assurance is essential to
our agreement with you, and it has im-
portant consequences for the study as
well as for our respondents. You can
Jeel free 1o give the fullest, most accu-
rate responses 10 this survey--which
will produce the best, most useful
data--knowing that yowr privacy will
be protected,

HS&B is a project of the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). A part of the U.S. Department of Education, NCES has been
charged by Congress with the responsibility for gathering and publishing full and compiete statistics on education in the United States and in
other countries. The General Education Provisions Act further directs NCES to analyze the meaning and significance of these statistics and to

report its findings to Lhe public.

HS&B is conducted for NCES by NORC., a social science research center affiliated with the University of Chicago. Founded in 1941, NORC
is the oldest not-for-profit survey research center in the United States. The collection, analysis, and dissemination of data on such central sub-
jects as education, the labor force, the family, health, and society are the means by which NORC accomplishes its mission.
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Attachment 2:

Cover Letter




High School and Beyond Study
Sponsored by the National Center for Education Statistics
U.S. Department of Education

May 1989

Dear High School and Beyond Participant:

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for your continued and gracious participation in our
High School and Beyond studies. As a member of the sophomore class of 1980 selected into the HS&B
sample, you have provided a valuable resource for educators and policy makers. The information you
have given conceming your employment, education, and life experiences has helped the U.S. Department
of Education gain a better understanding of the interaction between high school education and future ac-
complishments.

An attached brief report highlights some of the activities of your high school class, and compares your
class with earlier ones. It includes a summary of the information you last provided to us in 1986, with a
particular focus on employment, education, and family formation.

A fourth follow-up is being planned for 1992. In order to prepare for that survey, we are currently
updating our name and address files. Please take a moment to verify or correct the information on the en-
closed form and return it to us in the enclosed postage-paid envelope. As in the past, your response will be
strictly confidential. No name or address is ever associated with the survey data collected.

We look forward to your continued cooperation and participation, and thank you for your interest.

Please return the enclosed address update form at your earliest convenience. If you would like more
information about the High School and Beyond surveys, please call us collect at 312-702-1500, and ask
for Chris Rogers.

7 Srny 0 ftiins

PennyA Sebfting, Ph.D,
Project Director

Conducted by NORC » A Social Science Research Center
University of Chicago « 1155 E. 60th Street « Chicago, IL 60637 « 312/702-1500
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Attachment 3:

Address Update Form




A. This is what we have listed as your current address. If it is not comrect, please make cormections in the space to the right.

Name: (DK 01 9-49)
Address: (DK 02 9-43))
(44-18))
(DK 03 9-43)
City, State, Zip: (44-714, 72-7¥/, 74-18/)
Home phone: ( ) (DK 04 9-18)
Social Security Number: (19-27)
B. This is what we have listed as your parents’ address. If it is not correct, please make corrections in the space 0 the right.
Name: (28-65/)
Address: (DK 05 9-43)
(44-78))

City, State, Zip:

Home phone: ( )

(DK 06 9-36/, 37-38/, 39-43/))

(44-53))

C. This is the address we have on file for someone other than a parcnt who will always be able to locate you, but does not live with you. If this is not comrect, please make

comrcclions in the space 1o the right.

Name:

Address:

City, State, Zip:

Home phone: ( )

(DK 07 9-46/)

(DK 08 9-43/)

{44-78))

(DK 09 9-36/, 37-38/, 39-43))

(44-53))

D Please check here if all of the information we provided above is correct.
Please return this form in the postage-paid envelope provided.

Thank you for your continuing cooperation and participation. This information is strictly confidential. It will not be released to mailing lisis nor divulged to anyane

except as required by law,

4492-1025
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Attachment 4:

Thank you/Prompt Postcard




HIGH SCHOOL AND BEYOND ADDRESS UPDATE

June 1989
Dear HS&B Respondent:

A few weeks ago we mailed you a packet of materials that included a High
School and Beyond Addrass Update Form. We enclosed a self-addressed envelope
and asked that you return the completed form to us. If you have aiready returned the
form, we thank you very much,

Perhaps you have not yet had time to compiste the form. if sa, could we urge
you to do it TODAY as it is highly important to our next phase of the study that we
have this crucial information AS SOON AS POSSIBLE. If you have not received the
form, if you have received it but misplaced it, or if you have any questions, pisase

call Chris Rogers (coliect) at (312) 702-8998, weekdays from 9 AM to 5 PM Central
Standard Time.

Every time that you participate in our study, the value of your contribution
increases. We therefore look forward to receiving your form and to contacting you
again in 1992,

NORC

HS&B 4492-1025
University of Chicago
1155 East 60th Street
Chicago, lllinois 60637
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Appendix G:

First Follow-Up Eligibility Screener
Base Year Ineligibles Study
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. Year Ineligibles Study.

The followmg 1nstruct10ns for the interpretation of e]1g1b111ty were given to data collectors for the
followback study of excluded 1988 eighth graders:

ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA:

It is the intention of NELS:88 to include all sample members who are capable of meamngful
participation in the regular survey under normal survey conditions. Therefore, UNLESS there are severe
mental or physical handicaps or language barriers and the sample members are not capable of completing
the survey instruments under normal circumstances of survey administration, the student should be
considered ELIGIBLE for NELS:88; in cases where there is doubt of e11g1b1hty status, the sample
member should be considered eligible. _

. It is extremely important that an individual assessment be made of each prospective sample
member’s ability to participate. Sample members are NOT to be considered ineligible categorically (for
example, by virtue of being a special education student, or-LEP student), since some special education
students and many limited English-proficient students will be capable of completing the NELS:88
questionnaire or questionnaire and tests. In fact, as long as the sample member is capable of completing

the NELS:88 Questionnaire, even if s/he is incapable of completing the NELS:88 Cognitive Test Battegz
the sample member should be considered eligible for NELS: 88.

E11g1b111ty status w111 be determined by the school that the sample member attended during the
1989-90 school year (or last attended, in the case of dropouts). A knowledgeable official from this school
must determine if a sample member is capable of participating in the regular NELS:88 survey (i.e., a
bilingual education/ESL/language arts teacher for students with a language barrier, or member of an
Individualized Education Plan team for physically or mentally handicapped students, or, exceptionally,
other knowledgeable school staff who are personally familiar with the sample member’s performance).

In order to assist schools in making eligibility determinations, we urge that the following guidelines be
followed:

- 1, Limited English Proficiency (LEP) and Ne English Proficiency (NEP) students.

A non-native speaker of English who has been in an English-language course of study less than
two years may be considered ineligible if the school determines that the sample member would not be
capable of completing a NELS:88 questionnaire; this study assumes that, normally, sample members who
have been enrolled in an English-language course of study for at least two years should be considered
eligible for NELS:88.

However, a sample member who is a native speaker of Spanish who is literate in Spanish should
be included, even if that student is an NEP. Any native speaker of Spanish should be considered eligible
for NELS:88 if s/he is capable of completing either the English language OR the Spanish-language
version of the NELS:88 Questionnaire.
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2. Special Education students.

To be considered a Special Education student, the student should normally have an Individualized
Education Plan (IEP). A student with an IEP (or dropout with an IEP before dropping out)—-who is not
mainstreamed in English/language arts; AND who is judged by the school to NOT be capable of
completing the NELS:88 Questionnaire should be considered ineligible for NELS.

To guide schools in making this determination, we recommend that a sample member be judged
incapable of completing the NELS:88 Questionnaire if that sample member READ AT A GRADE
LEVEL FOUR OR MORE LEVELS BELOW THE TENTH GRADE NORM during the 1989-90 school
year in English (or Spanish). This may be determined by looking at school records such as standardized
test scores, or, particularly when these are not available, by the judgment of the language arts teacher,
IEP team members, or other school staff familiar with the sample member’s performance.

3. Students with behavioral disorders or severe physical impairments.

A sample member who is not normally subject to testing or surveying by the school, owing to
behavior disorders, severe cognitive deficits, or severe physical impairments which do not permit the

testing/surveying of the sample member under any but extraordinary conditions, should be considered
ineligible for NELS:88.

"Extraordinary conditions" should be defined in relation to departure from normal testing and survey
protocols. That is, if the sample member would require oral rather than self-administration of the survey
instruments, large print or braille versions of the survey forms, translations other than in Spanish, or
other extraordinary special assistance or aids, that sample member should be deemed ineligible for
participation in NELS:88. '
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Appendix H:

OERI NELS:88 ANALYSIS REPORTS,
TABULATIONS AND STATISTICAL BRIEFS
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

OERI NELS:88 Analysis Reports, Tabulations and Statistical Briefs:
Listing and Content Abstract

LISTING OF PUBLICATIONS

Hafner, A., Ingels, S.J., Schneider, B., and Stevenson, D.L. A Prafile of the American Eighth
Grader, 1990; NCES 90-458.

Rasinski, K.A., and West, J. NELS:88: Eighth Graders’ Reports of Courses Taken During the
1988 Academic Year by Selected Student Characteristics, 1990; NCES 90-459.

. Hoachlander, E.G. A Profile of Schools Attended by Eighth Graders in 1988, 1991; NCES 91-129.

Rock, D.A., Pollack, J.M., and Hafner, A. The Tested Achievement of the National Education
Longitudinal Study of 1988 Eighth-Grade Class, 1991; NCES 91-460.

Kaufman, P., and Rasinski, K.A. Quality of Responses of Eighth-Grade Students to the NELS:88
Base Year Questionnaire, 1991; NCES 91-487,

McMillen, M. Eighth to Tenth Grade Dropouts, 1992, Statistics in Brief series, NCES 92-006.
Owings, J.A., and Peng, S. Transitions Experienced by 1988 Eighth Graders, 1992. NCES 92-023 .

Kaufman, P., and Bradby, D. Characteristics of At-Risk Students in NELS:88, 1992; NCES 92-042.

. Bradby, D. Language Characteristics and Academic Achievement: A Look at Asian and Hispanic

Eighth Graders in NELS:88, 1992; NCES 92-479.

Horn, L., and Hafner, A. A Profile of American Eighth-Grade Mathematics and Science
Instruction, 1992; NCES 92-486.

Horn, L., and West, J. A Profile of Parents of Eighth Graders, 1992; NCES 92-488.

Green, P.J. High School Seniors Look to the Future, 1972 and 1992, 1993; Statistics in Brief
series, NCES 93-473.

McMillen, M., Hausken, E., Kaufman, P., Ingels, S., Dowd, K., Frankel, M. and Qian, J.
Dropping Out of School: 1982 and 1992, Issue Brief series, 1993; NCES 93-901.

Rasinski, K.A., Ingels, 5.J., Rock, D.A., and Pollack, I. America’s High School Sophomores:
A Ten Year Comparison, 1980 - 1990, 1993; NCES 93-087.

Rock, D.A., Owings, J.A., and Lee, R. Changes in Math Proficiency Between Eighth and Tenth
Grades. Statistics in Brief series, 1994, NCES 93-455.

Finn, 1.D. School Engagement and Students At Risk. 1993; NCES 93-470.
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17. Rasinski, K.A. The Effect of High School Vocational Education on Academic Achievement Gain
and High School Persistence: Evidence from NELS:88, 1994; Report to the Office of Research,
U.S. Department of Education.

18. Ingels, S.J., Plank, S.B., Schneider, B., and Scott, L.A. A Profile of the American High School
Sophomore in 1990, NCES, 1994; NCES 94-086.

19. Myers, D., and Heiser, N. Students’ School Transition Patterns between Eighth and Tenth
Grades Based on NELS:88, forthcoming 1994; NCES 94-137.

20. Green, P.J., Dugoni, B.L., Ingels, S.J., and Camburn, E. A Profile of the American High School
Senior in 1992, NCES, forthcoming, 1994; NCES 94-384.

21. Scott, L.A., Rock, D.A., Pollack, J.M., and Ingels, S.J. Two Years Later: Cognitive Gains and
School Transitions of NELS:88 Eighth Graders, 1994, NCES 94-436. ‘
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ABSTRACTS!

l Hafner A., Ingels, S.J., Schneider, B., and Stevenson, D.L. A Profile of the American Eighth
Gmder 1990; NCES 90-458.

Descriptive statistics and associated analysis on American eighth graders are presented based on
data from the 1988 National Education Longitudinal Study. The study will be repeated with the
same cohort at 2-year intervals. Study variables cover attitudes, school performance, and
activities of the eighth-grade students. In addition to direct student data, the study design
incorporates data from students’ school principals, parents, and teachers to identify additional
factors that affect student achievement. In addition to a general statistical profile of the target
population, statistics and accompanying analyses cover mathematics and reading performance,
at-risk issues, school safety and climate, and high school and coilege plans. Focus is on
circumstances under which children flourish and succeed. The study included a clustered,
stratified national probability sample of about 800 public and 200 private schools. Almost 25,000
students participated in the base-year study. The sample represents the nation’s eighth-grade
population, totalling about 3 million eighth-graders in over 38,000 school in the spring of 1988.
Results reveal that the American eighth-grade population is very diverse. One out of every five
students is unable to perform basic arithmetic tasks, and 14% of the students are unable to
perform basic reading comprehension tasks. Pertinent methodological discussions and associated
data are appended. (Fifteen graphs and 69 data tables are included; 66p.)

2. Rasinski, K.A., and West, J. NELS:88: Eighth Graders’ Reports of Courses Taken During the
1988 Academic Year by Selected Student Characteristics, 1990; NCES 90-459.

This set of tables examines self-reports of coursework taken by a national probability sample of
eighth graders in public and private schools in the United States. Statistics were obtained from
the base-year student survey of the National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS:88).
Estimates in the tables are based on a sample of 24,599 students in 1,052 schools across the
nation. Technical notes follow 45 pages of tables. Three basic sets of tables on self-reported
course-taking are provided in the areas of: (1) mathematics, science, and computer education
(Tables 1.1 to 1.5); (2) English, foreign language, history, social studies, and religion (Tables
2.1 to 2.5); and (3) arts, vocational education, and personal development (Tables 3.1 to 3.5).
Within each set of tables, the first table shows course-taking across all schools. Subsequent tables
show course-taking for public, Catholic, independent private, and other private schools. In
addition to information about the sample, the technical notes contain information about survey
design, response rates, variables used in the tables, and methods for estimating standard errors.
An appendix contains standard errors of estimates and unweighted sample sizes for levels of
classification variables, (68 p.)

! Abstracts are taken from ERIC when available, otherwise from the the NELS:88 bibliography
maintained by NORC under the NELS:88 third follow-up contract.
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3. Hoachlander, E.G. A Profile of Schools Attended by Eighth Graders in 1988, 1991; NCES 91-129.

As part of the National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS:88), this study examined
the schools attended by eighth-graders in 1988, the year during which the more than 25,000
eighth-graders of the cohort were first studied. NELS:88 provides information on 802 public
schools, 105 Catholic schools, 68 other religious schools, and 60 private, non-religious schools.
Throughout the report, the unit of analysis is the school rather than students or teachers. Most
of the school data were provided by school administrators. The data are used to develop a profile
of the schools attended by eighth- graders, with information about various aspects of the learning
environment, school policies and programs, and administrators™ assessments of school:climate.
In 1988, 87.9% of eighth-graders attended public schools, 7.6% attended Catholic schools, 2.9%
attended other religious schools, and 1.5% attended private non-religious schools. The study

- shows that eighth-graders learned under a wide range of different conditions in both public and
private schools. Fifty-six data tables and five graphs are included. Appendices contain technical
notes, information about the accuracy of estimates and procedures, standard errors and
unweighted "N"s, and 56 additional tables. (119 p.)

4 Rock, D.A., Pollack, .M., and Hafner, A. The Tested Achievement of the National Education
Longu‘udmal Study of 1988 Eighth-Grade C’lass, 1991; NCES 91-460.

' Sixty tables are presented, which examine the test achievement of a national probability sample
~of eighth graders in public and private schools. ~Statistics were obtained from the base-year
* student survey of the National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS:88). Its purpose is
" to provide policy-relevant data concerning the effectiveness of schools, curriculum paths, special

programs, variations in curriculum content, and/or mode of delivery in bringing about educational

growth. The NELS:88 test battery includes four tests: (1) reading comprehension; (2)

- mathematics; (3) science; and (4) history/citizenship/government. This report is a tabular

summary of achievement test scores for approximately 24,000 eighth graders from 1,052 schools.

Results are grouped into: - student background variables; parental involvement variables; and

- school characteristics and school climate. Reading and mathematics tables contain, in addition

'to mean scores, the percentage of each group scoring at each proficiency level and the standard

error- of the percentage estimate. Effect sizes are included to compare group differences.

Technical notes on survey design, response rates, variables in the tables, significance testing, and
methods for estimating standard errors and effect sizes follow the tables. (122 p.).

5. Kaufman, P and Rasinski, K. A Quality of Responses of Ezghth-Grade Students to the NELS 88
‘Base Year Questionnaire, 1991; NCES 91-487.

This report presents results ‘of an examination of the quality of responses of eighth-grade students
to a subset of variables available in the NELS:88 database. The quality of the data was assessed
several ways. The correspondence between parent and student responses to similar items on the
- similar items on the survey instruments was examined. When data were available, the study
‘examined consistency among responses to related items. Finally, the reliability of several scales
created from NELS:88 data was assessed. The indicators of data quality suggest that NELS:88
data display a high degree of accuracy and consistency, comparing favorably with responses from
the prior NCES longitudinal study, High School and Beyond Study (HS&B). The quality of
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student responses to items common to both studies was somewhat less for NELS:88
eighth-graders than for HSB high school sophomores and seniors, with quality increasing with
age, and, as expected from prior research, with reading ability and socioeconomic status. There
are 39 tables of NELS:88 data and 2 illustrative bar graphs. (119 p.)

6. McMillen, M. Eighth to Tenth Grade Dropouts, 1992; Statistics in Brief series, NCES 92-006.

This report presents data from the 1988 National Education Longitudinal Study (NELS:88), which
started with an eighth-grade cohort and aimed to provide data on dropout experiences as students
made the transition into high school and to examine the contextual school and family factors
associated with dropping out. The report explains the parameters of the study, the survey
methodology, and the data reliability. The data are presented in the following bar graphs: (1) 8th
to 10th grade cohort dropout rates by race/ethnicity and sex; (2) 8th to 10th grade cohort dropout
rates by region and metropolitan status; and (3) 8th to 10th grade cohort dropout rates by eighth-
grade school (public, Catholic, religious private, and non-religious private). (7 p.).

7. Owings, J.A., and Peng, S. Transitions Experienced by 1988 Eighth Graders, 1992. NCES 92-023.

This brief report presents findings regarding two types of transitions experienced by students as
they move between the eighth and 10th grades: continuing or dropping out of school and
transferring between sectors. While 98% of public school students remained in public schools,
over one-third of Catholic school eighth graders and over 25% of National Association of
Independent Schools students transferred to public or other private schools. About 6% of all
eighth graders were classified as dropouts by spring of their scheduled 10th-grade year. For most
students, the move between eighth and 10th grades involves a change of schools and exposure
to new educational seitings. These transitions may have an impact on student learning and
personal development. Consequently, differences in transition patterns and possible outcomes
are of major interest. Data were obtained from the base year and first follow-up surveys of the
National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS:88), which began in 1988 with a sample
of 1,052 schools and 24,599 eighth graders. In the spring of 1990, 17,424 students were studied
in the first follow-up to determine their education status and progress, and school, community,
and work experiences. Four tables present study data, and five graphs illustrate trends from 1988
to 1990. (13 p.).

8. Kaufman, P., and Bradby, D. Characteristics of At-Risk Students in NELS:88, 1992; NCES 92-042.

The study described in this report examined the characteristics of eighth-grade students who were
at risk of school failure. The study used data from the National Education Longitudinal Study of
1988, which is a large-scale, national longitudinal study begun in the spring of 1988 when 25,000
eighth graders attending public and private schools across the nation were surveyed along with
the students’ parents, teachers, and school principals. The students were re-surveyed in 1990, and
the base year and follow-up data of NELS:88 taken together provide a wealth of information
about eighth graders’ as they move in and out of the U.S. school system and into the varied
activities of early adolescence. This study, focused on at-risk students within the eighth-grade
-cohort, examined the following sets of variables: (1) basic demographic characteristics; (2)
family and personal background characteristics; (3) the amount of parental involvement in the
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student’s education; (4) the students’ academic history; (5) student behavioral factors; (6)
teacher perceptions of the students; and (7) characteristics of the students’ schools. Black,
Hispanic American, and Native American students and students from low-socioeconomic
backgrounds were more likely to be at-risk. Male eighth graders were more likely to have low
basic skills, but were no more likely to drop out. After controlling for sex and socioeconomic

~ status, Black and Hispanic American dropout rates were found to be the same as that for Whites.
However, even when controlling for sex and economic status, Black and Hispanic American
students were more likely than White students to perform below basic proficiency levels.
(Included are 15 tables in the text and 31 tables in 2 appendixes; 107 p.).

9. Bradby, D. Language Characteristics and Academic Achievement: A Look at Asian and Hispanic
Eighth Graders in NELS:88, 1992; NCES 92-479.

This report examines the demographic and language characteristics and educational aspirations
of Asian American and Hispanic American eighth graders and relates that information to their
mathematical ability and reading comprehension as measured by an achievement test. Special
attention is paid to students who come from homes in which a non-English language is spoken.
Of the 1,505 Asian American students evaluated, 73 percent were reported as language
minorities (LMs), while 77 percent of the 3,129 Hispanic American students evaluated were
LMs. Of the LM students, 66 percent of the Asian Americans had high English proficiency as
compared to 64 percent of the LM Hispanic Americans. Both Asian American and Hispanic
American groups had 4 percent of LM students showing low English proficiency. Overall, the
study found many similarities between the two groups. However, differences are apparent when
data are divided along language proficiency, mathematics achievement, aspiration, and other
measures. Statistical data are provided in 33 tables and 44 graphs. Appendices present selected
- survey questions, technical notes and methodology, and 109 standard error tables. (197 p.).

10. Horn, L., and Hafner, A. A Profile of American Eighth-Grade Mathematics and Science
Instruction, 1992; NCES 92-486.

This report profiles the mathematics and science instruction received by eighth graders (11,414
eighth graders had teacher reports in mathematics and 10,686 in science) in public and private
schools in 1988. A preface lists highlighted findings, tables, and figures included in the
document. The body of the report consists of five chapters. Chapter I discusses the purpose and
format of the report and limitations of the study. Chapters II and III examine the relationship of
various aspects of mathematics and science instruction to students’ socioeconomic status and
race-ethnicity and type of school attended. Among the aspects examined were the major topics
taught, average class size, hours per week attended, allocation of class time, assigned homework,
availability of instructional materials, student attitudes toward mathematics and science, and
teacher characteristics and qualifications. Chapter IV examines mathematics and science
achievement test scores in relation to the various components of instruction measured in the
study. Chapter V provides a descriptive profile of the mathematics curriculum, the science
curriculum, teacher characteristics and qualifications, classroom characteristics, school type
differences, and students’ opportunity to learn based on the findings. Appendices that describe
the methodology employed and standard errors of estimates reported in tables and figures in the
text are provided. (121 p.).
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11. Horn, L., and West, J. A Profile of Parents of Eighth Graders, 1992; NCES 92-488.

This report profiles the family characteristics and the level of involvement reported by the parents
of 1988 eighth graders, using the base year survey and dropout data from the first follow-up.
About 93 percent of the parents of the first year sample were interviewed to provide information
about home life and family experiences. This study examined child-directed involvement,
including activities such as parent-child discussions and school-directed involvement such as
parent-teacher association membership and volunteering in the school. There was some indication
that parent involvement was related to whether or not students scored below the basic level in
reading or mathematics proficiency, but there was a strong relationship between parent
involvement and whether or not a student dropped out of school between the 8th and 10th grades.
There are 26 tables and 18 figures presenting study findings. (121 p.).

12. Green, P.J. High School Seniors Look to the Future, 1972 and 1992, 1993; Statistics in Brief
series, NCES 93-473.

In light of the many changes of the past 20 years, it may be expected that plans of high school
seniors for further education may have also changed, along with the kinds of jobs they expect to
have and the things they regard as important. These questions are examined through data from
the National Longitudinal Study of 1972 (NLS-72) and the National Education Longitudinal Study
in 1988 (NELS:88), the 1992 Second Follow-Up. The proportion of seniors in academic or
college preparatory programs was approximately the same in both years, although enrollment in
the general track increased and enrollment in vocational education decreased. In 1992, there was
little difference between the sexes in high school program placement. In 1992, only 5.3 of
students reported that they would not attend some kind of school after high school, but in 1972,
18.9% had reported that they would not continue. Eighty-four percent in 1992 planned to go to
college, compared with the 63% who planned to attend in 1972. Differences for females were
dramatic, with female seniors in 1992 four times more likely to plan on graduate or professional
school as in 1972. Nearly 60% in 1992 planned a professional career, compared with
approximately 45% in 1972. Changes in values were most marked among women, who in 1992
espoused values closer to those traditionally held by men. One figure and three tables present data
about the two populations. (6 p.)

13. McMillen, M., Hausken, E., Kaufman, P., Ingels, S., Dowd, K., Frankel, M. and Qian, J.
Dropping Out of School: 1982 and 1992, Issue Brief series, 1993; NCES 93-901.

In recent years, concern over students dropping out of school has increased. A primary focus is
the size of the dropout population, a question that has been addressed in two National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES) longitudinal studies. Both studies provide the data needed to consider
the dropout experiences between the sophomore and senior years of two groups of students a
decade apart in time. Over the 10 years between the 1980-82 High School and Beyond survey
(HS&B) and the 1990-92 data from the National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988
(NELS:88) (follow-ups), there was a 43 percent reduction in the percent of sophomores who
dropped out of school. The NELS:88 rate for the sophomore cohort of 1990 is 6.2 percent.
Relative rankings for racial and ethnic groups did not change over the decade, and in both cohorts
the dropout rates for Hispanics were higher than those for Whites and Asians. Rates for Blacks




NELS:88 First Follow-Up
Final Technical Report

were between those of Hispanic Americans and Whites. In both periods, failure in school and
dislike for school were major factors leading students to drop out of school. Pregnancy and
marriage were important factors influencing females’ decisions to leave school early. Three
figures illustrate the dlscuss1on (B p.)

14. Rasinski, K.A., Ingels, S.J., Rock, D.A., and Pollack, J. ' Arizerica’s High School Sophomores:
A Ten Year Comparison, 1980 - 1990, 1993; NCES 93-087.

This study of high school sophomores in 1980 and 1990 compares the experiences of students in
the two cohorts, identifying changes in in-school and out-of-school activities, academic
achievement, self-concept, values, plans, and aspirations. Similarities and differences between the
two groups are documented using data from the National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988
(NELS:88) and High School and Beyond (HS&B, 1980). HS&B and NELS:88 sophomores are
marked by basic demographic differences, including the smaller size of the NELS:88 1990
cohort, reflecting the baby bust of the 1970s, and a higher proportion of racial minority and
poverty status sophomores in 1990. NELS:88 sophomores also reflect the influence of various
waves of school reform since the late 1970s and early 1980s. Overall, the comparison paints a
pictures that is in most respects encouraging in its portrayal of the high school academic
orientation and postsecondary expectations of the 1990 sophomore class. Positive changes,
howeyver, are typically small or moderate in magnitude. Among the findings are: (1) general and
college preparatory program placement has increased, at the expense of vocational program
placement; (2) patterns of extracurricular participation changed especially in musical activities
(31% in 1980 to 22% in 1990) and in hobby clubs (21% in 1980 to 7% in 1990); (3) changes
in sophomores giving high importance to particular life values (e.g., marriage and family 83 %
rating this as very important in 1980, 72% in 1990); (4) small but statistically significant increase
in the number of females ‘aspiring to traditionally male-dominated non-professional occupations
(15.6% in 1980 versus 18.% in 1990). Sixteen tables and 13 figures present data from the 2
studies. Three appendixes contain information about the survey sample sizes, standard errors, and
other methodological and technical information. Appendlx A contains an additional 20 data tables.
* (Contains 46 references; xiv, 98 p.)

15. Rock, D.A., Owings, J.A., and Lee, R. Changes in Math Proficiency Between Eighth and Tenth
Grades. Statlstlcs in Brlef series, 1994 NCES 93-455.

This publication illustrates use of the NELS:88 dichotomous proficiency scores for conducting
achievement gain analysis (see Scott, Rock, Pollack and Ingels [entry 21] for an illustration of
an alternative gain analysis strategy, the use of continuous probability of mathematics proficiency
scores). The findings presented in this report suggest that course-taking patterns in mathematics
between eighth grade and the sophomore year of high school represent an important factor in
explaining growth in math proficiency. For example, even after controlling for eighth-grade
math proficiency, higher math gains were associated with course-taking patterns that reflected
advanced level math courses. The report also suggests that eighth-grade students who have
higher aspirations for postsecondary education are also more likely to show positive math gains.

(20 p.)
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16. Finn, .D. School Engagement and Students At Risk. 1993; NCES 93-470.

To examine the proposition that students who do not remain active participants in class or school
may be at risk for school failure, regardless of status characteristics such as ethnicity or family
income, two studies of engagement and achievement were conducted. The studies used a
nationwide sample of eighth-grade students from the U.S. Department of Education’s National .
Educational Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS:88) survey. The first study examined the
association of participation in school and classroom activities with academic achievement in
15,737 eighth-graders attending public schools. The study found that participation and academic
achievement were positively related, even after controlling for gender, ethnicity, and
socioeconomic status. The second study examined behaviors that distinguish students who are at
risk, but who are successful in school subjects, from their less successful peers. A sample of
5,945 eighth-graders identified as at risk by virtue of race, home language or socioeconomic
status were classified as unsuccessful, passing, or successful, based on reading and mathematics
achievement tests. It was found that achievement groups were distinct in terms of variety of
classroom participation behaviors, out-of-class participation, and interactions with their parents
regarding school. Three major conclusions were drawn from the investigation: (1) behavioral risk
factors are indeed related to significant outcomes of schooling; (2) risk behaviors have their roots
in the early school years or before; and (3) more attention should be given by educators and
researchers to encouraging the potential of "marginal" students. Further research is needed to
identify manipulable aspects of classroom and school processes that encourage student
engagement. Appendices provide details of the measures used in the studies and the standard
deviations and correlations of the measures. Contains 91 references. (117p.).

17. Rasinski, K.A. The Effect of High School Vocational Education on Academic Achievement Gain
and High School Persistence: Evidence from NELS:88, 1994; Report to the Office of Research,
OERI, U.S. Department of Education.

This analysis of the effects of vocational education on academic achievement and high school
persistence was prepared for the National Assessment of Vocational Education. Data from the
NELS:88 high school transcript study were analyzed to assess the influence of vocational
programs and vocational courses on gains in tested achievement in mathematics, science and
reading. The analysis also addresses the issue of whether, regardless of their effect on
achievement gain, vocational programs serve to keep students from dropping out of high school.

18. Ingels, S.J., Plank, S.B., Schneider, B., and Scott, L.A. A Profile of the American High School
Sophomore in 1990, 1994; NCES 94-086.

This cross-sectional report supplies descriptive analyses of the educational situation of a
representative sample of the nation’s 1990 sophomores (comprising 1988 eighth-grade cohort
members who were in tenth grade in the spring term of 1990 and "freshened" sophomores,
students new to the sample who were not in the base year sampling frame, either because they
were not 1987-88 eighth graders or not in the United States). Chapter 1 provides an in-depth
view of tenth-grade learning and achievement in mathematics. Chapter 2 supplies a summary of
tenth-grade course-taking patterns and instructional practices in science, reading, social studies,
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and foreign language. Chapter 3 explores the tenth grader’s life outside of school, including the
process of educational decision making. Chapter 4 reports on sophomores’ plans for the future,
including their educational expectations and aspirations. Taken together, these four chapters
provide a statistical profile of the American high school sophomore in 1990, which is summarized
in Chapter 5. Appendices A and B provide technical notes and tables of standard errors of
measurement and sample sizes for all reported population estimates. Appendix C contains further
information about NELS:88 in general and the first follow-up in particular.  Appendix D
presents additional tabulations on reading and social studies achievement.

19 Myers, D., and Helser N Students’ School Transition Patterns between Eighth and Tenth

Grades Based on NELS:88, forthcoming 1994; NCES 94-137

Analysis of NELS:88 data makes it possible to explore the relationships between student and
family characteristics and the likelihood of shifting among public and private schools as students
progress from eighth to tenth grade. This study examines the characteristics of students who
switch between sectors (public to private, or private to public) as they move from eighth to tenth
grade. Five sets of variables were examined to estimate the association between variations in the
students’ transition patterns and student and family characteristics: (1) basic student and family

- background characteristics; (2) the amount of parental involvement in the student’s education; (3)

the student’s academic achievement and educational expectations; (4) the characteristics of the
student’s school; and (5) parental satisfaction with the student’s school. Examination of these
characteristics permits four research questions to be addressed: (1) How many students shift
between the public and private school sectors? How many students shift from one private school
to another?; (2) Who shifts between sectors? Are family background factors, parental
involvement, or students’ academic achievement or educational expectations associated with
variations in transition patterns?; (3) Are school characteristics associated with students’
propensity to move between school sectors?; (4) Do parents who are dissatisfied with their
children’s school shift their children to another type of school?

20. Green, P.J., Dugoni, B.L. Ingels S.J., and Camburn, E. A Profile of the American High School

Senior in 1992, NCES, forthcommg, 1994; NCES 94-384.

This report examines the background of 1992 high school seniors, the school environment which
shaped their senior year experiences, the curriculum in which they were enrolled, their academic
achievement, their plans and expectations for the future, and their non-academic experiences
during this important period of development. Chapter I provides a demographic profile of high
school seniors. Chapter 2 depicts their school and peer environment by recording seniors’

perceptions of school, of the safety of their school, and of the values of their peers. Chapter 3

describes their course and program enrollments. Chapter 4 examines the tested achievement of
1992 seniors. Chapter 5 describes their short-term plans--their postsecondary plans, steps they
have taken to gain entrance to college, and factors they considered in choosing a postsecondary
institution. Chapter 6 reports on seniors’ plans and expectations for the future. Finally, chapter
7 describes the senior cohort’s experiences outside of school--use of illicit drugs and alcohol,
television viewing, jobs, participation in school government, and community volunteer work.
Taken together, these seven chapters provide a statistical profile of the American high school
senior in 1992. Appendices provide unweighted (sample) Ns and standard errors.

10
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21. Scott, L.A., Rock, D.A., Pollack, J.M., and Ingels, S.I. Two Years Later: Cognitive Gains and
School Transitions of NELS:88 Eighth Graders, 1994, NCES 94-436.

This report describes the growth in cognitive skills and achievement, and the continuities and
discontinuities experienced in school and at home by the NELS:88 eighth grade-cohort during the
two years between the study’s base year (1988) and first follow-up (1990) surveys. Four distinct
topics are addressed, involving both school dropouts and persisters. (1) By 1990, some 1988
eighth graders were dropouts; this report describes their characteristics and the reasons they gave
for dropping out of school. (2) This report presents findings on patterns of school transition--
changing from a public eighth-grade school to a private high school or vice versa--and the
changes in perception of safety and overall learning environment cohort members experienced
after moving from a typically more homogeneous middle school environment to a more
heterogeneous high school environment. (3) Additionally, this report summarizes major changes
in home life and family, such as the divorce or remarriage of a parent, that also occurred during
cohort members’ transition to and/or early years of high school. (4) Finally, this report
examines the 1988-90 achievement gain of the eighth-grade cohort, thus addressing several basic
questions: How much did students gain in achievement in the two years following eighth grade?;
Who gained, in what subjects, and (for mathematics) where or in what way (that is, at what skill
or proficiency level)? The qualitative analysis of growth in mathematics achievement illustrates
use of the NELS:88 continuous measure of probability of proficiency (see Rock, Owings and
Lee [1994, entry 15] for an illustration of gain score analysis using NELS:88 dichotomous
mathematics proficiency scores).

11
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APPENDIX I: NCES NELS:88 Publications and Reports

ANALYSIS REPORTS.

Hafner, A., Ingels, S.J., Schneider, B., and Stevenson, D.L. A Profile of the American Eighth Grader,
June 1990; NCES 90-458.

Hoachlander, E.G. A Profile of Schools Attended by Eighth Graders in 1988, September 1991; NCES
91-129,

Bradby, D. Language Characteristics and Academic Achievement: A Look at Asian and Hispanic
Eighth Graders in NELS:88, February 1992; NCES 92-479.

Horn, L., and Hafner, A. A Profile of American Eighth-Grade Mathematics and Science Instruction,
June 1992; NCES 92-486.

Horn, L., and West, J. A Profile of Parents of Eighth Graders, July 1992; NCES 92-488.

Kaufman, P., and Bradby, D. Characteristics of At-Risk Students in NELS:88, August 1992; NCES
92-042.

Rasinski, K. A., Ingels, S.J., Rock, D.A., Pollack, J. America’s High School Sophomores: A Ten Year
Comparison, 1980 - 1990, 1993, NCES 93-087.

Ingels, S.J., Plank, S.B., Schneider, B., and Scott, L.A. A Profile of the American High School
Sophomore in 1990, 1994, NCES 94-086.

Scott, L.A., Rock, D.A., Pollack, J.M., and Ingels, S.J. Two Years Later: Cognitive Gains and School
Transitions of NELS:88 Eighth Graders, 1994, NCES 94-436.

Rock, D.A., Owings, J.A., and Lee, R. Changes in Math Proficiency Between 8th and 10th Grades.
1994, NCES 93-455.

RELEASED E.D. TABULATIONS.

Rasinski, K.A., and West, J. NELS:88: Eighth Graders’ Reporis of Courses Taken During the 1988
Academic Year by Selected Student Characteristics, July 1990; NCES 90-459.

Rock, D.A., Pollack, J.M., and Hafner, A. The Tested Achievement of the National Education
Longitudinal Study of 1988 Eighth Grade Class, April 1991; NCES 91-460.
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RELEASED USER’S MANUALS/TECHNICAL REPORTS.

Ingels, S.J., Abraham, S., Rasinski, K.A., Karr, R., Spencer, B.D., and Frankel, M.R. NELS:88 Base
Year Data File User’s Manuals:

STUDENT COMPONENT: March 1990; NCES 90-464
PARENT COMPONENT: March 1990; NCES 90-466
SCHOOL COMPONENT: March 1990; NCES 90-482
TEACHER COMPONENT: March 1990; NCES 90-484

Spencer, B.D., Frankel, M.R., Ingels, S.J., Rasinski, K.A., and Tourangeau, R. NELS:88 Base Year
Sample Design Report, August 1990; NCES 90-463.

Rock, D.A., and Pollack, J.M. ' Psychometric Report for the NELS:88 Base Year Test Battery, April
1991; NCES 91-468.

Ingels, S.J., Rasinski, K.A., Frankel, M.R., Spencer, B.D., and Buckley, P. NELS:88 Base Year Final
Technical Report, 1990; Chicago: NORC.

Kaufman, P., Rasinski, K.A., Lee, R., and West, J. Quality of Responses of Eighth-Grade Students
to the NELS:88 Base Year Questionnaire, September 1991; NCES 91-487.

Ingels, S.J., Scott, L.A., Lindmark, J.T., Frankel, M.R., and Myers, S.L. NELS:88 First Follow-Up
Data File User’s Manuals:

STUDENT COMPONENT:  April 1992; NCES 92-030
SCHOOL COMPONENT: May 1992; NCES 92-084
DROPOUT COMPONENT: November 1992; NCES 92-083
TEACHER COMPONENT: November 1992; NCES 92-085

Pieper, D., and Scott, L.A. User’s Guide to the NELS:88 Base Year/First Follow-Up Electronic
Codebook, March 1993; Chicago: NORC.

FORTHCOMING USER’S MANUALS/REPORTS/TECHNICAL REPORTS.

Ingels, S.J., Dowd, K.L., Baldridge, J.D., Stipe, J.L., Bartot, V.H., Frankel, M.R. NELS:88 Second
Follow-Up: Student Component Data File User’s Manual, 1994; NCES 93-374.

Ingels, S.J., Dowd, K.L., Stipe, J.L., Baldridge, J.D., Bartot, V.H., Frankel, M.R. NELS:88 Second
Follow-Up: Dropout Component Data File User’s Manual, 1994; NCES 93-375.

Ingels, S.J., Thalji, L., Pulliam, P., Bartot, V.H., Frankel, M.R. NELS:88 Second Follow-Up:
Parent Component Data File User’s Manual, 1994; NCES 94-378.

Ingels, S.J., Thalji, L., Pulliam, P., Bartot, V.H., Frankel, M.R. NELS:88 Second Follow-Up:
Teacher Component Data File User’s Manual, 1994; NCES 94-379.
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Ingels, S.J., Thalji, L., Pulliam, P., Bartot, V.H., Frankel, M.R. NELS:88 Second Follow-Up:
School Component Data File User’s Manual, 1994; NCES 94-376.

Ingels, S.J., Dowd, K.L., Taylor, J.R., Bartot, V.H., Frankel, M.R. NELS:88 Second Follow-Up:
Transcript Component Data File User’s Manual, 1994; NCES 94-377.

NELS:88 Second Follow-Up Psychometric Report

NELS:88 Second Follow-Up Methodology Report

NELS:88 Second Follow-Up Sample Design Report

A Profile of the American High School Senior in 1992

America ’s High School Seniors: A Twenty Year Comparison, 1972-1992
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Appendix J:
First Follow-Up User’s Manuals and Reports Corrigenda




NELS:88 First Follow-Up
Final Technical Report

Corrections to First Follow-Up Student, Dropout and
School Data File User’s Manuals and Trend Report

Since publication of First Follow-Up Data File User’s Manuals--Student, Dropout and School--
some printing and typographical errors have been discovered which we would like to bring to user’s
attention and correct through this errata sheet.

Student Component Data File User’s Manual
| Page 47; Table 3.5-1. Number of cases for FIQWT should be 19,264, not 19,624.

Page 76; Table 3.7-2. The item nonresponse rate of 3.4 percent listed in Table 3.7-2 for the
topic "Language Use" is incorrect. The correct rate of item nonresponse for this topic area is 34.2
percent.

Page 81; Table 4.4-1. The sample realization figures for public and Catholic schools appearing
under the column heading "Cooperating Original Selections" are incorrect. The correct number of
originally selected public schools that cooperated in the base year is 522 and the correct number of
originally selected Catholic schools that cooperated is 70.

Page 123; Figure 7-1. The example illustrating the linkage between first follow-up students and
first follow-up teachers, is incorrect. In the "Teacher 1" box under First Follow-Up Data Files, the
STU_ID-TCH_ID link should read 12345015678901E with the first five-digits representing the student’s
unique identification code and the second eight-digit number representing the first follow-up unique
teacher identification code. In the "Teacher 2" box, the STU_ID-TCH ID link should read
12345015678901M with the first five-digits representing the student’s unique identification code and the
following eight-digit number representing the unique teacher identification code.

Appendix K~Base Year Codebook. Owing to a collation error at the printer, the Base Year
Eighth Grade Codebook and the First Follow-Up Student Codebook appear together in Appendix L rather
than separately as Appendices K and L, respectively. In Appendix L, the Base Year Eighth Grade
Codebook stops on page 66 and the First Follow-Up Student Codebook begins with page 1 on the
following page.

Page 11 of the First Follow-Up Student Codebook; Question 18A. The codebook value labels
for student questionnaire item F1S18A are printed in reverse. The correct value labels (with their
corresponding values) are as follows:

Very Sure I'll Graduate (=1)

I’ll Probably Graduate (=2)
- I Probably Won’t Graduate (=3)
- Very Sure I Won’t Graduate (=4)

This reversal affects only the value label_s as printed in the First Follow-Up Student Codebook.
SPSS and SAS student cards contain the correct value labels and values.
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Merging Student Data with Teacher Data through the School ID Variable. The variable name
for the school identification variable in the student datafile is not the same as the name given to this -
variable in the teacher datafile. As such, if users intend to merge student and teacher data through the
school identification variable, the variable name needs to be modified in the student datafile SAS and
SPSSX cards. Currently, in the student datafile, the variable name is FISCHLID (position 862-866)
while in the teacher datafile the variable name is F1ISCH ID

Before merging these two datasets through the school identification variable, users need to rename
the student datafile variable FISCHLID, position 862-866, to FISCH_ID. For SAS cards, the name
should be changed in the Input, Length, Label and Format statements. For SPSSX cards, the name
should be changed in the Data List, Variable Labels, Value Labels, and Missing Value statements. Users
can use a global change to rename this variable.

This student datafile variable also needs to be renamed in the accompanying student SAS system
file. In the student component SAS system file, we suggest using the following statement to rename
FI1SCHLID to F1SCH_ID: '

DATA XXX (RENAME=(FISCHLID=F1SCH_ID));
SET IN1.FITEACHR;

Users may also merge student and teacher data through the student identification variable which
is variable STU_ID, position 1-7 in the student datafile and position 1-7 in the teacher datafile. The name
for this variable is the same in both datafiles.

Dropout Component Data File User’s Manual

Page 98; Section titled "Weights". In the last sentence in the second paragraph of this section,
reference is made to the "special dropout questionnaire flag FIDQFLG." The flag name FIDQFLG is
incorrect; the actual name of this flag, as it appears above and on the dropout datafile, is FIDAJFLG.
F1DAJFLG is the special dropout questionnaire flag users should employ to determine which form of the
dropout questionnaire was completed.

School Component Data File User’s Manual

A number of first follow-up school variables were recoded. Unlike our presentation of recodes
in the Student Component Data File User’s Manual, wherein recodes are reflected in both the codebook
frequencies and the reprinted questionnaire, school questionnaire recodes are reflected only in the school
questionnaire codebook.

For example, in the school questionnaire codebook, the values for item F1C14 read 1=YES and
2=NO, while in Appendix D, First Follow-Up School Administrator Questionnaire, values for item

F1C14 (question 14) read NO=1 and YES=2. Correct values and value labels are dlsplam the
School Codebook.
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Page 50; Figure 6-1. The example illustrating the linkage between first follow-up students and
first follow-up teachers, is incorrect. In the "Teacher 1" box under First Follow-Up Data Files, the
STU_ID-TCH_ID link should read 12345015678901E with the first five-digits representing the student’s
unique identification code and the second eight-digit number representing the first follow-up unique
teacher identification code. In the "Teacher 2" box, the STU_ID-TCH_ID link should read
12345015678901M with the first five-digits representing the student’s unique identification code and the
following eight-digit number representing the unique teacher identification code.

In addition to the above errors in the user’s manuals, there was a transcription error when t-values
were being removed from the final review text of the sophomore trend report and some estimates were
mistakenly deleted instead. Tables 2.2 and 2.4 contain these incorrect values. Corrections for these
tables, and appendix table A.5.1, appear below.

America’s High School Sophomores: A Ten Year Comparison (NCES 93-087). The
following errata should be noted. For Table 2.2, the 9.4 for percentage of 1990 sophomores in the
lowest test quartile who stated they were in a vocational program should be 19.4.

For Table 2.4, the percentage for 1990 highest test quartile should be 3.8, not 4.4 Percentage
of lowest test quartile should be 13.6, not 5.8 percent. The 1990 percentage for females should be 7.3
percent, not 5.9 percent. ’

- For Table AS5.1, standard errors for the self-esteem and locus of control items for both 1980 and
1990 are off by one row. Self-esteem standard errors are 0.44 and 0.70, 0.38 and 0.70, 0.33 and 0.60,
0.20 and 0.27, and 0.14 and 0.20. Locus of control standard errors are (.34 and 0.45, 0.42 and 0.62,
0.38 and 0.53, and 0.31 and 0.49.
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Appendix K:
Spanish-Language Version of 1990 Student

Questionnaire and New Student Supplement

Note: English-language versions of the first follow-up questionnaires are reproduced with the
respective user’s manuals.
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Preparado para el Centro Nacional de Estadisticas de la Educacion
&"Cnog\." 2 StUdy of 1988 del Departamento de Educacién de los EE.UU.
First Follow-up Por: NORC, un Centro de investigacion de Ciencias Sociales
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ESTUDIO LONGITUDINAL DE LA
EDUCACION NACIONAL, 1988
PRIMER ESTUDIO
COMPLEMENTARIO
CUESTIONARIO ESTUDIANTIL

UTILIZACION DE 1.0S DATOS

Los datos obtenidos mediante esta encuesta seran utilizados por educadores y planificadores a
nivel federal y estatal en el andlisis de ciertas cuestiones importantes que interesan a las escuelas
nacionales, tales como las normas educativas, los procedimientos de seguimiento de los cursos de
estudios, el abandono de los estudios, fa educacién de grupos marginados, las necesidades de los
estudiantes pertenecientes a grupos lingiifsticos minoritarios, ios incentivos destinados a despentar
_interés en el estudio de la ciencia y las maternaticas y los rasgos que caracterizan a aquellas es-
cuelas que se destacan por su eficacia.

CONFIDENCIALIDAD

La politica del Centro Nacional de EstadIsticas de la Educacién es proteger la confidenclalidad de
la informacién proporcionada por las personas que participan voluntariamente en nuestros es-
tudios. Queremos que sepas .que:

1. La Seccién 406 de la Ley sobre Disposiciones Educacionales Generales
(20-USC 1221e-1) y la Ley Pliblica 100-297 nos autorizan a hacerte las preguntas
que figuran en este cuestionario.

2. El propésito de estas preguntas es obtener informacidn sobre las experiencias que
viven los estudiantes durante el curso de sus estudios secundarios y mientras deciden
a qué actividades desean dedicarse una vez que los terminen.

3. Puedes omitir cualquier pregunta que prefieras no contestar; sin embargo, esperamos
que contestes tantas preguntas como sea posible.

4. Tus respuestas serdan combinadas con las de los otros estudiantes, y nunca seran
identificadas como tuyas.



El tiempo que lleva participar en la presente recoleccidén de datos ha sido
estimado en un promedio de tres horas (180 minutos), incluyendo una hora para
contestar el cuestionario, hora y media para el Test Cognitivo y un mdximo.de
media hora para la distribucién de materiales y el suministro de instruccionmes.
Por favor, dirige tus comentarios relacionados con esta recoleccién de datos, o
con cualquiera de sus aspectos, a: U.S. Department of Education, Information
Management and Compliance Division, Washington, D.C. 20202-4651 y a Office of
Management and Budget, Paperwork Reduction Project, Washington, D.C. 20503.

El Cuestionario Autodescriptivo es una publicacién protegida por derechos de
autor de la Psychological Corporation, con cuyo permiso se utiliza. La
reproduccién del Cuestionario Autodescriptivo sin la autorizacién previa de su
editor estd prohibida. :

El propésito de este estudio.es obtener informacién para
mejorar la comprensién por parte de los profesores y de

los educadores sobre las diversas experiencias que atraviesan
los estudiantes de escuela secundaria.

— — — — —— o———

Este cuestionario no es una prueba. El Centro necesita tus
respuestas, y por eso confia en que contestards cada pregunta
honestamente. Puedes dejar sin responder cualquier pregunta
que prefieras no contestar.




INSTRUCCIONES GENERALES

LEE CADA PREGUNTA CUIDADOSAMENTE

Es importante que sigas las instrucciones suministradas para contestar ceda tipo de pregunta. Las instrucciones son las

siguientes:
A.  (MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)
iDe qué color tienes los ojos?
(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA}
Pardos/Café......... 1
AZuleS.c..ecvsreesse & S tienes los cjos verdes,

ilena el tercer 6valo,
Verdes.............@ como se indica,

0tro colofivuocecess &

B.  (MARCA TODAS LAS RESPUESTAS CORRECTAS)

iParticipaste en alguna de las siguientes actividades la
semana pasada?

(MARCA TODAS LAS RESPUESTAS
CORRECTAS)

Vi una representacién
teatral.cceesenacanas i $i fuiste al cine y
asististe 3 un evento

deportivo la semana
Fui al cine..........@ pasada, llena los dos

évatos correspondientes,
Asisti 8 un como se indica.
evento deportivo......@

C.  (MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)

iPiensas participar en alguna de las siguientes actividades
la semana préxima? ' '

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA

LINEA)
No estoy
Si sequroe No
8. Visitar a un $§i no piensas
pariente....... 1... 2... 3 ) visitar a in
pariente, ni

b. Visitar un y estés seguro de
MUSE0.nreenvoes Tuad 2./, 3 que irds a

visitar un
c. Estudiar en SRiSeo pero

casa de un pienses
aMig0..cucorea . r . 3 estudiar en
. casa de un

amigo, llena un
évalo en cada
ifnes, como se
indica.

(PREGUNTA CON INSTRUCCION DE PROCEDER A OTRA)

Al

[2]
N

iComes dulces?
(MARCA UNA
RESPUESTA)
S{ cievsnercencnceas 1 ==> Pasa 8 B-~e--nvecenon cecene
NHO covcenncevneseess 2 ==> Procede 8 C------ -----»-----—.‘——

¢Te cepillas los dientes después que comes dulces?

(MARCA UNA <.._J l

RESPUESTA)

Sf cevoecosacscasacs 1

MO voversscsoscennss &

iParticipaste en alguna de las siguientes actividades
semana pasada?

(MARCA TODAS
LAS RESPUESTAS
CORRECTAS)

Vi una representacién
teatral ..cevvecnncees I

Fui al cine .. .cvuneee 1

Asistf a un
evento deportivo,..... 1



28.

3A.

PARTE 1 -~

Escribe tu nombre, direccién y nimero de teléfono en
letra de imprenta.

NOMBRE :
Apellido Nombre
DIRECCION:

Numero Calle

DIRECCION (CONT.)

No. de spartamento

Ciudad Estedo Cédigo postal
TELEFONO: ( ) No tengo teléfono.... 1
Cédige Numero
del Area de Teléforo

SIEMPRE QUE EL CUESTIONARIO SE REFIERA A TUS PADRES, A
TU MADRE O A TU PADRE, CONTESTA LA PREGUNTA CON
RESPECTO AL PADRE, MADRE, TUTOR O TUTORA, PADRASTRO O
MADRASTRA CON QUIER VIVES.

¢(Tienes La misma direccién y el mismo nimero de
teléfono que tu madre?
{MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)

NOuveerernssaasasnee 1 ==> PASA A LA PREGUNTA 28

No, mi madre
fallecidieeeeaaacess 2 ==> PASA A LA PREGUNTA 3A

Sfercciannsocannnoee 3 ==> PASA A LA PREGUNTA 3A

Escribe el nombre y la direccién de tu madre en los
espacios que sparecen a continuacion., Si ademis de tu
madre, tienes una tutora, escribe el nombre de La
persona con quien vives la mayor parte del tiempo.

NOMBRE :
Apellido Nombre
DIRECCION:

Numero Calle

DIRECCION (CONT.)

No. de apartamento

Ciudad Estado Cédigo postal
TELEFONO: ( ) No tiene teléfono.... ?
Codigo Namero
del Area de Teléfornc

¢Tienes la misma direccidn y el mismo ndmero de
teléfono que tu padre?

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)
NO.eeavucraceeananes 1 ==> PASA A LA PREGUNTA 38

No, mi padre
fallecib...occianns. 2 ==> PASA A LA PREGUNTA 4A

Sfeecesacecancaansss 3 ==> PASA A LA PREGUNTA 4A

TU DIRECCION

38. Escribe el nombre y la direccion de tu padre en los
espacios que aparecen a continuacién. Si, ademis de
tu padre, tienes un tutor, escribe el nombre de la
persona con quien vives la mayor parte del tiempo.

NOMBRE:
Apellido Noabre
DIRECCION:

Numero Calle

DIRECCION (CONT.)

No. de apartamento

Ciudad Estado Tadigo postal

TELEFONOD: ( ) No tiene teléfono.... 1
Cédigo Nimero
del Area de Teléforo

4A. Escribe el nombre, la direccidn y el ndmero de
teléfono de un pariente o de un amigo fntimo que no
viva contigo.
NONBRE:
Apellido Nombre
DIRECCION:
Numero Calle

DIRECCION {CONT.)

No. de apartamento

Ciudad Estado Coédigo postal
TELEFOND: ¢ ) No tiene teléfono.... 1
Cédigo Numero
del Ares de Teléfono

48. iCuéil es tu parentesco con esta persona?
(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)
Amigo ntimd...cceeea. ()
Pariente....cccceuceees €)

S. &En qué grado estds?
{MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)

Y ¢

L P &

L) SRR ¢

A, (En qué escuels cursaris el 12° grado?

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)
En la misma en que
estoy actuatmente..... ()
En otra escuela....... ()
68. En caso de tratarse de otra escuela, escribe su
nombye:
Nombre

Ciudad, Estado

——————



b.

PARTE II --

iHasta qué punto estés de scuerdo con cada una de las
afirmaciones que aparecen 5 continuacidn relacionadas
con tu escuela y con tus profesores sctuales?

{MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)

Estoy Estoy
absoluta- absoluta-
" mente Estoy Estoy mente
en des- en des-  de de

acuerdo acuerdo acuerdo acuerdo

Los estudiantes se
llevan bien con
los profesores..ececsere Joceenes 2enicnne Jencoeana 4

Existe un verdadero
espiritu escoldreccecees Tocerone 2ocvcene Jueneenn. 4
Las reglas de conducta

SON eStrictdS vccssseses Jucoeeas . JO 1

F IO

K FORF 1

2.......

La disciplina es justa.. 1.......

Los estudiantes entablan
amistad con estudiantes
pertenecientes a otros
grupos raciales y

BLNICOS.usseeivensoeosss Tenansae Berennene &

2eucene.
Los otros estudiantes -
interrumpen las clases

con frecuencid.eessecces 1 K PR |

ceceses Cennsens

La ensefianza es buena... 1.......

PO SR 3
Los profesores se interesan

en los estudianteSs..evee Toeenen. eieeees &

2eersnas
Cuando me esmero en mi
trabajo mis profesores

alaban mis esfuerzos.... 1.cec... : U

Cevencen
Mis profesores

frecuentemente me hacen

sentirme humillado

delante de la clase..... 1....... . R 1

2ecrccen
Los demis estudiantes
frecuentemente me hacen

sentirme humillado...... T.eeaeee b FR

2ecccaes
La mayor{ia de mis

profesores realmente

escuchan lo que yo

les digoieeeaanns eecesne Toaeoens 2onnvece Bevneonnnss &
No me siento seguro en
esta escueld..cicennenne Veaasooe Cavecvoe Jucenens ees &

Las interrupciones
ocasionadas por los demis
estudiantes me impiden

aprender...cicceiinceios Yoeneane . P 3

r JR

La mals conducta de
algunos estudiantes
frecuentemente pasa

desapercibida.ccereccees Torennes 2ececnne Becenvencan &

8.

f.

h.

i.

e
.

d

TUS EXPERIENCIAS Y ACTIVIDADES ESCOLARES

Los esfuerzos de algunos estudiantes son premiados por
i3 escuela y por s comunidad. Durante la primera mitad
del afo escolar, ;ganaste alguno de los premics:
mencionados a continuacién o fuiste objeto de alguna
distincién por tus esfuerzos o por tu participscién en
ciertas actividades?

(MARCA TODAS LAS RESPUESTAS CORRECTAS)

Hunca he ganado premios ni he sido objeto de
niNgUNE distintiON.ccceccsccaccncsacsasnecesnsasacens |

Ful elegido oficial de una cles@iiecuueecccnnnnncees 1
Gané un premio escolal.ccccececcccconcsvosenssncccne 1
Participé en una feria cientifica o de mateméticas.. 1

Recibf una distincién especial por mi buena
88iStencia 8 ClBSeS.cccecucocnrvorcccnsacsncsnsscaas |

Recibf una distincién especial por mis buenas
notas o por figurar en {2 Lista de hOMOr.ceceesnenee 1

Recibf una distincién especial por escribir
UN ENSBYO O UN POBMA..ccsccncosacnacssanssnsncnscsses |

Me nombraron el mejor jugador de tn equipo
depOrtiV0.eescoccnnsnsscasssnssosansnsccanusnssesssss

Recibf un premio por servicios prestados
8 L3 comnNidad..cecenssvecncoscrecnsrsoscanssacsecss }

Participé en un concurso vocacional o de
conocimientos téCNic0S..cceercceccunscsccsassssasas |

Durante la primera mitad del afo escolar actual,
lcudntas veces te ha ccurrido en la escueia alguno de
los sucesos enumerados a continuacién?

- {MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)

1-2
veces

Més de 2
Hunca veces
Me robaron

algo en la

escueld. . ccovvicnseee 0 tineecrcones J cecveccenenne 2
Alguien en la escuela

me propuso venderme
drogas.ceceesasncceses 0 cennvonccnss 1 vecrecnonenns 2
Alguien en la escuels

me amenazé con

hacerme dafnO..eeesecee 0 cnennevececs 1 caveccscacnee 2
Participé en una

pelea corporal en la

eSCULLA. . ucrecncnncnes O teccnnnrenee T nennraccceoen 2



purante la primera mitad del ano escolar actual,
lcudntas veces te ocurrieron algunas de las situsciones
erumeradas a continuacién?

10.

{MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)

1-2
veces

3-6 7-9 MNas de 10
Nunca veces veces veces
a. Llegué tarde a la

eSCUeLBurecerncece O cenee 1 cinee 2 eeesn 3

consnvee &
" b. Corté o salté
cnnee £ aese= 3

coeea 1 crcannas b

c. Tuve dificultades
por no haber
observado los
reglamentos de La
escueld.civeecansa O

ceees 2 ceeea 3

aesne seecnnss b

d. Me impusieron
una suspension
interNa.ceccreaess 0

cenen 2 00een 3

cesne 1 soausess &

e. Me susperdieron
de la escuela o
me impusieron
un periodo
probatoric....... . 0

coees 2 veees 3

R .

f. Me transfirieron
a otra escuels
por motivos
disciplinarics.... 0

cevee 2 seesa 3

cenes 1 cesenass b

ceces & avese 3

cesee 1 P

g. Me arrestaron .... 0

11. ¢Te parece bien...

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)

No St
a. esforzarte por obtener
buenas Notas?..ccecssasnsscsscncaccas 1

seasess 2

b. hacer preguntas interesantes?...cceee 1 sceeees 2
c. resolver problemas mediante la
aplicacién de ideas innovadoras y
originales?.cceiesncocesncrescscacsse 1 conenne 2
d. ayudar a otros estudiantes con
sus tareas escolares?...evecececscene 1

seeenes 2

12.

k.

L.

Q.

.

sCon qué frecuencia te parece bien...
{MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EX CADA LINEA)

Raras
veces

Algunas A
Nunca veces menudo
llegar tarde g la

escuel{B?ecieccccaanenee 0 cenes 1 voceas 2

cecences 3

cortar un par de

clases?ecaniccccccnenas 0 cesens 2

ceees 1 creecsee 3

faltar & la escuela
todo un dfa%ccescrcees. O

ceeen 1 aieeas 2 ceeeaes 3

copiar de orta

persona en un examen?.. 0 areces 2

ceeas 1 P |
copisr tas tareas

de otra persona?....... 0 .;.... 2

esnen O

participar en peleas

corporates?....ceveee.. O eneees &

veeer 1 eeerrecs 3

formar perte de
pandillas o gangas? ... 0

P P T |

hacer comentarios

rocisStds?eccaceannscnas 0 csnses 2

ceese 1 saccesen 3

hacer comentarios
SEXiStAS?.ccevennncneee U

eevee T aeeeee @ cevesaen 3

robar artfculos

pertenecientes a la

escuela, 8 otro

estudiante o a un
profesor?iceccccccnces 0 canee 1

onsese R z esesenSn 3

destruir o dafar
la propiedad escolar?. 0 ..... 1

csesces € cacsnnes 3

fumar en la
escuela?icviccvecscees O

sesns ¥ seennee 2 vecenann 3

consumir bebidas
alcohélicas durente
las horas de clase?... 0

seses 1 essseee 2 eesvenss 3

usar drogas ilegales
durante {as horas
de clase?iccecvacnees. O

vosee 1 conneee 2 cevecnan 3

traer amas a la
escuela?.cecnncrencees O

ceses T coecnee 2 ceveneee 3

causar dafios

fi{sicos a los
profesores?....ccceees 0 seesens & sascesce 3
responder -
insolentemente a los
profesores?..ceenccsa. 0

ceces ¥

evens 1 caseeee 2 conseeee 3

desobedecer los
reglamentos de la
escueld?.ciecennnannes O

eveve T ceeeres 2 ceneeen 3



13.

4.

e

burante la primers mitad del afio escolar actual,
saproximadamente cuintos dias faltaste a la escuels por
cualquier motivo?

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)
Ningmo..........'....... 00 (PASA A LA PREGUNTA 17)
162dfas,caencnncnas.. 01
3656 di8Sceececcnceesss 02
S 2 10 dfas.cceccccccss. 03
11 8 15 dias.cccerccaacss 04
16 8 20 dfas.cccecccanes 05

21 o mis dfaSccccccccs.. 06

¢Cudl fue el motivo principal de tu Ultima ausencia de
la escuela?
(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)

a. Tuve que cuidar & un
familiar o 2 un amigo
fNEiMO.avseacesacansessscoaces 1

b. Estaba enfermo...csscenoccecss 1

c. Mi familia estaba de
VBCACIONES. soeeccorcasscsannsn |

o

No me sentfa con deseos de

ir a la escuela..vceveccaccees 1
e. Temfa que me sucedieras algo

en el trayecto de la escuela

o en b escuelBiciccncacscccas 1

f. Tuve que ponerme a trabajar
para syudar a mi famiiia...... 1

Tuve dificultades con un
profesor © con otro adulto
en la escueld..ccenvaccnccncne 1

Tuve dificultades con otro
estudiante o con un grupo
de estudianteS...ceeaesocacase 1

i. Querfa estar con amigos que
no estidn en i3 escuels........ 1

j. No me habfa preperadc para
un examen 0 no habfa oreparado
UN3 tar@B.caceccssccsnes cesvos 1

k. Me habia atrssado en mi
trabajo escolar...ceenecvencas 1

l. Hé sent{a rechazado por
1a escueld..vcccnrocnceccacces 1

m, NO recuerdo..cuccsccsreccancss 1.

15.

a.

b.

C.

d.

16.

f.

7.

iQué sucedid la Ultima vez que faltaste a la escuela?
(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)

. [) s{ Ho sé

Las asutoridades escolares
no tomarcn ninguna medida...... |

eseccenc € neesosass 3

Alguien de la escuela
lamd e mi €8SB..veevvcnscccacs |

ccececes 2 secsocess 3

Alguien de l2 escuela
fue a Mmi CBBB.cccreccccrrcccces 1

sovecass & cecnsenos 3

La escuela envié una carta
D @i C888.ccacnscnscccccsoncans 1

vessssee € sevanseen 3

En la escuela me hicieron ver
8 UN COMBRjer0.cvceccsccconsnne 1

ccscanso @ aecuseres 3

i0ué sucedié cuando regresaste a la escuela después de
tu dltime ausencia?

(MARCA TODAS LAS RESPUESTAS CORRECTAS)
Mis profesores me ayudaron
8 hacer el trabajo que tenia
Btre5830.cccsnssccrcecaccesasosacsncone |
Dtros estudiantes me
ayudaron a hacer el trsbajo
e tenis atrased0..cococeascsconccanses §
Otra persona me 8YUdS...veoecovenscesea 1

Ho tuve que hacer ningin
trabsjo atrasedfecececaassasnancccccens }

Cuardo regresé a ls escuels

uno de mis profesores estaba

enfadsdo conmigo o me humillé

ente la clast..ceoccnconvsncnanaenoncas |

Un profesor, un consejero u

otro adulto en la escuela me

preguntd dinde habfa estado..ceueaceces 1

Me Btras€....cevescrctecrcnccassncosans 1
Después que termine este afo, icudntos aios més crees
Que te tomard graduarte de la escuela secundaria?

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA}

1 80.ucseecsscancacacresssansessll

2 B0S.cecocssacosccsanscncsesssl

3 B0S.ccucrorcnccrcnccerccncees.03

& B0S.cecncscccccasssessronasas b

Més de & BNOS.ccvccorcccrercnnsa0

MO S€..ceccnccncercccscccoccccnss b



18.

188.

secundaria?

Muy seguro de que no me graduaré. 1

Probablemente no me graduaré..... 2

Probablemente me graduaré........ 3

Muy seguro de que me graduaré.... 4

iCusn seguro estss de graduarte de la escuels

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)

iCudn seguro estds de proseguir estudios mis avanzados

después de graduarte de la escuela secundaria?

19.

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA}

Muy seguro de que no lo haré..... !
Probablemente no lo haré......... 2
Probablemente lo haré...eceveean. 3

Muy seguro de gque lo haré........ &

Durante cada uno de los trimestres que estuviste

inscrito en la escuela,

b

(MARCA ©SI™ O “NO" ER CADA TRIMESTRE)

Otofio de Primavers Qtoro de
1988 de 1989 1989
st Mo 81 No Sf No
é¢asististe a clase
las dos primeras
semanas? 1 2 1 2 1 2
ite inscribiste
en un programa
especial (preven-
cién de abandono
de los estudics,
estudio y trabajo,
syuda en los estu-
dies por un compa-
ferc(a), ete.)? 1 2 1 2 1 2
lpasaste al
préximo trimestre/
per{odo/grade? 1 2 1 2 1 2

20.

LCusl de tos siguientes tftulos describe mejor tu

programa actual de estudios?

Programa general de escuela

(MARCA UKA RESPUESTA)

SeCUNAATIBueusccenscanccnssecncnsacunsnacnns 01

Programe preuniversitario,

programa académico, ¢ programa

scadémico especializado

(por ejemplo, Ciencias, Matemsticas)....... 02

Programa vocacional, técnico o
comercial/profesional

Artes industriales/educacién
tecnolOgic8.cecraccracnsnccccccnencocces O3

Oficios agricolas..ceurecccecscccccnncens B4

Preparacién comercial o de
OfiCiNB.cceasctnnsscoccncananccantananae 05

Warketing!/Mercadeo o distribucién
de productoS..cccnscccescnenscsscancssss 06

Programas relacionados con
18 s8ludisvececcncnnnncerecccronsnnasees 07

Programas relacionados con
econamf{a ComéStiC8.eeucnccececccncnanss OB

Educacién pera el consumidor y
el amn de C8SB..rceecncccnanscccsnseesss OF

Oficios téeniCoS.cccececccesancesascnces 10

Oficios comerciales o industriales...... 11

Otros programas especializados de
escuela secundaria (ej., Bellas Artes).. 12

Otros ProgramasS..cacecsccucsscsssssscssvassccs 135

NO 8€..cecccnnronnssccosncnsnasscncsccsccsnce 16



21. Cudl es el motivo principal por el que estés tomando
las asignaturas siguientes?
(MARCA EL MOTIVO PRINCIPAL PARA CADA ASIGNATURA)
Matemiticas Ciencias Inglés Historia
a. No la estoy
tomando este

) D . P

trimesStre.coeeaess

b. ES requisito...ess decocsceened Zooueoans Junenan b
c. Quise tomari8..... lececcesccas Connenses Sncvaens &
d. Mis padres me lo
pidieron..eecesres Tosececconcs Zunnncees Jinanni. &
e. Mis porfesores me ,
la recomendaron... Toeseceesans 2ocoescos Jocannes &
f. His amigos me la
SUGITTerON.cvevees Tecnncracncn Bovoscane Jenaanas &
. La escuela me la
B51GNG. cvrnavacess leaosesacaas Sosssssas Seacnrce &
22. Desde el comienzo del noveno grado hasta el fin del afo
escolar actual, icudntos cursos de cada uns de las
siguientes esignaturas habras tomado? Cuenta sélo
aquellos cursos que se reinen por Lo menos tres veces
(tres periodos) por semena por un tiempo minimo de
medio afo.  Incluye también los cursos de verano que
tomaste en 1988 o 1989 y por los cuales recibiste
crédito por medio afo o mas.
- {MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINER)
172 1 1172 2
Ninguno sfo ano anos  ahos
a. Matemdticas
generales....cceveee 0 cveee 1 ieicen 2 00eea 3 Ll 4
b. Algebra preliminar.. 0 .ovee 1 tuvnee 2 ceeee 3 ol &
c. Algebra I..cccenvene 0 tenee 1 tineee 2 ceeee 3 aeae &
d. Geometrfa..ccicecaes 0 conee T ceneee  covee 3 ouee &
e. Algebra Il cccvecene 0 cnnne T ceneee @ cosee 3 oeen &
f. Trigonometriaeeeeeee 0 vecee 1 covene 2 socee 3 vaes &
g. Céleuto preliminar.. 0 sevee ¥ ceneie 2 ceeee 3 e &
h, CAlEUlOeeenieensnse 0 conee ¥ cenenn 2 cevee 3 oee &
i. Matemiticas para
el consumidor/el
COMErCi0icaceacssoes O sneoe 1 venane 2 cocee 3 c0ee &
j.-Otros cursos de _
MALemAticBS.eereeear D conee T tanaes @ coene 3 oees &

3.

C.

d.

e.

f.

h.

26.

L2
.

Desde el comienzo del noveno grado hasta el fin del
ano escolar actual, icudntos cursos de cada una de las
siguientes asignaturas habrés tomado? Cuenta sélo
aquellos cursos gue se rednen por (o menos tres veces
(tres perfodos) por semana por un tiempo minimo de
medio afic. Incluye también los cursos de versno gque
tomaste en 1988 o 1989 y por los cuales recibiste
crédito por medio afo o mis.
(MARCA LA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)
172 1 1172 2
Ninguno @aho ano anos  afos
Ciencias
generales........ 0

vevere @ cvnes 3 weso b

ceose 1
Ciencias fisicas
generales........ 0

esoes 1

csess 3 aeen b

sesess 2

voese b eernes 2 conee 3 oLl b

Biologfasesascsee O

Ciencias

terrestres....... 0 evsee 3 ases b

seeee 1 acane. 2

seses 3 ween ko

coeer 1 uenaa 2

QUiMiCBeeccoreaee D
Principios de

tecrologfa....... 0 sesce 3 ween &

ceece T eennae 2

R B

ceens 1 aeaa 2

FiSiCBoncncancean O

otros cursos de

cienciBS.sceceses O cvsos 3 acas b

escce 1 casnes 2
Desde el comienzo del noveno grado hastz el fin del
sho escolar actual, cuidntos cursos de cada una de las
siguientes asignaturas habris tomado? Cuenta sélo
aquellos cursos que se retnen per Lo menos tres veces
{tres perfodos) por semsne por un tiempo minimo de
medio 8f0. Incluye también los cursos de verano que
tomaste en 1988 o 1989 y por los cuales recibiste
erédito por medio afio o més.

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)
172

1 112 2

Ninguno afo afio efios  afios

Inglés (incluyendo
literatura, composicién
y artes del lenguaje). 0

ceeee 3
ceeee 3
ceeee 3
cevee 3 aern b
ceeee 3 el b
ceeee 3ann b
P

e &

I .4

ceee &

vesae 1 ceeees 2

Historia universal.... 0

Historia de los EE.W. O

ecess 1 ceeena 2

asee 8 ‘
Geografid...ceeeceeen 0

eesss 1 aeeeen @

Gobierno o cfvica..... 0

esese 1 seeaas

srses 1 teeeen 2

Economfs..cccececceses O
cees b
anee &
eies &
S |
vees b

A R -

idiomas extranjeros... 0

APt@..cccccnccncncanes O

LA X N ] 1 L XX L2 X J z

7 3 (- VR |

essan 1 sasvew 2 sesen 3

Arte dramético........ O

LE A XX ] 3

LA L XX ] 3

LA L XN} 1 LT X R R K] z

Educacién religioss... 0

cover T eueeas 2

Educacidén fisica

(gimnasin)..cccevcccces O eeee &

LA 2 XX ] 1 L XN LR X3 2 seaea 3

Estudios sobre la

vida familiar
(educacién sexual).... 0 cosss S caac &
cesee 3 eres b

ceeee 3 eeun &

LA XX X ) 1 osuvse z

Psicologia/sociologfa. 0

eones 1 cineee 2

esees 1 ceaeee 2

Informiticd..ccvevncee 0



25.

Desdc el comienzo del noveno grado hasta el fin del afc

escolar actual, ;cudntos cursos de cada una de las
siguientes ssignaturas habrds tomado? Cuenta sélo
aquellos cursos que se reunmen por Lo menos tres veces
(tres periodos) por semena por un tiempo minimo de

medio afic.

Incluye también los cursos de versno que

tomaste en 1988 o 1989 y por los cuales recibiste
erédite por medio afo o mis. A

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LIMEA)

12 1

Ninguno

a. Informstica/
Computacion. ccesses 0 couae

b. Educacién del
CONSUMIAOr ceviaoeaa 0 conee 1

c¢. Economfa doméstica. 0 .eueo 1

d. Taller (Artes
industriales,
mecénica de
BuUtomOViles)eeenees 0 covee 1

e. Mecanografia/
Procesoc de
palabras.ceeceeseae 0

wvoes 1

eroee 1

f. Agricultura........ 0

g. Exploracidn de
CAFFer®S.ccececcens 0 aonee 1

h. Nociones de
informatica/
computacitn..eeeeae 0

LR 2N} 1

26.

ano

esesss &

cneres 2

censse €

cesses &

aesese 2

cesess 2

acssee @

wesees &

112 2
afos  afos

conne 3 eeas &

ceres 3
casee 3

rees &
ceee &

anese 3 ceas b

B R

vreea 3 aeen b

I R

seeee 3 oo b

En cada uno de los cursos que estds tomando

asctualmente, ;con qué frecuencia tienes que demostrar
que reatmente comprendes el material del curso, en
{ugar de sélo contestar preguntas?

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)

No estoy

tomando

este ver por
curso Nuncs semana

a. Matemiticas. 01 ... 02 ... O3

b. Inglés...... 01 ... 02 ... 03
01 ...02...03

01...02...03

c. Historia....

d. Ciencias....

Aproxi-
Menos madamente Varias
de utna una vez

por
semana

“nes. D4
evees 04
esnss 04
cenes 04

veces Casi
por todos
semana los dias
eesus 05 cutee 06

eeees 05 L.... 06
eeene 05 ..., Db
ceees 05 ..... 06

27.

En cada uno de los cursos gque estas tomando

actualmente, ;con qué frecuencia haces el mayor

esfuerzo posible?

(MARCA UWNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)

Aproxi- _

No estoy Henos madamente Varias

tomando de una uns ve: veces Casi

este vel por por por todos

curso Nuncs semena  semana semana los dfas
a. Mateméticas.. 0% ... 02 ..... 03 ..... 04 .... 05 ... 0§
b. Inglés....... 01.... 02 ..... 03 ..... 04 .... 05 ... 06
c. Historia..... 01 ... 02 .0.aa O3 ouee D6 o.aa 05 ... D&

d. Ciencias..... 01 ... 02 ..... 03

cense D4 oi0as05 ... D6

28. €n cada uro de tos cursos que estés tomando
actuaimente, icon qué frecuencia te sientes resimente
estimulade a hacer uso de tus facultades mentales?

{MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINE)

No estoy Menos
tomando de una
este vez por
curso Nunca Semany

Aproxi-

madamente Varias

una vez veces Casi
por por  todos
semena  semana los dias

a. Mateméticas.. 01 ... 02 ..... 03 ..... B4 .... 05 ... D8

B. INGLéS.uueens 03 oue 02 cenee 03 covee 04 ... 05 ... 06

c. Historis..... 01 .o. 02 ceeee 03 soeee OF .0aa 05 ... D6

d. Ciencias..... 01 ... 02 ccuee 03 soeee 04 ,... 05 ... 06



29.

En tu mds reciente o en tu actual curso de CIENCIAS,
icon qué frecuencia tenfas o tienes que...
¢S] NUNCA HAS TOMADO UN CURSO DE CIENCIAS, OSCURECE EL
OVALO Y PASA A LA PREGUNTA 31)
Nunca he tomado un curso de ciencias.... 1 PASA A LA
' PREGUNTA 31.
(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)
Muy Una Una vez Casi
raras vez por todos Todos
veces por mes los dfas los dfas
semana
repasar el
trabajo del
dfa snterior?... leeeces 2occe 3ecaccnes beeennaa. 5
escoger tu
propio tema
cient{fico
o problema
para estudiar?.. J.ceees Zevee Sueecenne beeeneeee 5
copiar las
notas que
el profesor
escribe en

el pizarron?..e. Toeenee ecen Jenrenees boeenann. 5

escribir informes

sobre trabajos

précticos y de

laboratorio?.eee leceeee 2ovee Bennvvoece #uceeenn S

‘usar un libre

u otras

instrucciones

escritas que

indican cémo

realizar un

experimento?.... Yocecee 2uane Beveeeece buvnennns 5

elaborasr tus

propios problemas

y tus propios

métodos pars la

investigacién de

los problemas?.. T.uecer 2avee 3evncreee brceceece B

elaborar y

realizar

experimentos o

proyectos por

tu cUenta? ...eo Tecceos Zocce Sensocees Sovavisone I

-10-

L

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)

Muy Una Una vez Casi

raras vez por todos Todos
veces por mes los dfas los dias
semana

utilizar

computadoras

pars describir

experimentos o

escribir

informes?..ueeee loceeee @ecen Jeeenenae bevneness B

utilizar

congutadoras

pars obtener

y/o snalizar .

OBt06 7 cecracoee Fononee 2ocee Jeanasone boennonna 5

utilizar

camputadoras

pera hacer

chloulos?eesenae Tocroes 2oeer Bovennvoe bivecnees B

utilizar

computadoras

para disensr

modelos y

SIMULACrOSY eeas Tunoene 2onne Jevrneeee baveannes S

escuchesr

conferencias

dictadas por

el profesor?..e. 1oueeee 2oeee Bunnninee beneeeeee 5

discutir las

oportunidades

profesionales

que existen en

los campos

cient{ficos y

tecroldgicos?... leevaer 2uees Beovorase bevvneeee S

observar al

profesor mientras

demuestra un

experimento © un

snélisis sistemitico

snte (a clase o

mientras te guis

en ia realizacién

de log MismoS?o. loueece @onos Bevoccoon Becvssoce B



En tu mis reciente o en tu actual cursc de CIENCIAS,
icudnto énfasis pone/puso el profesor en los siguientes
objetivos?

30.

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)

Poco Moderado Mucho

Ninguno

a. Estimular tu

interés en la

CieNCiBucnocanannae O covera 1 tocensee 2 coveenes 3
b. El aprendizaje y

la memorizacidn

de los datos, de

las reglas y de

los procedimientos

cientfficoSeenecees O R 1

reveee T aeaenian 2

¢. Tu preparacién
para {a continuacién
de tos estudics
cientificos.cruseee ©

sasees V cenreeas 2 soceaans 3

d. La reflexidn sobre
el significado de
los problemas y
las formas de
resolverloS.eccecess 0 esensasse 3

T

e. La demostracion
a los estudiantes
de la importancia
de {a ciencia en
{a vida cotidiana.. 0 ceenanee 3

aesnse 1T aveenase 2

31. En tu més reciente o en tu actual curso de MATEMATICAS,
ieudnto énfasis pone/puse tu profesor en cada uno de
los siguientes objetivos? (SI NO HAS TOMADO UN CURSO
DE MATEMATICAS, OSCURECE EL OVALD Y PASA A LA PREGUNTA

30

Todavia nc he tomadc un curso de matemétices.... 1
PASA A LA PREGUNTA 33.

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)

Ninguno Poco Moderado Mucho
Estimular tu
interés en las

MBLemAticaS.cesecse 0 cnceee 1 conveass € neeeeaes 3

El sprendizaje y la
memorizacién de datos,

reglas y

procedimientoS.eces 0 venuse 1

cocsanes @ seceasas 3

¢. Tu preparacidn pars
la contiruacién del
estudio de las

MBtematicas.cecveas 0

cesees 1 eieinees 2 cuenee 3

Ls reflexidén sobre

el significado de

los problemas y las
formas de
resolverloS.ceuees. 0

S

La demostracidn a

los estudiantes de

la importancia de

las matemiticas en

la vida cotidiana.. 0

R [ - PO

-1%-

32.

c.

d

e.

f.

9.
h

33a.

c.

En tu mis reciente o en tu actual curso de
MATEMATICAS, ;con qué frecuencia...

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)

Nunca A veces A menude
repasss el trabajo del

dia anterior?ececacsccases O

cecsssnes 1 tiiiaeanas 2

usas libros que no sean
libros de texto?.......... 0

esssecese 1 uiaveenesn 2

copias las notas que el
profesor escribe en el
PIZAFrON? . cvcacessesssaoes O

treeeneas Tiiiiieaian 2

resuelves problemas
expresados en prosa o
participes en actividades
relacionadas con la
solucién de problemas? ... 0

utilizas computadoras?. .. 0

R

utilizas meteriales
de préctics o modelos?.... 0

secescnes ¥V ioerieenes 2

utilizas calculadoras?.... 0

ceesscess T cocnreeaes 2

participas en discusiones
dirigidas por les
estudiantes?.ceeeenerreces 0

csesnecee T aeiinneean 2

explicas tu trabajo
a ia clase oralmente?..... 0 c.icceeees 1

cecrnsness &

En tu mis reciente 0 en tu actual cursc VOCACIONAL,
teuhinto énfasis puso/pone tu profesor en los
siguientes objetivos?

No he tomado un curso vocacionBl.cecesecccnsceceas ()
(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)

Ringuno Poco Noderado Mucho
Ensefiarte

conocimientos

que puedas emplear

immediatamente...cceues 0

sesscce 1 sseseee 2 eensses 3

Ensefiarte datos,
reglas y
procedimientoS...cc.u.. 0

Ayudarte a comprender

los modos de aplicacion
de las ideas cientificas
y de las matemdticas
enel trabejo.ccvvanaa. 0

(AL RED SN ] 1 sasassn 2 LA RN Y] 3

eecsece 1 seeceea 2 cennced 3

Reflexionar sobre el
significado de un
problema y sobre las
diversas formas de
resolverio..cesncccasse 0

eseceen T ceneoes 2 cennenea 3

Ayudarte a comprender

los principios
matemiticos y cient{ficos
mediante el uso de
objetos fisicos
(herramientas, méquinas,
instrumentos de
{aboratoric)eeccecceces. 0

cevavee ¥ secenes 2 tneneees 3



34. iHes estado inscrito en alguno de los siguientes tipos 36. (Cont.) CADA SEMANA, icuinto tiempo le dedicas dentro
de cursos o programas de escuela secundaria? y fuera de la escuela & las taress que se te asignan
o para hacer en la casa, para cada una de las siguientes
(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA) clases?

o si b. Tiempo dedicado a las tareas de matemitices

8. Cursos de inglés destinados
e remediar deficiencias en : Ho estoy s_:ursando
el aprendizaje del idicma FBteMAticaS.onceeenoasB0itacnccncnaceeccnnce B
(s veces llamados cursos tloda de LieMPO.coccsccassdlecicroccrussccecaancas 01
de inglés bdsico 0 esencial)icenccancnsonces 1 suaese @ 1 hOr® © MENOS.cveccccasaDBrccercecussosccaacaass D2
283 hOPBS.ccaroonncoscelBicaccorecesascceccenss O3
b. Cursos de matemsticas destinados 4 8 6 NOTBS.ccovnssasssesBbooconsoscecnssoncenans 0%
a remediar deficiencias en 789 hOrBS.cceccacnnsosaldececccusceacosnnoceana 05
el aprendizaje de esa materia 10 8 12 horgS.cevcenceneelbuccsccorccccccoscocess 06
(2 veces llamados cursos . 13 2 15 NOr85.cecccancseslTecocescacccvecnscsccce OF
de matematicas bésicas o Mis de 15 hordS...ccaeeece08icnccccesscccsanananas U8
@SenCiBleS)coocoensossccosnscssecacesssasscs 1 socanss & L
c. Tiempo dedicado & las tareas de ciencias
c. Programa bilinglie o bicultural..ccovcnnaocss 1 oulna. 2
No estoy cursando
d. Programa de inglés como segundo CienCi8S.cscecccsracceslleccenncccecensancocecs 00
FAiOMa C(ESL)evvecscosnsscnasoscacaccassconss 3 soscees & Mada de CiemP0.ccccveosscllevecnncncncaccaccoaass 01
1 hOr8 © MENOS.eeecvansesl2eccvcnncosecceaanncacs 02

e. Programe de cuUrsos avanzZadoS....cccccoscenes 1 eocunee 2 29 3 horasS.cessacccosceslBcccaccacccesocncacnans
L 8 6 horas.ceeevensocccolbeccnsaccacrnorccccansns
f. Programa especial para los estudiantes 7 29 horas.cccceceesceoe0berecrioveccannoncocces

que tienen dificultades de aprendizaje...... 1 ....... 2 10 28 12 horas.ccecsceescBburcacenncccecsscnansss

13 28 15 hordS.ccoeenascaollecsnncnarnccecceceaana

g. Programa especial para los estudiantes Mis de 15 hOrBS.cerecaeos0Buceiccncrsosccecacsnss
que tienen impedimentos ffsicos....ciieeenae 1 .ia... 2

BSRARE

d. Tiempo dedicado 2 las tareas de inglés
h. Programa para la prevencién del sbandono
de L0S eStUdiOS.ceececeassasannsssconcnnsses J sonanoe 2 No estoy cursando
. iNGléS.cceeesccaceeeoss00occrincnncecsccnnnssnns
Hada de tiempO..cccceoceeflicciinraccocecscancens
1 hOr2 © FMENOS.ccececesssD2iucrecncccosenncannane
35. En la escuela donde estudias actusimente, ;has recibido 223 horas.sccececacecesddiccnccncsacsccecacenss
informacion sobre los temas siguientes? b a6 horas.cccccoescnea 04
789 hor@S.cecceanncrecceslSucenrcnccacncrvonccescs
(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINER) 10 @ 12 horas.eccceoncecelbircncccacccecacnnceces
. 13 2 15 horeseceecencoceed?iuecnnnoccescassscans
No sf 85 de 15 hordS.cceeensos0Bicoascsansoscscccnsns

BSRARARSS8

a. Clases sobre relaciones familiares :
0 SEXUALeS.ccoeucncscscacnasnsoecacsacsscans | snecavs & e. Tiempo dedicado & las tareas de historia

b. Clases sobre el SIDA/™AIDS"..ucecescacansacs 1 saovees & Wo estoy cursando
HigtoriBeecceecrcarsceellicenrsacecccenscancnsne
c. Clases sobre el abuso del alechol Noda de CieMPO..ccceecascellecrcecccncnncecescaacas
© de L85 drogaS.cccescncsccasoscsncscossscss 1 ssassss 2 i hora 0 Meno8.ceecacscooDivocrcccnacsocssoscons
22 3 POraBeeccaccaneaceslBecacseconcsonaconcssce
b 26 horeS.cecececcaceasPbecconacscccoassasconse
73 9 horaSeecocccseacesalSeucccnnsscconenccannse
36. CADA SEMANA, ;cubnto tiempo le dedices dentro y fuers 10 2 12 horasS..cvonccecceDBececcvacocecoccocencasn
de le escuels a las tareas qua se te asignan para hacer 13 8 15 horeS.ccceccecsacD?eveccsccsconccesconcns
en la casa, tanto en total como para ceda una de las KBis de 15 horaS.ceceecossDBiccncacccscoccncocanse
siguientes clases?

BSRRRBRe8

f. Tiempo dedicado a las tareas de les clases restantes
{MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA COLUMNMNA)

Ho estoy cursando

8. Tiempo dedicado a las taress en total otras clases ccacveeene00iccnccucrcancssnceoass 80
Hada de tiemPD.cscaccanoselleccococcacaannonnacnns O1-

En la fuersa de la 1 hora © BENOS.ccorecccsel2icsssnsscccornnnnasass 02

escuela escuela 283 horaS.ccaesccccscselBcccacaancsconcnssossos O3

b 8 6 NOPBS.coaccsnsceseaBbicuaccasscnecsceaascee BF
Nads de tiemPO..ccernoceellecucacnrcvaccocansoces 00 789 horas.cceeccnscsneelSuuiciicncacsovocsacesse 05
1 hora o men0S..ceenesceel0lecencenccnorscacconaas 01 10 8 12 horBS.eceececccreaPBineccnconsosaannaceces 85
283 hOr8S.earcccceccesel2eccccrnacnnnsnanenseas 02 13 8 15 MOPrBS.esorcecccaelPecncccccsancncaasncoas OF
6 86 NOraS..crcecaceneeclBcccccucaconssoncannccs 03 Més de 15 horeS.ceeeceeacdBocuscccsccscncsncanses 08
78 9 hOreS.ccecercecccasBbicoccsoscncsnccesnnsos 04
10 8 12 hOr8S.cvosocccsaslBococcecesaccoescannoce 05
13 8 15 hOr@SecesnccecessBucvcrsaccacacncascanas 08
Més de 15 horeScceceeoscesl0Toecescsosceccncocacnse 07

=12~

TN e



37. Durante el transcurso de un dia tfpico, ¢cudntos 40. ¢Con qué frecuencia vienes a clase SIN los artfculos
perfodos de clase pasas en un saldn de estudio? mencionados a continuacién?
{MARCA UNA RESPUESTA) (MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)
NinGUO..usroare. O Con Con
Nunca rarezz frecuencia Generalmente
UNG.evcnvannsaasse 1 )
8. Papel ¥ lépizeveee 0 cneee 1 viennnn @ connenee 3
DOS.creccensensss & :
b. Libros.cescevceceee 0 avnee 1 teevnee 2 veneenee 3
TreS.caccansaanse 3
c. Tareas terminadas. 0 ..... 1 cceneee 2 teceenes 3
CUALrO.cnressanee &
Mis de cuatro.... 5
41A. Marcs todas las respuestas correctas con respecto a
CADA UNA de las actividades interescolares y/o
38. ¢Qué inmportancia lLe otorgas & las buenas notas? intramuros en que has participado durante el
transcurso del ARO ESCOLAR ACTUAL.
(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)
‘Interescolar' se usa cuando tu escuels compite con
Ninguna importancia... 1 equipos de otras escuelas. ‘Intramuros' quiere decir
que los equipos que compiten pertenecen a8 tu misma
Alguna importancia.... 2 escuela.
Son importantes....... 3 to1] Mi escuela no tiene
Son muy importantes... & 102  No participé
[03) Participé en deportes intramuiros
3%. Con respecto a cads una de las asignaturas enumeradas a
continuacion, marca la columa que mejor describe las [04) Participé en un equipo "junior varsity® o de
notas que has cbtenida en ella desde que comenzaste el estudiantes de primer afo
noveno grado hasta la fecha.
' V {051  Participé en un edipo “versity!
(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA POR CADA UNA DE
LAS ASIGNATURAS QUE FIGURAN A CONTINUACION) [0 Participé como capitén o co-capitén
Matemitica Inglés Historis Ciencias
a. Béisbol/séftbolevence 1 cee 2 e 3 Lt b .0 5 ... 6
a. La pregunta no
corresponde a mi b. Baloncesto/Basketball 1 ... 2 .o 3 .00 & 00 5 oo &
caso -- todavia
no he tomado c. Futbol norteamericanc 1 ... 2 .eo 3 .o & ce0 5 ... &
ninguna clase
en esta d. Futbol (soccer)eceeee 1 .00 2 20ee 3 0ee b e 5 ... 6
asignatura..cesee 0licesseee Blicicnnes 0lencicneea. O
e. Equipo de natacidén... 1 vve 2 eve 3 vee 4 ... 5 .00 &
b. Principalmente A. 02...000ve 020cccnene 020cennneea. 02
f. Otros deportes de
c. Mitad A y mitad 8, equipos (hockey, .
aproximadamente.. 03..cvvese 03.00c0ce. 03,0uaane.. 03 vileibol, etc.)eeeees 1 iae 2 000 3 40 4 400 5 ... 6
d. Principalmente B, 0d.ccvuune Obounnene. Bdieanenna.. 04 g. Otros deportes
: individuales (carrera
e. Mitad B y mitad C, 8 campo traviesa,
aproximadamente.. 05........ 05........ 05¢0cecaasse 05 gimnasia, golf, tenis,
carreras atléticas,
f. Principalmente C. 08..cccuae D6iuiuceae DSincnnaaee. 06 {ucha).eorceecaaeenee 1 ca0 2 0ed 3 00e 6 000 5 ... 6
g. Mited C y mitad D, h. *Cheerleading®.ceceee 1 cae 2 cee 3 vee % vee § o0 6
asproximadamente.. 07...ceaee 07ceiecees 07iuurecan.. O7
' i. "Pom-pom", ®drill
h. Principalmente D. 08........ D8...ccue. OBrccncree.. 08 LM cceucnannrnccose 1 coe @ cee 3 ene & 0 5 ous 6
i. Principalmente
inferiores 8 D... 0%.icceneee 09eieecnne 0Fuvinaesa.. 09
j. La pregunta no
tiene aplicacion
en mi caso -- 0
dan notas en mis
clases..iiciiis Woeiennaa 10.00nues 0ecennnneea 10

(ASEGURATE DE HABER MARCADD UNA RESPUESTA POR CADA UNA DE

LAS ASIGNATURAS MENCIONADAS ARRIBA)



418. Marce una respuesta por cada actividad en gque hayas

(2]
.

42,

participado durante el ARO ESCOLAR ACTUAL.

CLUBES O GRUPOS ESCOLARES

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)

[1) No existe en esta escuela.
[2) No participé

[3) Participé

[4] Participé como oficial

Banda, orqguesta,
COro U otro grupo

MUSTCAlaecerncesvcenvecsssses § cone 2 coee 3

Representacién

teatral o music8l.eccesconnse ¥ oeae 2 vee 3

Gobierno estudiantil.cevscess 1 coee 2 aaan 3

NHS, otra sociedad

honorifica escolar.ceesesssee 1 cove 2 eeee 3

Anuario, periédico

o revista literaria escolar.. 1

vere 20000 3

. Clubes de servicio

(AFS, Key club)ieeneenenonaans 1 c0is 2 ceua 3
Clubes escolares (Club de
arte, computacion, ingenieria,
debate/oratoria, idiomas
extranjeros, ciencias,
matemdticas, psicologfa, ,
filosoffa, €tC.)eurcencrecese 3 caee 2 veee 3
Clubes de aficionados
(fotografia, ajedrez,
nfrisbee, etC.)eceiveranvece 1 oo 2 eeee 3
FIA, FHA, FFA U otros

clubes vocacionales o

profesionaleS.ccaceccvescncee 1 saes 2 caee 3

—_—

asne 4
-

ceen &

eea &

ees &

aree b

rees &

ceee &

Durante el transcurso de una semana t{pica, ¢cuanto

tiempo pasas, en total, en todas las actividades

extracurriculares AUSPICIADAS POR LA ESCUELA?
(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)

NingUNO...cceesvscsessecsccansees 01

Menos de una hora por semana.... 02

De 1 a 4 horas por semana....... 03

De 5 a 9 horas por semans....... 04

De 10 a 19 horas por semana 05

Veinte o mas horas por semana... 06

.94~

43. ¢Cuénto tiempo adicional dedicas por semans, fuera de
la escuela, a leer materiales no relacionados con tu
trabajo escolar? (No incluyas las lecturas que se te
asignan en la escuela.) . ‘

{MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)
. WiNgUMO..cceeecncsncscscccsseses O1
Una hora o menos por semana..... 02
DOS NOr@S.ccescescccccanascscnes 03
Tres horas......._............... 04
De 4 @ 5 horas....oevecncaacece. 05
De 627 horas..‘................ 06
De 8 & 9 horas.cscoceccnensensss 07
Diez horas o mis por semana..... 08

44. iCon qué frecuencia dedicas tiempo, fuera de ta

escuela, a las siguientes actividades?
(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)
[1] Raras veces 0 nunca
[2) Menos de una vez por semana
{31 Una o dos veces por semana
[4) Todos los dfas o casi todos los dfas
a. Pasando el rato con amigos

b

[

f.

o

en atgin punto de la locelidad... 1 .o 2 J0es 3 .vee &
Utilizando computadoras

PersonBles . cueeccesioccsarnannns 1 cous & cove 3 cees &
Trabajando en pasatiempos
predilectos (“hobbies") en pro-
yectos artisticos © manuales..... 1 .... 2

veee 2

evee 3 eues h

Leyendo por placer..ceecesssncass ever 3 seee &

Yendo al parque, al gimnasio,

a lapleya o s le piscind.euieeee 1 cuee 2 0o 3 4o &

Jugando a la pzlota o a otros

OepOrteS CON BMIG0S.caceacncncses § soee € anee 3 cees &

Asistiendo a reuniones de
sgrupaciones juveniles o de

programas de recreC....cecevceece 1

cone  seee 3 onna b

Trabajando de voluntaric o

en servicios comnitarios..eecae. 1

Hablando con amigos por teléfono. 1

eeos 2 anee 3 auen &

. Conduciendo o paseando en
sutomévil (solo o con amigoes)... 1

eoee 2
cees 2

ever 3 uees &
coee 3 ounn b

Conversando o participando en

alguna actividad con tus padres.. 1

coee 2 coee 3 ieel 4

Conversando o participando en
aiguna actividad con otros

BAULLOS.erecnncctcacnsnccsscsnnse I

veee € seee 3 aeea b

Tomando clases: misica,

arte, idiomas, beile...covvscieaee 1

eons @ csne 3 enns b

Tomando lecciones de deportes:

karate, tenis, €tCicceveccacens. 1

veee € soee 3 aua b

Asistiendo a actividades

religiosaS.cecccrccnccacosoccncns 1

cees 2 coee 3 ana b



}.5. Durante el afo escolar, icudntas horas por dia dedicas
generalmente a mirar programas de televisién o videos?
RESPONDE A LAS PARTES ™A™ Y ugn,

(MARCA UNA (MARCA UNA
RESPUESTA) RESPUESTA)

Durante la En el fin
semana de semana

No miro televisidnieueecccnncaensonesseellicinancnceeass 00
Mencs de una hora por dfg...canvecenceelliniiiienceaas. 01
Entre 1 ¥ 2 hOrBS.auscecnsssccnssecnceeelivecaasneceans 02
Entre 2 Y 3 hOrdS.ecrsccancscensscscennslBeccccanncoaces O3
Entre 3 y &4 hOTraS.cereceuncscensonncscealbencccencnsanes B
Entre 4 ¥ 5 hOrdS..cceececncecaresassena5unernaansans 05

~ Més de 5 horas por dffleeecseccnnesenienB6irecnannacass. 06
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PARTE 111 --

46, (Oué importancia le das a cada uno de los siguientes

b.

cbjetivos en la vida?

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)

[1] Minguna importancia
[2] Alguna importancia
{31 Mucha importencia
Tener éxito en tu Linea de trabajo..

Encontrar & la persona con quien
deseas casarte y ser feliz con tu

familideccoccrocessnvosccennsanaveacs
Tener mucho dinero....eeescoosssscss
Tener buenos amigbé.................
Conseguir un trabajo estable........

Ayudar & otros miembros de tu
COMUNIGad. ccveovanssveercsconccnanas

Poder ofrecerle a tus hijos
mejores oportunidades que las que
t0 has tenidleecscesssscascrvnscsces

Vivir cerca de tus padres y
demds familiareSeceececcecscssvsnone

Alejarte de esta regioén del‘ pais....

Conti-ibuir a corregir las
desigualdades econdémicas y

S0CialeSenocerocsccaannancecancanncs
Tener _hijos................v.........

Tener tiempo libre suficiente para

‘disfrutar de las cosas que te

INTereSaN, cvveanvercnsenccsscosasacs

Alejarte de tus padreS.cesvececccces

1

1

1

1

1

1
1

1
1

esnsova

2

2

2

2

2

2
2

2
2

P |

ceeeee 3
censes 3

cieess 3
ceeess 3

cevees 3

ceeese 3
cecere 3

vreens 3

cesens 3
cseses 3

ceeeee 3
veeeee 3
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TUS PLANES PARA EL FUTURD

47. ¢Qué consideran las siguientes personas que es Lo mas

f.

importante que debes hacer al terminar tus estudios
secundarios?

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)
{11 Mo tiene aplicacién en mi caso
2] Ir a la universidad

[3] Conseguir un empleo a tiempo completo

141 lﬁgresar en una escuela de artes y oficios o en un

programa de sprendizaje
[51 Ingresar en las fuerzas armadas’
[6) Casarme _ _
{71 Considersn que debo hacer lo que yo quiera
{8) Ko les importa
9] Mo sé
Tu padre... 01...02...03...04...05...06...07...08...09
Tu medre....01...02...03...04...05...06...07...08...09
Tus amigos..01...02...03...04...05...06...07...08...09

Un pariente
cercano.....01...02...03...04...05...06...07...08...09

Tu consejero

en la
escuela.....01...02...03...04...05...06...07...08...09
Tu profescr )
favorito....01...02...03...04...05...056...07...08...09

Tu entrenador
deportivo,., 01...02...03...04...05...06...07...08...09



4B. (Hasta qué grado crees que tu padre y tu madre desean
que prosigas tus estudios? (CONTESTA LAS COLUMNAS A
Y 8 QUE APARECEN A CONTINUACION CON RESPECTO A LAS
PERSONAS CON QUIENES VIVES O CON QUIENES ESTAS EN
CONTACTO REGULAR.)

{MARCA UNA (MARCA UNA
RESPUESTA) RESPUESTA)
A. 8.
Padre MNadre

a. No tiene aplicacidn

en Mi CBS0...aveancccannse 01

eseasssccanenncacs 01

b. Quiere gue me gradie
de Lo escuela securdarisg.. 02 cocecevncccnnnse. 02

€. Quiere gque me gradie

de la escuela secundaria,

pero que no prosiga

Otros estudicS.cseeesecass 03 cevecnnerennsnses 03
d. Quiere que asista a una

escuels vocacional, a una

escuels de artes y oficios

0 8 una escuela comercial

después que me gradie de

la escuels secundarifeeees 04 covcvecnnnraeaes. B
e. Quiere que tome

un curso universitario

de 005 Bf0S.covecercssrssse 05 cacencrccnaacaess 05
f. Quiere que tome

un curso universitario

de CUatro dM0S.eeecacsccse 08 ceivnveccencnneees 06

g. Cuiere que me gradie
de |8 universidad,.ccveeee O7 cecevncecacanesss 07

-
.

Quiere que prosiga

estudios postgraduados

después que me gradie

de la universidad.ceeaseee 08 covcnnnevecncnse. 08

e NO Sé.ivcvnearcneccnananne 09 covcnvncnvenannes OF

Jo NOo le importa..cciecennene 10 cocecceraccaneeas 10
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49. Actualmente, jcudntos afos de estudios crees que

cursaras?
{MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)

Creo que no me graduaré
de la escuela secundarid.ceccccvconscess. 01

Creo que sélo me graduaré de la
escuela SecUNdArif. ceecnensccccracnsansss 02

Creo que asistiré a una escuela
vocacional, s una escuela de
artes y oficios o a una escuela
comercial después de graduarme de
la escuela securdaria:
MNenos de dOS Bi0S.cesescrsssensscans 03
DOS 80S © MAScsceenensccnncascsscss Bb

Creo que proseguiré un programa
de estudios universitarios:

Menos de dOS Bi0S.ceecncccsssccssncs U5

Dos afos o mis (incluyendo
un grado de dos AN0S).eeecsensccsnoes 08

Terminaré los estudics

universitarios (un programa de

cuatro o cinco ams)................ 07
Maestria u otro grado equivalente... 08
Doctorado en filosoffa o en

medicina u otro grado profesional
L Lt 2 - T P - 4

50. Para el transcurso de los dos préximos afcs (has

tomado o estés considerando tomar alguno de los
exiémenes mencionados a continuacién?
(MARCA TODAS LAS RESPUESTAS CORRECTAS)
[1] No he pensadc en etlo
{2) No, no piensc tomarlo
B sf,
14) sf,

51 si,

este afo
el afio préxim
en el 12vo. grado
a. Em "Pl‘e'SAT"--............. 1-..-2----3-...‘----5
b. College Board
Scholastic Aptitude Test
(gT’.lI.l...'l.l......-..'l..- 1....2--..3.0.“....5

¢c. American College Testing test
{ACT)

d. Advanced Placement Test (AP)... 1.ces2ecseSacccliecssd

e. Armed Services Vocational
Aptitude Battery (ASVAB)...seee lueee2eseeBenccbece S
f. Preliminary American College
Testing Test (PACT)c.cenceccnns Jeees@ecesdeneabbansdd



51. ;Tienes la intencidn de cursar estudios universitarios
después de graduarte de la escuela secundaria?

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)

Mo, no pienso ir a la universidad....... 1 PASA A LA

‘ : PREGUNTA 53
§i, inmadiatamente después de

terminar los estudios secundarios....... 2

S{, después de pasir un ano sin
asistir a la escuelacicicesacccccnsacess 3

NO S€..cieeesvennsncssssncincasaasnacons &

iQué importancia tiene cads uno de los siguientes
factores en el proceso de seleccién de la universidad »
que asistiras? :

52.

(TRAZA UN CIRCULO ALREDEDOR DE UNA
RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)

[1] Ninguna importancia
[2) Alguna importancia
[31 Bucha importancia

a. Gastos universitarios (matrfcula,
libros, alojamiento, comida).... 1 cevvive 2 tuvvee. 3
Disponibilidad de ayuda
econémice, tal como un préstamo
estudiantil, una beca o una

donacidn....... sesevesaensasases 1 ressees 3

cesense &
Disponibilidad de un curso

de estudios o de cursos
especfficos.iucrcaacsennsnanenee 1

P

La reputacién de la universidad
respectc a8 Sus programas
At léticoS.iconvonncncansaansaes 1

censese 2 seeenss 3

La vida social en la
universidad..ceeeecccvecrnnonnses 1

P TITIITR |

Le posibilidad de vair en casa
y asistir a la universidad...... 1 ve.veee 2
La posibilidad de vivir lejos
08 COSB.cirienrnreancracrsannooest

Un ambiente religioso....ceveee. ¥

cesvere 2 sounese 3

i. Un ambiente de poca
ecriminalidad...cccevceccncaascees 1

cesvere 2 cennnea 3

El historial de colocacién de
empleoc y de trabajo de los
graduados de ia universidad..... 1

4

cevesse 3

La reputacién de la universidad
en cuanto a sus programas de
estudioSeesraearrcsannscasecnnes 1

cenvere & seceeed 3

l. La laxitud de las normas/los )
starndards de adnisidN.ecevecssee 1 vecuees 2

vesrees 3

53. Entre las categorfas mencionadas a continuacion, icusl
describe con mayor exactitud el trabajo o la ocupacién
Que esperas ¢ Que te propones desempefiar irmediatamente
después de terminar los estudios secundarios, as{ como
a los 30 afos de edad? Aun si no estds seguro, traza
un circulo alrededor del trabajo o la ocupacion que te
parezca mis probable.
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(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA COLUMNA)
1) Después de terminar los estudios secundarios .
[2] A s edad de 30 afios ‘

- OFICINISTA, tsl como cajero(a) de bancg,

tenedor(a) de Libros, cartero(a),
tacguillero(a)..eccaneaess R 1 P ) |

ARTESANO(A), tal como panadero(a),
mecénico(a) de automdviles, )
macsinista, pintor(a), plomero(a),
instalador(a) de teléfonos,
COrpPintero(B)..cicavessssceccncasscsess 02 cavencneass 02

AGRICULTOR(A) O ADMINISTRADOR(A) AGRICOLA.03 ........... 03
AMA(D) DE CASA....ccaseesesceveconerscacesdb cunvnnnnnse Db

OBRERO{A), tal como cbrero(a) de
construccién, lavador(a) de
automiviles, cbrero(a)
sanitario(a), obrero(a) agricola.......05 ...eveueses 05

GERENTE, ADMINISTRADOR(A), tal como
gerente de ventas, gerente de
oficina, sdministrador(a) de
escuelas, camprador(a), gerente
de restaurante, funcicnario(a) piblico.06 ..cvvveee.. 06

MILITAR, tal como oficial de carrers o
subalterno en las fuerzas armadas..... 07 ...evveee.. 07

OPERADOR(A), tal camo carnicero(a),
ensamblador(a), operador(a) de
maquinas, soldador(a), chofer de
taxis, de autobuses o de camiones.... 08 ...even.... 08

PROFESIONAL, tal como contador,
srtista, enfermero(a) graduado(a),
ingeniero(a), bibliotecario(a),
escritor(a), asistente sccial, sctor,
actriz, atlets, polftico(a), pero sin
incluir maestro(a) de escuslas...cciee 0F coececccans

PROFESIONAL, tal como clérigo(a)/(sacer&ote),' ‘
dentista, médico(a), abogado(a),
cientffico(a), profesor(a),

UNiversitariof@).uceececessaccoccscacs 10 cenreencesa 10
PROPIETARIO O DUERO, tal como duefio(a) de

un negocio pequefio, contratista,

duefio(a) de restaurante....cessseceeee 11 coccocnenss 11
SERVIC10S DE PROTECCION, tal como

detective, agente de policia,

guardia, alguacil, bombero(a)essecnnes 12 cocacencens 12
VENTAS, tal como vendedor(a), agente

publicitario o de seguros, .

corredor{a) de bienes rafceS.cececeace 13 cenveeeness 13
PROFESOR DE ESCUELAS, tal como maestro(a)

de escuela primaria o secundaria...... 1 ...oeecee.. 1
SERVICIOS, tal como barbero(a),

cosmetélogo(a), enfermero(s)

préctico(a), empleado(a) . )

daméstico(a), conserje, camarero(@)... 15 veeeecceess 15
TECNICO, tal como dibujante, técnico(a)

dental o médico, programador(a) de :

COMPULAUOTES . cessoacncarcscnsscsassnee 18 tecncenensa 16
NO ME PROPONGD TRABAJAR..ccncvevenceveses 17 crecnvecnes 17
OTRO.ucaasscrancsaansscacannssnsasssacase 18 cocasvaness 18
NO SE.cccvrcccnsnctnasnceccnccsscacancnes 19 cocevcccvcs 19



PARTE IV -- USO DEL IDIOMA

s£. éSe habla en tu casa algin otro idioma, aparte del

inglés?

NO.ucenseosansesceaes 1 (PASA A LA PREGUNTA 62)

L

55, :Qué otro idioma se habla en tu casa?

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)

ESPaMOl.csnsocconsoccncassccannes
ChimOeceeccnnscconsnnscennncanens
JAPONES. cccaasnsscananrssassaneas
COreaNO.cecrscnsossacaannssaansse
Un idioma filipimOee.iceaaeccnaas.
Italiand..ceecreoscnoscanssneans
FrancéS.cscsecasscsscnnsacannsnes
AleMaN..cceeocsaasssesosacrscsass
Grieg0.eecccasacecannsccasscsoans

POLACO s esccccsrsacnnnsacasssacse

POrtUGUES. sevnvsracsnnrcccannanas
Vietnamitd.cevececenessceaanuosas

CambOYaN0. ceecarrocecanssscannnne

Olr0.cacusncncssssscsaancsscsnnss

0
03
1]
05
06
07
08
o?
10
1
12
13

1%
15

S55A. iEs éste tu idioma maternc (el primer idioms que

sprendiste s hablar cuando eras nifo)?

NOiceceasoeesenncnesaea 1 (PASA A LA PREGUNTA 56)

Sfeeciuuenescesannssece 2 (PASA A LA PREGUNTA 55b)

55B. ¢Qué grado de facilidad tienes para...

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)

{11 Ninguna
[2] No mucha
[3] Bastante
{41 Mucha

a. comprender tu idioms MAtErnO?.. 1 ceeee € cveve 3 tesa. b

b. hablar tu idioma materno?eeeane ¥ covee 2 conee 3 s 4

c. leer tu idioma matermo?.cecccee 3 caeee 2 covse 3 eeee &

d. escribir tu idioma materno?.... 3 veeer 2 teere 3 cenns &
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56. ¢Con gué frecuencia le hablas a tus padres en inglés
scbre tus tareas escolares u otro trabajo de la
escuela?

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)

No se aplics en mi caso,
no hablamos sobre mis tAredsS..ceneecceces 1

Nuncs hablamos en iNgléS..veveecenccaneas 2
A veces hablamos en inglés....veeccnneae. 3

Aproximedamente (a mitad de (as
veces hablamos en inglés.ccevunivoncenna. &

Siempre, o ia mayor parte del
tiempo, hablamos en inglés.....ccuveeneee 5

57. (Qué grado de facilidad tienes para...

" (TRAZA UN CIRCULO ALREDEDOR DE LNA
RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)

(1] Ninguna

{2] No mucha

[3] Bastante

(4] Mucha

a. comprender el inglés hablado?.... 1 ... 2 ... 3 ... &
b. hablar inglés?..cieecernvoccceans 1 0ae 2 4ee 3 oo &
c. leer inglés?.cciecenccacssosccnce 1 oo @ cee 3 auae &

d. escribir inglés?.cuveeccraccccese 1 cue @ vene 3 use 4

S8. Oesde que comenzaste el noveno grado, (has recibide
alguns syuda especial pars aprender a leer, escribir o
hablar inglés?

{MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)

NOuvsoaosonnaneanneeaes 1 (PASA A LA PREGUNTA 62)

Sfeeerccnnisennencnnneen 2

59. Esta aywuda especial, (fue en la forma de...

(MARCA TODAS LAS RESPUESTAS CORRECTAS)
a. tutels individual?.uceeninececccvacanenns §
b. Un 9rupo PeQUEio?.cc.recrrenasscrscsacans 2

C. Un grupc mis NUMEroso que
tu clase regular?.ceccccececncsncacsces 3

d. inglés come segundo idioma (ESL)?..ececes &

e. instruccidn bilinglie?.secrcccsocccsncsces 5



60. :Con qué frecuencia participaste en las siguientes
clases ¢ actividades?

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)
{11 Nurca
[2) Con rarezs
[3] Algunas veces
[4) Con frecuencia

a. Escuchar grabaciones

(cintas) en inglés.eeoseee 0 ceeen 1 oenaa 2400003

b. Mejorsr el inglés hablade. 0 «..co ¥ .ne 2 000003

eeeee 1T aen 2 ..., 3

0
]

C. Leer ingléS.eceescscocsese O cavuie 1 000ee 2 00aee 3
d. Escribir inglés;.......... 0
0

e. Otras actividadeS.seesesee 0 covee b c0ane 2 40eee 3

61. iConsideras que tus conocimientos de los siguientes
aspectos del inglés han mejorado como resultado de tu
participacién en estas clases o actividades especiales?

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)

{11 No

{2] Un poco

{31 Mucho

8. Comprensidn del inglés
hablado...... cescana eesose 0 conae 1 aunes 2 ceeue 3

b. Hablar inglés...ceeccnanneald veeee 1 eeane 2 veean 3
c. Leer inglés.cccviieccnenneoD aene ¥ cenne 2 ceaaa 3

d. Escribir inglés.cceecencnesd veeen 1 eenn 2 oeeee 3



PARTE V -- TUS OPINIONES SOBRE T! MISMO Y SOBRE TUS ACTITUDES

Indica si estés de acuerdo © en_desaguerdo con las
menciones que aparecen & continuacidn.

62.
(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)

1] Estoy absclutamente en desacuerdo

[2} Estoy en desacuerdo

[3) Estoy de acuerdo

m Estoy absolutamente de acuerdo

Me siento bien en
cuanto a mi Persond..cese 0 .oeo 1

veee 2 aee Jaual b

b. No tengo suficiente

control scbre la
orientacién que mi

vida estd adquiriendo.... 0 cove 2 soee 3 eeas

sean 1

En mi vida, cbtener
éxito deperde

mis del azar y de la
buena suerte que del
trabajo ardud.eecenceness 0 coan 1

veee @ ceen B aann b

Me considero una persona
cue vale e iguail a todo

el MIGO.ceeersaccncarnse O cese 2 seee 3 eans b

aves

Sé hacer las cosas tan
bien como la mayorfs de

la gente..coveessanocnass O rres € anee F eeed b

ceea 1

. Cada vez que trato de

lograr algun progreso,
algo o alguien me lo

IMPide.sesracseasesnnccee O ceee 2 veen Beeens b

eses }

Mis proyectos casi
nunca se logran; por eso

me moiesta planearios.... 0 veee € anee 3 soed &

eese 1

h. En términos generales,

estoy satisfecho

COrmigo MiSMOscescacanses O cees @ srea 3 sie. &

eeen 1

A veces me siento

indtilecessaeniaennceaass O cove @ eeen 3ol b

aese 1

A veces siento que

no sirvo para nada...eeee 0 caen 1 ceen 2 40ne 3 Ll b

Cuande hago un proyecto
me siento casi seguro de
lograr mis objetives..... O

cvee & eeee 3 Ll b

arae 1
l. Considero que no tengo
muchos motivos para
enorgullecerm®..cceeeece. 0

cvee 2 wuen 3 Ll b

enes 1
El azar y la suerte son
factores muy importantes
en lo que me sucede en

la vida.ccoccnrccencenaas O

ceee @ seee B aao. b

eens 1
Casi siempre me siento

vacfo emocionalmente.eee. 0 cane 1 aeae 2 veea 3 ool &

&3. Escoge la respuesta que mejor se aplica a tu caso.

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)
1l No
[21 Mayormente no
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c.

t.

t.

[31 Mis bien no gue si
[4]1 Mis bien s que no
51 sf

Mis padres me tratan

en forma justa8......... 0 ... 1...2...3
Aprendo répidamente en

mis clases de inglés... 0 ... 1...2...3
Tengo buenos amigos de

mi propio sexo.........01 .. 02 .. 03 .. 04
Matemiticas es una de

las asignatures en que

MejOr e Vl...evee-....01 ., 02 .. 03 .. 04
Inglés es una de las

asignaturss en que

MEjOr ME VB..eaeaaene-01 .. 02 .. 03 ., 0§
Ne wme gustan mucho

mis padres.....ecee... 01 .. 02 .. 03 .. 04
Tengo buenas notas

en inglés..oececuennns 01 .. 02 .. 03 .. 0%
Las personas del sexo

opuesto me prestan

mxcha atencitén....e... 01 .. 02 .. 03 .. 04
Me lleve bien con

mis padres....eenq.... 01 .. 02 .. 03 .. 04
Siempre he sido buenc

en matemiticas..ec.... 01 .. 02 .. 03 .. 04
Hsgo amistad con las

muchachas fécilmente.. 01 .. 02 .. 03 .. 04
Hago amistad con (os

wuchaches fécilmente.. 01 .. 02 .. 03 .. 04
Mis padres generaimente estén

descontentos o desilusionadoes

con lo que yo hago.... 01 .. 02 .. 03 .. 04
Soy muy malo(a) en

las clases de inglés.. 01 .. 02 .. 03 .. 04
No me llevo muy bien

con las muchachas..... 01 .. 02 .. 03 .. O&%
No me tlevo muy bien

con les muchachos..... 01 .. 02 .. 03 .. 04
Saco buenas notas en
matemiticas...oveenels 01 .. 02 .. 03 .. 04
Tengo dificultad en

entsblar amistad con

los miembros de mi

propio SeXo.ceecsec.ee 01 .. 02 .. 03 .. 04
Saco malas notas en

los examenes de

MAtemStiCaS.veeveenaas 01 .. 02 .. 03 .. 04
No soy muy popular

entre los miembros del

$eX0 OpUeStO.eeeesesa. 01 .. 02 .. 03 .. 04
Mis padres me

comprenden. cceaeaeness 01 .. 02 .. 03 .. 04

I T
vee b ol 3
.. 05 .. 06
.« 05..06
.. 05 .. 08
..05..06
« 05 .. 06
.. 05..06
.. 05..08
. 05 .. 06
.. 05..06
.. 05 .. 06
..05..06
. 05 .. 06
.. 05..06
.o 05 .. 06
.. 05 .. 06
.. 05 .. 06
. 05 .. 06
.. 05 .. 06
. 05 .. 06



64, Pensando en el futuro, (qué probabilidades hay de

.

que

m
21
31
el
5]

te gradies de la escuela
SeCUNSariaZ?esseccccccass 1

Huy pocas

Pocas

Cincuenta por ciento
Muchas

Muchisimas

vayas a la universidad?. 1

obtengas un empleo con

un buen sueldo?.eeenvaee 1

llegues » ser duefio de

tu propis casa?...ceeees 1

obtengas un empleo que
te gUSte?...cccaevencrens |

tu vida familiar sea
feliz?.oveeenccnancaanns 1

continies gozando de
buena salud la mayor
parte del tiempo?....... 1

puedas vivir en la
regién del pafs que tu
prefieras?.ceccscccancss 1

seas un miembro respetado
de la comunidad?....nev..t

tengas buenos amigos con
Quienes puedas contar?...1

tu vida sea mejor que la
de tus padres?...ceseoee 1

- la vida de tus hijos sea

mejor que la tuys?...... 1

2
2

[

2
2

2

2

2
2
2
2

2

LERX X} 3
eees 3

eess 3
cens 3
cree 3

ciee 3
vees 3

e 3
ver 3
ceer 3
ceer 3

O |

&4

4

&

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)

rees 3
cees 5

cees S

sese 5.

cees 3

rees D

eeee 5

cees 5

eeee 5

eere S

b.

[-

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)

Al comparar tu primer afo de escuela secundaria con el
afo anterior, iestas de acuerdso o en desacuerdo con
las afirmaciones que aparecen a continuacion?

[1] Estoy absolutamente en desacuerdo

[2]1 Estoy en desacuerdo

(3] Estoy de acuerdo

{4] Estoy sbsolutamente de scuerdo

Los cursos de (a escuela
secunderia han sido

més diffciles.ccenoccses 1 auaann 2

Los profesores de la
escuela secundaria han

sido més estrictoS.eeeee 1 senee. 2

Los reglamentos escolares
han sido aplicados mis

estrictamente en la escuels
secundarif..c.cceverccncee 1 sennee 2

Ha sido més diffcil

entablar smistades...... 1 cacaoe 2

Me he sentido més solo

en la escuela secundaria.? c.ceee 2 cevens 3

ceesse 3

seeeee 3

vesevs 3

ssenes 3

cesees &

consse b

R

ceenes &

cscces b

éb. gEstis de acuerdo con las afirmaciones que aparecen s
continuacién en cuanto a tus motivos para asistir a la

c.

escuela?

CMARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)

m
rd]
31
[41

Estoy en desacuerdo
Estoy de acuerdo

Las asignaturas que
estoy tamando son
interesantes y

estimilantes..coouennenee. 4

Me produce satisfaccidn
hacer el trabajo que debo

hacer enclase...........

No tengo nada mejor

QUe hBCel.seeearvansceass |

Le educacion es un factor

importante en la obtencidn
de un empleo més tarde... 1

La escueia es un lugar
donde puedc hacer

BMiStadeS..ccvannnccnsacs 1

Soy miembro de un
equipo deportivo o de

un clb.sseenvececnnnsane 1

Mis profesores se

preocupan por mf Yy
desean que yo tenga

éxito en mis estudios.... 1

Estoy sbsolutamente de

acuerdo

veeses &

cveeas 2

R -

cesees 2

evenes 2

resaee 2

ceenes 2

Estoy absolutamente en desacuerdo

ceveee 3 eanees &

seseen 3

censes &

cereee 3 ueaial b

veseee 3

Ceeres b

sevess & veeare b

cerees 3

casses &

P S



67. Le mayoria de las personas piensan en (a imagen que 70. Entre el grupo de amiges que frecuentas, :(qué

proyectan ante los demds. (Qué imagen crees tU que ixportancia tiene...
proyectas?
(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA) (MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA}
11 No
{11 No tiene ninguna importancia
{21 Un poco . . :
[2] Tiene alguna importancis
[31 Mucho

[3] Tiene muchs importancia
a. POPUlAP...ecacscsaconsoee D cienenene T acainaenn 2
a. asistir a clase

b. Atlets..cccccnccnscesnnss 0 nevoonnes 1 eevnnened 3 regUlBrmente? . ccveeancaasnncee § cnnncee @ vooeess 3
c. Sociable.cecreseansoceene O cnrveenae 1 ieniannss 3 b. eStudiar?icecionncinncncrcaces T orieeee 2 vevnned 3
d. Buen estudiant®.ccenvsees D saavscees 1 vecnsenes 3 c. participar en (os deportes?.e. 1 cevenee 2 cneeees 3
e. IMPOrtante....ceccssseess 0 ssvecnnce 1 crnacnnee 3 d. secar buenas NOtas?....secneee T ceennie @ secenee 3
f. AGItador{a)isscececceseee 0 cavrcoces 1 tenenensa 3 e. ser popular/apreciado por

1o estudiantes?.cceiicecncoer 1 tiinnae € conecee 3
g. Lider.c.ciuieaareoccsnase 0 tevnnnieee 1 vearvenas 3

=

. terminar los estudios
h. ANEiSOCTalacuecccanrnoeas O coveaonce 1 asveonnes 3 secUNdarios?.eeeecorccacsseces 1 coeenes 2 tnneans 3

G. tener NOVIio/NOVia?eceeesaasses 1 ceennes € cecenne 3
TUS RESPUESTAS A LAS SIGJIENTES PREGUNTAS SON IMPORTANTES

PARA AYUDARNOS A COMPRENDER LA FORMA EN QUE TUS AMISTADES k. estar dispuesto a fiestar y
INFLUYEN EN TU VIDA. a conducirse
descabelladamente?e.ieecisccae 1 ceenees 2 coveess 3
68, (Tienes amigos {ntimos con quienes has tenido amistad i. continuar los estudios
desde que estabas en octavo grado? después de graduarse de

escuels SecUKariaZeieaeiessce 1 cenvece @ vonaans 3
(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)
j. participar en actividades
] O | religiosas?.eeccasrcnanscecens 1 cevneen 2 cvnvnee 3

) 4 k. prestsr servicios
comnitarios o volunterios?... 1 cieeeee 2 ieenees 3

P

. tener un enpleo estable?....oe 1 coceene 2 ceinena 3
9. En total, ¢cusntos amigos tuyos han abandonado los
estudios antes de graduarse?
71. Entre todas las personas jSvenes y adultas que conoces
(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA) personaimente, pienss en la que mis admiras. ¢Cémo la
describirias? :
NingUNG..ceeessveaanases 1

(MARCA TODAS LAS RESPUESTAS CORRECTAS)
AlGUNOS.cvceacvnosaanes 2
Esa persona:
La mayor{a..cecceansace 3
4. Es popular.icccccescsnsrenee |

Tod0Seeeeannsnonecnanes &
b. Es honradB..ceceencacocancse 1
€. Viste biefleoceieccannnnseses 1
d. Es inteligente.....veeveeaea
e. Me comprende...cecccccancsee 1
f. Tiene un automévil bonito... 1
g. Tiene un enpleo importante.. 1
h. Gena mucho dinero...ccccaeus 3

i. Es buen deportists...ecncess 1

j» Comparte mis opiniones
sobre las cosas importantes. 1

NOo sdniro @ nadiB.cecenrcnccccaccena 1 (PASA A LA
PREGUNTA 73)



72. ¢Qué parentesco tienes con esa persons y qué edsd
riene ella? (MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)
[11 15 afies o menos
[21 entre 16 y 19 afios
{31 entre 20 y 25 afos
(41 26 afics o més
ES UN BMiQ0.vccecccnccssnsas 1 scacoo & coceo 3 ooess &
Es mi padre/mi madre.....eee T oecoce @ seeee 3 o0uel b
ES UN Pariente..cavesecencee | scscco & sosee 3 ccnes &
£s mi esposc()a/mi novio(a) 1 ceceee 2 cuooe 3 ooee. b
ES Otrd PErSONB.uccccosssson 1 soesec & sonoe 3 eonaa &
73. Piensa en las personss con quienes pasas la mayor
parte del tiempo. ¢Oué edad tienen?
(MARCA TODAS LAS RESPUESTAS CORRECTAS)
3. 13 805 O MENDS.esoscavooccscsssnsass |

.de 14 8 15 8M0S.cesssoescnancncssacnse 1

o

C. de 16 8 17 B80S .eccevsosccasscssscans 1
d. de 18 @ 19 8R0Sc.eeevensscesccasnsces 1

e, de 20 8 21 8M0S.scvaccanccascncccnncs |

-

»entre 22 ¥ 25 B0S.cscecesccannnonans 1

Q. 26 A0S O MBS.cueueseassossscosaccasea 1
LA CONTESTACION A LAS PREGUNTAS 74 A 76, COMO LA DE TCDAS
LAS PREGUNTAS QUE FIGURAN EN ESTE CUESTIONARIO, ES
VOLUNTARIA. ESPERAMOS QUE LAS CONTESTES TODAS, PERO PUEDES
OMITIR CUALQUIERA DE ELLAS QUE PREFIERAS NO CONTESTAR. LAS
PREGUNTAS SIGUIENTES SON IMPORTANTES PARA AYUDARNGS A
COMPRENDER LA FORMA EM QUE TUS EXPERIENCIAS DENTRG Y FUERA
DE LA ESCUELA INFLUYEN EN TUS RELACIONES.

74, (Consideras importante estar casado antes de tenmer
relaciones sexuales?

(HMARCA UNA RESPUESTA)
BOieeeceeossavnasonsaces |
Hasta cierto punto...... 2
Muy importante....cceces 3
75. ¢Considerarfas la posibilided dz tener un hijo sin
estar casado(a)?
(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)
L P |
Posiblemente.....cevvans 2

L3 P -

HO 5€.vvcarnvoccaccnnnon &

76. ¢Tienes hijos?
(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)
Ho, R0 tEeNP0ccucvacaoses 1

Ho, pero estoy
eSperando NO..svsceeess 2

8f, teNY0ccevcescrcasnss 3
LA CONTESTACION DE LAS PREGUNTAS 77 A 80, INCLUSIVE, ES
VOLUNTARIA. ESPERAMOS QUE LAS CONTESTES TODAS, PERO PUEDES
CMITIR CUALQUIERA DE ELLAS QUE PREFIERAS NO CONTESTAR.
77. Genaralmente, gecusntos cigarrillos fumas al dfa?
(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)

Ho fumde.cccencenervecss 01

Henos de 1 sl dig....... 02

Entre 1y5 al dia..c... 03

Cerca de 1/2 cajetilla
8l dig.vecacucccconancea B4

Més de 1/2 cajetilla
pero menos de 2 al dia.. 05

Dos o mis cajetillas
al dfBiccecescercenannss 06

A CONTINUACION TE HACEMOS ALGUNAS PREGUNTAS SOBRE EL
CONSUMO DE BEBIDAS ALCCHOLICAS, IWCLUYEWDO LA CERVEZA, EL
VIKO, LOS REFRESCOS DE VINO Y LOS LICORES.

78. (Cuéntas veces (si alguna) has consumido babidas
alecohélicas?

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)
0 1-2 3-19 20+
a. Durente toda tu vida...eve 1 veecen 2ecvocce 3 avovea &

b. Durante los Ultimos
12 MESeS.cuasvecccansannre | cosese Lovooene B ononas &

¢. Durente los Oltimos
30 digSeescecrcncanncocenn T cnvooe 2annones 3 cuases &

7. Durante el transcurso de las ULTIMAS DOS SEMANAS,
icudntas veces has consumido cinco o mis bebidas
alcohbl icas seguidas? (Una bzbida alcohdlica es una
copa de vino, una botella de cerveza, un trago de
licor o un céctel.)

(MARCA UMA RESPUESTA)
Hinguna vez..................... 1
UNB Y8Z.eiceceonorocarscnanvsses 1
DOS VECES.ccacooonnesasscncnenn 1
Entre 3 ¥ 5 veteS.ucvssecocncas 1
Entre 6 y ® veceS..cvervsvsoecas 1

Diez O MAS VECeS.ovcrevsnsnsvon |



80. iCudntas veces (si alguna) has fumado marihuana
{yerba, yesca) o hachis?

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)
0 1-2 3-19 20+
a. Durante tods tu vida.eeeee 1 cenee Qecenense 3 vunens @

b. burante los ultimos
12 MESES.coveuvcessencncas 1 cones Revocvane 3 auenes &

c. Durante los dltimos
30 df&8S.vcacnaavocncesnrsss 1 cacer Convocree J coeene &

BOA. :Cuintas veces (si aiguna) has consumido cocaina en
cusiquier forma (incluyerdo el crack)?

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)
(o] 1-2 3-1% 20+
a. Durante toda tu Vidd.eeease T cenee 2 cneeeaned coveae &

b. Durante los ultimos
12 MESPS.sveescnrasveossse § ssnne & sennvee 3 sovars b

¢. Durante los ultimos :
30 0iBSce.crecararcscscass b ceeee 2 nvecnes 3 cennae &



PARTE VI -- INFORMACION SDBRE TUS ANTECEDENTES

NOTA: Las tres preguntas que figuran a continuacion se
refieren a libertades fundamentales de expresioén,

81.

Tus respuestas proporcionaran informacidn Gtil para ls
interpretacion de tos resultados del estudio.
tienes alguna reserva en cuanto a contestarias, no

olvides que puedes omitirlas.

(Cudl es tu religidn?

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)

BBULIStB..ccovscccncnnonsnnccans
MetodisSta.cececessascrascccannes
LUterana.c..oovneesrecnrccncnaas
Presbiteriang...cceeeeessecenscns
Episcopal..............;........
Pentecostsl.siecrcecccesonanncas
Otra denominacién protestante...
Catélica romand..c.ccecececcnscss
Ortodoxa oriental...c.ceceesvenss
MOMMONA. e ssseesscossassnsacannes
Otra religibn cristiana....e.e..
L - £
MUSULMANA. .. caveeasanacnnncannen

Religién oriental (budista,
hindi, taofsta)essecnvecencecenn

otra religion..ccceverecrceenans

NiNGUNB. . eceecnsnncssancncancnee

01
02
03

10
1
12
13

14
15
16

Si

-26-

82. Ourante el transcurso de los Gltimos 12 meses, ;con
qué frecuencia has asistido a servicios religiosos?

(MARCA UNA RESPLESTA)
Wés de una vez por semang....... 01
Cerca de una ver por semana..... 02
Dos o tres veces al mes......... v03
Cerca de una vez al mes......... 04
Varias veces al afo, o menos.... 05

NUNCB.cvsescoaresncsncassvaceass 06

83. ¢Te consideras una persona religiosa?
(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)
No, en lo més MiNiMO.eeeencccanes 1
Sf, hasta cierto puntO.ceeececcess 2

Sf, muy religios8.cceereecccenees 3



PARTE VII -- EL DINERO Y EL TRABAJO

8. (Estés enpleado actualmente o has estads empleado
alguna vez?

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)
8. Nunca he estado enpleado......... 1 (PASA A LA
PREGUNTA B9)

b. No estoy empleado, pero

estuve empleade durante

este 870 eSCOlalcacccasonconnass 2
c. No he estado empleado

este sho, pero estuve

empleado el veranc pasado........ 3

d. Estuve empleado antes
del veranc pasadOieeecasceccsrses 4

e. Estoy empleado actuslmente....... 5

85. iCuéntas horas por semana trabajas/trabsjabas
generalmente en tu empleo actual/mis reciente?

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)
0 » 10 horas por semand........ 1
11 & 20 horas por SemaNd....... &
21 a 30 horas por Semand....... 3
31 a 40 horas por SemanB....... 4

Més de 40 horas por semana..... 5

85, iCudntas de esas horas trabsjas/trabajasbas durante el
fin de semans (s&bado o dominge)?

{MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)

0 a 5 horas durante el
fin de SeMANB..ccovennnnosacsae 1

& a 10 horas durante el
fin de SeMINB.cccenncccccansses €

11 a 15 horas durante el
fin de SeMONB. . ccnevecasancecss 3

16 8 20 horas durante el
fin de semana...coceaancccaanss &

Mis de 20 horas durante el
fin de SEMANB..ccveccreccnanoes I

87.

¢0ué tipo de trabajo remunerado haces/hiciste en tu
erpleo actual/més reciente? (No incluyas el trabajo
que haces en {a casa. Si haces o has hecho més de un
tipo de trabajo, escoge el que mds te pagabs por
hora.)
(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)
Jardineris o tareas diversas......... 01

Trabajo en restaurantes de
servicio répido...ceeacsnas essasseess 02

COMArerc O CAMArerB..esccccrcanssecss 03
Entrega de periédicos a domicilio.... 04
Cuidado e bebés 0 de NiIN0S.ccuceases 05

Consejero(a) de campamento juvenil
O salvavidasS...cueesvececacacnseccas 06

Obrero(a) agricola..cecceccccacnnaass O7
Obrero{a) de fAbricB....cececaarsasees 08
Brecero/trabajador manual..c.caeneee. 09

Oependiente(a), vendedor(a) de
tiendh.eeescenacciasassosccceccnnsese 10

Limpieza domésticl..ceencacncnsvcecas 11
Trabajo de conStructidn..ceecececacss 12
Oficinists.ccuuecasscccaacosnnaccccas 13

Trebajo de hospital o de ia salud.... 14

OtPO.cscenrosesasccnsancacscanssnnass 19

iCusnto ganas/ganabas por hora en tu empleo actual/més
reciente?
(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)

Mencs de $2.50 por hor@...ceceeccecasa 01
$2.50 8 83.34.curcccccsecernnsncccacas 02
$3.35 8 83.99. ccceneerananscccnannnaas 03
$4.00 8 $4.99.c.ccrnccancnscncecencass 04
$5.00 8 $5.99...canunnccecccnsnsnccces 05
$5.00 8 $5.99.c.ucnrecsccencccnncnnces 08
$7.00 8 $7.99.cccirncccansacsnarsacees O7
$8.00 & $9.99.c.ccvcicccccnncccocncnss OF

$10 o més por hora.cccecceneccccananss 09



89.

90.

91.

92.

93.

PARTE VIII -- TU FAMILIA

iTienes un hermanc gemelo o una hermana gemela?
No..... csesessecscacns

Sfeurenrarenrsennnnnes 2

¢Cuintos hermanos y hermanas mayores tienes (incluyendo
los adoptivos, lLos hermanastros y tos medio-hermancs)?

C(ESCRIBE EL NUMERO)
hermano(s)

hermana(s) :

iCuéntos hermanos y hermanas menores tienes (incluyendo
los adoptives, los hermanastros, y los medio-hermanos)?

C(ESCRIBE EL NUMERO)
hermano(s)

hermana(s)

iCuiles de las siguientes personas viven contigo bajo
el mismo techo? :

(MARCA TODAS LAS RESPUESTAS CORRECTAS)
8. PaAre...ciccenconcensonsossonensncancnie 1
b. Padrastro...cecesseresscscasnncncassacas §

c. Otro vardn adulto (padre de
crianza, tutor, Otr0).ccreececensocvonns |

d. Madre....ccvecececnccnseccscacncoscnncee 1
€. MadrastrB...cvcecsssocesncacsveacannncnee |

f. Otra msjer adulta (madre de
crisnza, tULOra, Otra)ecccceccecscooanss §

§. ESpOSO/eSPOSB.ccecnsvacsssccasscssaannes 1
h. Novio/noviB,..seevssencsaacascansasansan |
1.8 hijoo hijos.ieecacecenecscccacnseaae ¥
iCudntas de las siguientes personas viven contige bajo
el mismo techo?
(ESCRIBE EL NUMERO; ESCRIBE "0O"
SI NO VIVE NINGUNO.)

a. Hermano(s) (incluyendo los adoptivos,
los hermanastros o Los medio-hermanos)........

b. Hermana(s) (incluyendo las adoptivas,
las hermanastras o las media-hermanas)........

C. Abuelo(a)(S)eeuuercncensoosncnnancoscanssnnens

a

Otro(s) pariente(s) (menor cde 18 8705)cecccees
e. Otro(s) pariente(s) (18 8f0s 0 MiS)..cecunen .o
f. Personas no enparentadas (menores de 18 afos).

g. Personas no emparentadas (18 afios 0 M#s)......

.

95.

9.

¢Cubntos de tus. hermanos y hermanas (incluyendo los
adoptivos, hermanastros o medios hermanos)
abandonaron los estudios secundarios antes de
graduarse?
{MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)

No tengo hermanos ni hermanas....... 1

Ninguno de mis hermanos ©

hermanas estan en la

escuela secundaria todavia...c.eeue. 2

Hinguno ha abandonado los
eStUdiOS.cvcenccenrcccnssrscvercanas 3

Uno sbandond los estudioS..ceveceanne &

Dos o més han abandonado
los estudios..caveesncsennsernsaneee 3

¢,Acostutbrus a cuidar bebés u ocuparte de tu propio
hijo(a), de tus hermanos o hermanas menores o'de otros
familisres? .
(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)
Ho se aplica a mi caso... 1 (PASA A LA PREGUNTA 98)

NO.ueeeeeeeoseasoaannanas 2 (PASA A LA PREGUNTA 98)

2 1P

iCuéntas horas por dis dedicas, en premedio, a cuidar
a las personas mencionadas en la pregunta anterior?

{MARCA UMA RESPUESTA)
Menos de 1 horB..cc.evesececcnssccanne |
Més de 1 pero menos de 3 horas....... 2
His de 3 pero menos de 5 horas....... 3
Més de 5 pero menos de 7 horss....... &
Mis de 7 pero menos de 10 horas...... 5
Més de 10 horas al dfa...ccccceuccees 6



g7. Durante el transcurso de un mes tipico, (cudntos dias 9. En las familiss suelen ocurrir muchos sucesos que

faltas a La escuela porque tienes gue cuidar a tu influyen en la vida de los jovenes. Durante el
hijo(a) o a tus hermsnos y hermanas? transcursc de los Gltimos dos efos, ¢ha ocurride
en tu familia alguno de los sucesos mencionados a
(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA) continuacién?
No se aplica ami caso..ccceenssecaes O (MARCA TODAS LAS RESPUESTAS CORRECTAS)
NiNQUNO. e erenecesvesaannsnrssoncnanne | 8. Hi femilia se muds 8 UNa NUeVS €8SA. . oeueeuennn. 1
1 02 d{8S.ccaseannssvecacasasascanas & b. Uno de mis padres S€ €858 ..uviierscecccnccascenne 1
3 26 dfBScccacccnsnancscsccsassancee 3 c. Ris padres se divorcisron o se separaron.....ee.. 1
789 didSiceecacreccnsnsorcscscncnne & d. Mi madre quedé cesante/perdid el trab2jc...seee.. 1
10 0 miS OiBS.seeernsscoscrsncosacace 9 e. Ni padre queds cesante/perdié el trabajo......... }

f. Mi madre comenzd 8 trabsjar...civecveccncecnncenns |
98. ¢Hay alguien en tu familia con quien no te {levas bien? g. Ni psdre comenzé 8 trabajBlr..ceccecccaccrncocaces 1

(MARCA TODAS LAS RESPUESTAS CORRECTAS) h. Estuve enfermo de gravedad o quedé
iNCapaCitado(B) eccucesscennsoncssencccacacaraoss §

8. Me llevo bien con todos .

mis familiareS.csecesassecscannnccsanas i. Fallecit mi padre....cccceeccccreccsscanaccnnccnns 1
b. Mi padre....eecscaneccncsnnnccacsansans | i. Fallecid mi madre....cvvvenaerannnecinciaccianons 1
c. Otro tutor (padrastro k. Fallecié un pariente cercan.ciucenccccccccnavoas 1

o padre de crienz@).iecccoveccnansnones 1
L. Una de mis hermanas solteras quedé embarazada.... 1
d. Mi MBOr€..cvccenccncccnaaavasvacncsance |
m. Uno de mis hermanos o hermanas abandond
Otrs tutors {madrastra 10S eStUdiOS.sveacnnnscncenrsscencrcaccnanrsunsocan }
0 madre de CrianZd)eeesasscssenassocces 1

n. Mi familia comenzé a recibir asistencia piblica.. 1
f. Hermano(s) (inctuyendo hermanastros

0 Mmedio-hermanos).ucecccecensscsacaanse | o. Hi familia cesé de recibir asistencia piblica.... 1
g. Hermana(s) (incluyendo hermanastras p. Mi familia ha estado recibiendo asistencia

o media-hermanas)....eecscecccocenccces pblica durante los Ultimos dos 8M0S.eeeciecances §
h. ADUBLO(BY{S) i anssnnecanconancecanasnses 1 q. Uno de mis familiares se enfermd de gravedad

o quedd InCapBCitadt.ceeniascensoseersecsscenanes §
i. Otro(s) pariente(s) (nifos o adultos}.. 1

r. Por un tiempo, mi familia no tenfs donde vivir
(estuvo sin techo/sin €as8).cccevccrenassonancas |

s. Hinguno de estos hechos se splica 8 mi cas0.ceus. 1



100. iCon qué frecuencis suelén tus padres hacer lo 102. (Cuéinto tratan de averiguar tus padres en cuanto a...
siguiente?

{MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA) (MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)
[1) Nunce o - : ' [11 No sé '
[2) Con rareza ‘ " [2) Nede
(3] Algunas veces : » L (31 My poco
- {4} Con frecuencia ' ‘ 4] Un ﬁoco

a. Asegurarse de que has . . . 5] Mucho
hecho tus tareas escolares.... 0 ..ovee 1 coeee 2 10eee 3

. . a. quiénes son tus amigos?.. 1 .... 2 ..o 3 Liee b eeen §
b. Ayudarte a hacer tus

TAMEES.ceescasssanasvecsooanse 0 sneer l tinse 2 00nae 3 b. dénde vas por lamoche?.. 1 ceee 2 ceee 3 ceei 4 ouee 8

¢. Otorgarte privilegios » ' c. la forma en que gastas tu

especiales como recompensa dinero?.eceeccconcocnssne 1 anae @ evse 3 neee & 2ees §

pOr tus buenas notaS...eesseee 0 covee 1 ceei 2 00ale 3 .
d. {as ectividades a que dedicas

d. Limitarte tus privilegios . tus horas libres?.....ce0 1 veee 2 weue 3 iel 4 00l 5
porque has sacedo malas notas. 0 ..eee ¥ eenue 2 20een 3 , »

: e. dénde estés la mayorfa de

€. Requerir que hagas trabejos ) : las tardes después que sales
O tAreas CASErfS...ecececssscs U canss 1 toeee 2 teeee 3 . de laescuela?soicoisesae 1 cnen 2 cee I3 aaai b 0nel 5

f. Limitar el tiempo que puedes
dedicar a mirar televisién o : -
a jugar juegos de video..cene. 0 couee b ienne 2 t0ehe 3 103. ¢Conocen tus padres a los padres de tus mejores

‘ : v amigos de la escuela?
g. Limitar el tiempo que puedes ) _ .
dedicar a salir con tus amigos . CMARCA UNA RESPUESTA)
en noches de SeManB..eccascece O cuone 3 eeeen 2 cueen 3

T T |

‘ : S{, a los de slgum0s..0veees 2
101. Durante el transcurso de una semana tipica, (hasta qué

-hora te estd permitido salir durante las noches que S{, a muchos de ellos....... 3
preceden & los DIAS DE CLASE (domingo a jueves)?
, : . MO 86.c.ccucecnccccnnnncaans &
C(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA) . o -
No me ests permitido salir.....cieae.. 01
Hasta las 8:00, a més tardar,......... 02
Hasta las 9:00, a més tardar.......... 03
Hasta las 10:00_,’,5 mis tardar......... 04
Hasta las 11:00, a més tardar......... 05
Hasta las 12:00, a mis tardar....... .. 06

Tan tarde como yo QUiera..c.cevececcss 07



104, (Quién en tu familia toma la mayoris de las

b.

is

siguientes decisiones?

M
2
3]
14
53

La hora a que debo

regresar a casa por la noche. 1 ... 2

Los amigos con quienes
puedo salirceieceassescanees

.Los curses que debo tomar

en la escueld.covseccccnnssen 1
Si debo tener un enpleo 1

Les edad en que puedo abandonar -
los estudios,.ceumrccsnnsneas

La.form‘en que gasto mi

diNero.ecescesasnscnaanssaans 1

S puedo salir con personas
del sexo opuestO.ccensocansss 1

Si puedo salir para participar
en algin deporte escolar..... 1

Si debo participar en otras
actividades escolareS....ueu.

Si debo. ir a_la universidad.. 1

Lo decido yo por mi cuenta

Hiévpadres' lo‘decideﬁ por su cuenta

cee 3

ses 2 4no 3

s 2
vee 2

1.2
v 2
. 2
w2

1...2
wer 2

e 3
w3

e 3
ee 3
wer 3
e 3

R |
e 3

Decidimos juntos después de conversar

(HAﬁCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)
Mis padres deciden después de cénsultar Accnnigo

Lo decido yo después de cmvérsaf con mis padres

.

~

eva 3
e e 5

ene 3

ces 5

s

see B

ees 3

e B

105. Durante la primera mitad del afo escolar actual, zcon
qué frecuencia has discutido los siguientes temes con
uno de tus padres o tutores, o con ambos?

m
12
31

b.

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)

Nunca
A veces
Con frecuencia

Le seleccién de curses o
programas de eStudiO..cccecenanse

Las actividades o
econtecimientos que ofrecen
interés especisl para ti...c.....

Los temas que has estudiado
en clase..cciarnccnscsaccnnencness

TUS NOtBS.csceascacnssnsensnnses

Tu traslado a otra
escUelB.urncecacnnonsccncnnssnan

Planes y preparativos‘para
los exémenes ACT 0 SAT..cccauase

Ir a s universidad.caciascccnes

0
¢

1
1

1

1
1

seseaea @

seseass &

P -

secsaen 2

ceersee &

cseeaes

veeesas 2

«3%-

106.

¢.

d.

purante la primers mitad del afio escolar actual, ;co
qué frecuencis participé uno de tus padres o tutores
en alguna de las actividades erumeradas a
continuscién?

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)

[11 Nunca
(21 Una o dos veces
[31 MNés de dos veces
[4] No sé

Asistir a una reunién : »
en la escueldiencieecannss 0 cnvene 1 deieee 2 ceveee 3
Hablar por teléforo o

en persona con tu profesor
O CONBEJeTOrccncccecnansss O

ceevee b eenes 2 veeenl 3

Asistir a une actividsd

escoiar en (a que tu
participaste....ececccnnes. 0 cnevee 1 caenne 2 caneee 3
Servir de voluntario en

tU B5CUCLB. cerveenccanones O cannee ¥ cienee 2 saenee 3

107. Durante lea primf-i.mitad'del aiic escolar actusl, icon

b.

c.

qué frecuencia te sucedié lo siguiente?
-CMARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)
[11 Nunca '
[21 Una o dos veces
{31 Mis de dos veces
Hi§ padres re«_:ibieron
ura advertencia relacionada
con mi ssistencia & clases...uveeee 0 neneee ¥ cuneee 2
Mis padres recibieron ‘
une sdvertencia relacionada

CON MiS NOLBS.ccreeacnccansarnsnsve O covsee ¥ cacoes 2

Mis padres recibieron
una advertencia relacionada

-con Ml condUCtB.sscasneracnsanssens 0 secese 1 vecaee 2



Durante el transcurso de los Gltimos dos afos, :has
hufdo de tu casa por espacio de una semana, o por mis
tiempo?

108, ;Cusn ciertas son las siguientes afirmaciones con 109.
respectc & tf y a tus padres? .

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)

[11  Falsa

{21 Generalmente falsa

{3] Més bien falsa que cierta
[4] Més bien cierta que falsa

{51 Generalmente cierta

10,

[T Y |

Sfeecennorecaennces 8

Por favor, llena la fecha de hoy:

» MES DIA - ARO
[6] Cierta
a. His padres confian en Enero
que yo haga lo que Febrero
ellos esperan de mf Marzo
sin tener que ) Abril.
vigilarme...oeeoeo 01 <o 02 ... 03 ... 04 eeo 06 Mayo
Junio
b. A menudc no sé POR dulio
QUE debo hacer lo Agosto
que mis padres me Septiembre
dicen que haga.... 01 ... 02 ... 03 ... 04 .ee 08 Octubre
Novienbre
€. A menudo dependo Diciembre
de mis padres para :
que resuelvan mis
problemas....oeses 01 ... 02 ... 03 ... 04 s 06
d. Me parece que mis
padres tendrin
motivo para
enorgul lecerse de
mf en el futuro... 01 ... 02 ... 03 ... 04 ees 06
e. Mis padres se
tleven bien,,eeoue 01 ..o 02 ... 03 ... 04 .ee 06
f. Cuando yo crezcs y
tenga mi propia
familia serd una
familia semejante
2 la de mis
s 06

padres....vieeeees 01 .o 02 4.0 03 ... 04

-32-



PREGUNTAS ADICIONALES SOBRE EL CONSUMO DE SUSTANCIAS DE DISTRIBUCION CONTROLADA

Al igual que todas las demids preguntas de este cuestionario, las siguientes son
- woluntarias. Tus respuestas a todas las preguntas, inclusive a éstas, serdn
tratadas de manera confidencial. Tus respuestas nunca apareceridn junto con tu
nombre. Nos gustaria que respondas a todas las preguntas, pero puedes pasar por
alto cualquiera de ellas que no quieras contestar.

1. ¢En cuintas ocasiones has utilizado dcido lisérgico (LSD), si es que alguna
vez lo hiciste?
(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)

Ninguna De 1 a 2 De 3 a 19 20 o mas
Ocasién Ocasiones Ocasiones Ocasiones
a. En toda tuwvida............... N 2. i K 4
b. En los ultimos 12 meses....... ) A K 4
¢c. En los dltimos 30 dias........ ) 2., K 4
2. A veces los médicos recetan anfetaminas para ayuda a la gente a bajar de
pesc o para darle mis energias. A las anfetaminas se las conoce también
como "uppers", "ups", "speed", “"bennies", "dexies"™, "pep pills", y pildoras
para la dieta. Las farmacias sélo tienen permiso para venderlas si uno
presenta una receta de un médico. NO son anfetaminas los medicamentos que
se venden sin receta, como algunas pildoras para la dieta (por ejemplo,
Dexatrim ) o pildoras para mantenerse despilerto (como No-Doz ), o cualquier
droga que se puede comprar por correo.
(En cuintas ocasiones has tomado anfetaminas por tu cuenta -- es decir, sin
indicacién médica -- si es que alguna vez lo hiciste?
(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)
Ninguna De 1 a 2 De 3 a 19 20 o mas
Ocasidén Ocasiones Ocasiones Ocasiones
a. En toda tuwvida............... ) 2.t K S 4
b. En los ultimos 12 meses....... ) 2. e K 4
c. En los ultimos 30 dias........ P 2 i K 4
3. A la gente joven le suceden muchas cosas que pueden afectarlos e impedir que
se concentren en las tareas escolares. En los ultimos dos afios, ite sucedid
alguna de las siguientes cosas?
(MARCA TODAS LAS RESPUESTAS CORRECTAS)
a. Alguien que conozco empezé a usar drogas (ilegales)................ 1
b. Alguien me ofrecié venderme drogas (ilegales)...........covvevvnnnnn 1
c. Un miembro de mi familia usé drogas (ilegales)..........cvivivnnvnnn 1
d. Un miembro de mi familia participé en un programa

para rehabilitacién de drogadictos o alcohélicos................... 1
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Stu dy Of 1988 del Departamento de Educacién de los EE.UU.

First Follow-up Por: NORC, un Centro de Investigacién de Cienclas Sociales

afiliado a la Universidad de Chicago

EDUCACION NACIONAL, 1988
PRIMER ESTUDIO PARA
ESTUDIANTES NUEVOS

CUESTIONARIO ESTUDIANTIL

UTILIZACION DE LOS DATOS

Los datos obtenidos medlante este estudlo seran utilizados por educadores y planificadores a
nivel federal y estatal en el andlisis de ciertas cuestiones importantes que interesan a las es-
cuelas nacionales, tales como las normas educativas, ios procedimientos de seguimiento de los
cursos de estudios, el abandono de los estudios, la educacion de grupos marginados, las
necesidades de clertos estudiantes pertenecientes a grupos lingtifsticos minoritarios, los incen-
tivos destinados a despertar interés en el estudio de las ciencias y las mateméticas y los rasgos
que caracterizan a aquellas escuelas que se destacan por su eficacia.

CONFIDENCIALIDAD

La politica de! Centro Nacional de Estadisticas de la Educacién es proteger la confidencialidad
de la informacién proporcionada por las personas que participan voluntariamente en nuestros
estudios. Queremos que sepas que:

1. La Seccidn 406 de la Ley sobre Disposiciones Educativas Generales (20-USC 1221e-1)
y la Ley Publica 100-297 nos autorizan a hacerte fas preguntas que figuran en este
cuestionario.

2. El propbdsito de estas preguntas es obtener informacién sobre las experiencias que

viven los estudiantes durante sus estudios secundarios y mientras deciden a qué
actividades desean dedicarse una vez que los terminen.

3. Puedes omitir cualquier pregunta que prefieras no contestar; sin embargo, esperamo§
que contestes tantas preguntas como sea posible.

4, Tus respuestas serdn combinadas con las de otros estudiantes, y nunca seran
- identificadas como tuyas.



El propésito de este estudio es obtener informacién para
mejorar la comprensién por parte de los profesores y de los
educadores sobre las diversas experiencias que atraviesan
los estudiantes de escuela secundaria.

Este cuestionario no es una prueba. El Centro necesita tus
respuestas, y por eso confia en que contestards cada pregunta
honestamente. Puedes dejar sin responder cualquier pregunta
que prefieras no contestar.




LEE CADA PREGUNTA CUIDADOSAMENTE

INSTRUCCIONES GENERALES

Es importante que sigas las instrucciones suministradas pars contestar ceda tipo de pregmta. Las mstrucclones son las
siguientes: . .

A

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)

iDe qué color tienes los ojos?

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)

Pardos/Café...occaes 1

AZUleS.evececncreens 2

Verdes.............@

0tro colofereeeecnes &

Si tienes ojos verdes,‘

- .-traza un cfreulo

alrededordel 3, como se
indica.

(MARCA TCDAS LAS RESPUESTAS CORRECTAS) -

iParticipaste en alguna de las siguientes actividades la
semana pasada?

c.

(MARCA TODAS LAS RESPUESTAS CORRECTAS)

Vi una representacién
teatral.ceeerencocenns 1
Fui Bl cingieceenenes

Asisti{ a un
evento deportivo......

Si fuiste sl cine y
asististe a un evento
deportive la semana
pasada, traza un circulo
alrededor de dos
contestaciones, como se
mdlca.

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)

iPiensas participar en alguns de las siguientes actw:dades
la semana préxima? .

b.

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)

Visitar a
un pariente.... 1... 2...

Visitar un

MISEO. . sorennen 1@

Estudiar en

casa de un
BMiG0.ccacoven « Qane
linea, como se ica.

$i no piensas visitar
@ 8 un pariente, ni

estés seguro de que
.irés a visitar un
3 museo pero piensas
estudiar en casa de
un amigo, traza un
cfrculo alrededor de
3 . una respuesta en cada

(PREGUNTA CON INSTRUCCION DE PROCEDER A OTRA) -

(2]
.

A. u:unes duices?.

CKARCA UNA
RESPUESTA)

Sf eeceensasssesesss. ] ==> POSA B ﬂ'"“'"'""'--"-"s
NO covecvvaveansevas & ==> Procede 8 C-ovv-covececenc.. —'— 1

iTe cepillas los dientes después que comes dulces?

(MARCA UNA
RESPUESTA)
ST tevecrvecansscens 1
NO sovevnnsscsonanas 2 l
{
{
\
¢Participaste en alguna de las siguientes actividades {a
semana pesodn? '
(MARCA TODAS LAS .
RESPUESTAS ’ ’
CORRECTAS) (—

Vi una representacién
teatral ..cceevecceces 1

Fui al cime .vieeeeeee 1

Asistf a un
evento deportivo ..... 1



A continuacidn solicitamos algunos datos generales:
1. Escribe tu nombre en letra de imprenta.
NOMBRE : "

PARTE !

Apellido Nombre

2. Sexo
(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)
Nasculino..........i 1

FOMeNiMD.c.cessraaes &

3. iDénde naciste?
19

Mes Dia Ao

SIEMPRE QUE EL CUESTIONARIO SE REFIERA A TUS PADRES, A
© TU MADRE O A TU PADRE, CONTESTA LA PREGUNTA CON

RESPECTO AL PADRE, LA MADRE, EL TUTOR O LA TUTORA, EL
PADRASTRO O LA MADRASTRA CON QUIEN VIVES.

4. (Esté viva tu madre?
(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)
{PROCEDE A LA PREGUNTA &)

NOiveveeeasovcnnese 1

S$feceaveccnannnaess 2 (PASA A LA PREGUNTA 5)

5. Describe el trabajo actual o mis reciente de tu madre,
medrastra o tutora.

S5A. ¢Estf actualmente trabajando, desempleada, jubilads o
incapaci tada?

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)
Trabajand0..ccsecasscccsassccansenncans |
DesempleadB.cceecnanncccncnsnsassasnces &

BT T T - T . |

INcapacitada.cccavrcoenencosonnscnnsaas &

CONTESTA AHORA LAS PREGUNTAS B, C, D vy E.

- Si tu madre estd desempleada, jubilada o
incapacitads, contesta ias siguientes preguntas

con respecto a su empleo mis reciente.

- Ademds, si tu madre tiene mis de un empleo,
contesta a las preguntas con respecto al empleo
que consideras su principal sctividad.

5B. :Qué tipo de trabajo desempefia normaimente? Es decir,
icémo se llama su empleo?

OCUPACION:

SC. ¢Qué hace exactamente en ese empleo?
algunos de sus deberes principales?

éCudles son

50. ODescribe el luger donde trabajs (por ejemplo, una

fébrica, un restsurante):

SE. ¢Qué producto fabrica o a qué actividad se dechca la

espress en que trabaja?

6. (Estéd vivo tu pedre?
{MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)
Nc.;............... 1 (PROCEDE A LA PREGUNTA 8}
S{ucecnnensecnscens & (PASA A LA PREGUNTA 7)

7. Describe el empleo actual o mis reciente de tu padre,
padrasstro o tutor.

TA. (Esté aﬁ:tmlmﬁnte trabsjando, desempleado, jubilado on

incapacitado?

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)
TrabajanNd0..ccveccasscersrsesnannscenss §
DESENPLEBt0. cvveansrcaarsrsctncosacncnn &
JUbilBdO.cvecescccatrcacacncscccnannse 3
Incapacitadt.ecccncccacncncccnnnsssncas &

CONTESTA AHORA LAS PREGUNTAS 8, C, D Y E.
- Si tu padre estd desempleado, jubilado o

jncapacitado, contesta a las siguientes preguntas
con respecto a su empleo mis reciente. .

- Ademds, si tu pedre tiene mis de un empleo,
contesta a las preguntas con respecto al empleo que
corsideras su principal actividad.

7. (Qué tipo de trabajo desempeia normalmente? Es decir,
icomy se Llama su empleo?

OCUPACION:

7C. Qué hace exactamente en ese empleo? (Cudles son
algunos de sus deberes principales?

. Descfibe el lugar donde trsbeja (por ejemplo, una ’
fébrica, un restaurante):

TE. ¢Qué producto fabrica o a qué actividad se dedica la

empresa en que trabaja?




8. A continuacidén solicitamos slguna informacidn de 9. (Cubl es tu raza?

caricter general, (RARCA UMA RESPUESTA)
BA. :Cusl de les siguientes descripciones se aplics & tf

Hispano NePrO..ccccenvevtcctccncssnes |
con més exactitud?

Hispano blanto..cceveeerncensecnceaes 2
(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)
Asidtico o autéctono de las
islas del PacificO.ceuveacesoncnseeseae 1 (PASA A LA
. PREGUNTA 88)

Otra raxa hispans....ccvveeescevcccees 3

10. ¢Cuél de las siguientes denominaciones se aplica mejor
Hispeno de cualouier ra2B..ceeccacecsns 2 (PASA A LA 8 la escuela en que cursaste el octavo grado?
PREGUNTA 8&C)
(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)
Negro, pero no de origen hispeno....... 3 (PROCEDE A LA
PREGUNTA 10) POLiCB. cececansrconscscesssecsceanes |
8lanco, pero no de origen hispano...... 4 (PROCEDE A LA

PREGUNTA 10)

Privada, religiosB.cceecesccensionnss 2

_ Privada, no religiosB.eesecscecscances 3
Indio americanc o nativo de Alaska..... 5 (PROCEDE A LA
‘ “PREGUNTA 10)

No sé.............»................... [

88. ¢Cusl de los siguientes adjetivos describe mejor tus 11. Antes de ir 2 la escuela, ghablabas otro idioma que el
origenes? . . inglés?

{MARCA UWA RESPUESTA)
ASIATICO O AUTOCTONO DE LAS ISLAS DEL PACIFICO

MOsoessnanerseccansoscenccasssanseses 1 (PASA A LA
: o PREGUNTA
20

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)

ChimO.cieasseanseccnsencccacencescaas 01 Sficeccccearsocccrnsscnnserrsosnnnses &

FilipinO..cecccesenasscsscssauscesess 02

12. (Cuél fus el primer idioms cue sprendiste a hablar en
JBPONES s eenraernrsnssecnssisocacass O3

tu nifez?
(MARCA UMA RESPUESTA)
COTeAMG..veveccesasscasansnaransacnns 04

INGlés.ccerncnnnnsrecscscnccnscnannsae OF

Del sudeste de Asia (vietnamits,
laosiano, cemboyano/de Kampuchea,
tailandés, etC.)eracectcscencacrannne

De las islas del Pacifico (samio,
de Guam, €tC.)escrccsccccnsscassscnas

Del sur de Asia (indio asidtico,
poaquistani, de Bangladesh, de
Sri Lanka, €tC.)evecccacnsccssssnnnne

De Asia Occidental (iranf, afgani,
TUFCO, ETC.)ecesosccarccnssrasscnncan

De otras regiones de ASiB....cccervcee

PROCEDE AHORA A LA PREGUNTA 10

05

07

EGPBMOLl.cssscernnccocsssceresccnsrsace 02
ChiMO.ecansecicancsensessunncccasscnees U3
JOPOMES. censcensrsacascsonsrcassnesces Db
COreBMD..courcearecsncrsssnsescaccarecs U3
Un idioma filipino.ccecseccacscccccnces 06
Italian0..vceeciveccssosccascconnnsess OF
Froantés...coeoconcece
Alemén...cvsvccncsces

GriCP0cccucrcscasssrcnsesacsnnaccssene

[ 1 T & |

POrtUIUES . csvereeancscarsssasccscncnss 1€
Vietnamits.eseceetncscencecccsocaanses 13
COMDOYBNO. cssescecsersscssacanceaanssa 14
Otro (apunta cul 8bajo)..ccceseoncecs 15

13. ¢Qué OTRO idicma comenzaste a hablar antes de ir a la
escueia? .

8C. ¢(Cusl de los siguientes adjetivos describe mejor tus (MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)

origenes?

HISPANO ‘
(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)

Mexicano, mexiceno-americano,
ChiCANO.cueeesecensnccanseccncecsne |

CUbANO. sesseinsesessnassonsaccnsessns

PURPtOr iQUEN0.cccccsessssssasscsnese

» W N

De otro origen hispan0..ccccecesancan

También hablaba:
INGléS..venccecrnnnncoccanssssensssasa O
02
ChinO..cceescacssacanrescsasssasnssssea 03
JBPONES. cvcsessrrssoncanconsseannscess OO
COreand..cvetrorcocccacscossencasaness 05
Un idioma filipino..ccececceccnansceass 06
1tBliBN0,caeessssecncennncssansssnscas O7
FrancéS..ceseveiscsceanssarscnnssecace 08
Alemén...eeesesevvcncsvrccnnccccsccacs OF

 Grieg0.cscesrcscscccansonssnasscsccass 10

POlBCO.cocevansscenccnsecssosssasnasan 11
POrTUGUSS . csernescenssascanrascacnnces 12
Vietnamitl..seeeeusnsccecnssccananaass 13
Otro (apunta cusdl ab2j0)e.vcivccanssss 15




14, §Qué idioma ACOSTUMBRAS HABLAR en la actualidad?
(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)

INgLleS, . eecuerasccccsanscnacaansoacens 01
Espaﬁol.........-..-...--.-....-.....- oz
CNiNO,.seensnecansocscaansacaansssesns O3
JBPONES . vnvusconnsesansansscoccnnsas D4
COr@OMOeecreanscassnsscanannssasssones 0I
Un idiome filipinO.cesescesasccenanses 06
1t8liBaN0. s voeeesccassnceccnsnsscasnnes O7
FrONCES..eaeerssoenssosonnenssseonnss U8
AlOMAN. covceneacnsccanesssncaansassens 09
Grieg0.ceccevscasrsscasnsnscaansccsass 10
POLBCO. s csvansecnscoscansnsavosncnseans 11
POPtUGUES . evercnnsrcracnsnvecaannccns 12
Vietnamita. eeceennersenaenrsocconncoss 13
CAMbOYANO. vsecsseceasnscsorsnsecannces 14
Otro (apunta cudl abajo)..ccsucenannes 15

15. ¢Qué idioms, apsrte del espafol, usas més

frecuentemente en la actualidad?

(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA)

INGléS.ceusanveancscccaanscsccnconaana 01
ESPANOlecccencrenusnscacasssscacnnccas 02
o O 1 1.1
COr@AND.ccavscansoaurasnnsascanscannee 05
Un idioma filipinBeecceensececnrocaae, D&
ItBlianN0.sececansncecernascscsancasass OF
FramCéS...ccneenennncrscccnnsssnnscase 08
AlemMin. ccveeerecnasscnccccnssvasnseses 09
Grieg0ecesccnnsssancsncscsansscnsansae 10
POlBCOLcccevarercenunascesancncnnnnnee 11
POPTUGUES e cucevacacncscecssnsoncannee 12
Vietnamita.c.ceveesananse

ssevecnses 13

N [

Otro (apunts w&l abajo).............. 15

LA PREGUNTA 16 SE REFIERE AL IDIOMA QUE IDENTIFICASTE EN LA
PREGUNTA 15.

16. Con respecto a ESE IDIOMA, ihasta qué punto...
(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)
Bien

No No muy bien Muy bien

8. ...lo comprendes

cuando la gente

lo habla?.iiveveers Tearanee Cuveanssecs Becanneans &
Be  c..l0 hablas?icieee Jeonanee 2reccecnsne Jeesanenes @
€ saelO lEBS?inincece Tinsenee 2ennnvennen 3 &

de ea.lo escribes?ieee loveeves evnveccnnsr Jecunvecns #

éHasta qué punto...
(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA)
No No muy bien

8. ...comprendes el
inglés hablado?..ee Teceenss Zevennncnes Seovaacces &

b. ...hablas INglés?.. Teseeeen 2ovvccncans Secnsoanns &
€.  .eolems inglés?..i. larcieer 2anennaneecs Bucannaans &

d. ...escribes inglés? Yeceuene Zovecevnene Buccaneens &

Bien Muy bien

5.

18. (Mas recibido aiguna vez ayuda especial dursnte las
horas ce clase psra aprender a leer, escribir o hablar
inglés?

(MARCA UNA RESPLESTA)

NOiitaaneonssnanasancansoeas 1 (PROCEDE A LA
PREGUNTA 20)

s'l"..l.l.--.‘..-I..'l""' 2

19. (En qué grado(s) estuviste inscrito en ese tipo de

programa?
(MARCA TODAS LAS RESPUESTAS CORRECTAS)

8. Primer grado..cccscvceseces 1
b. Segundo gredo..ccsrecaceses 1
c. Tercer gradd..ccnnccsansee 1
d. Cuarto grado..ccenccannces 1
e. Quinto grado..ceccessccase 1
f. Sexto grado..ccecessnconces 1
g. Séptimo grado..cecncccacs. 1
h. Octavo grado..ssecaccsacns |
i. Noveno grad0.cevseccacaess |
j. DéCimo grado...ceveeesnoes 1

ESCOGE UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA UNA DE LAS COLUMNAS A Y B QUE
APARECEN A CONTINUACION

iHasta qué grado cursaron estudios tus padres?

(MARCA UNA
RESPUESTA)

(MARCA LNA
RESPUESTA)

A. B.
Padre Hadre
{0 tutor) {o tutora)
a. No termmind los
estudios secundarioS...cceees 01 covnieveccencsnas 01
b. Se gradud de la
escuela secundaria
u obtuvo wn certificade )
de equivalencia (GED)..couee 02 covvernrcrnennees 02
c. Luego de graduarse de la es-
cuela secundaria, asistié a
una escuels vocacicnal,
#junior college®, “commnity
college” u otra institucidn
universitaria de dos 8A0S... 03 ccecerecccanconss 03
d. Asistié a la universidad
después de gradusrse de la
escuela secuxiaria, pero
no completé los cuatro
anos de estudioScenceaacaed B4

(R AR RN R AL REEINE AN R m

e. Se gradud de la universidad. 05 ..cicaneennanenss 09
f. Obtuvo la maestrfa o
un grado equivalente.c.eeeee 08 cocererenscnscees 06

9. Obtuvo un doctorado en
filosoffa (Ph.D.), en
medicina (M.D.) U
otro grado profesional
equivalente...ceieanriaenias 07 connvnnnesieanss 07

ho HO 8.uieeccunnrccnnnncnnees 08 ceiiirianiinenses 08



21. ¢(Culles de los siguientes artfculos o comodidades hay 22. (Mas tenido que repetir algun gredo en la escuela?
en tu hogar? :
(MARCA UNA RESPUESTA EN CADA LINEA) - T R |

No tiene Tiene S{, repet{ el(los) grado(s) __:.... 2
a. Un lugar especifico para
eStULiaAr . seueasseccnsoccances Tocesnaassaes 2 GRADOS REPETIDOS

(MARCA TODAS LAS
b. Un diario o periédictiesrccesse tovenraanoaes 2 RESPUESTAS CORRECTAS)

c. Una revista que se recibe a. Kindergarten/Jardin de Infantes....... 1
reguUlarmente..ccccececscccnce Jeoseaconnnns

b. Primer grado..cececcesseansnssncecccnans |
d. Une enciclopediB.esassecesccees Tenoiarrannos
C. SEQUNT0 OradD..ccvsccenrscnasescoccans
e. Un atlas geogréfico.iecenescces Jocascacsonns
d. Tercer grad0.ceesssccsacccsccsssnsssce |
f. Un dicCionarioieesecescsesecnse tocinreasnoses .
€. CUBrto grado.cceccsscscscscccssansanss |
9. Una mégquina de escribif.cecceee lonrncecannee

~N NN [V ~n n

f. QUINtO Grdd0.ccceecnssaccaccassenssens 1
h. Una computadorBe.cccssscnascsss Jocscansoanes ‘ .

G. SEXTO QGrodO..cesceccccansnsasoscaances |
i. Una lavadors de platos

eléctricd . eiecnnnccrcsscasse Tosenaaanasen e SEOtimO grado.cacsceeccesosansacsceses 1

jo Una secadora de ropd.eceessccess lovannceaonss f. Dctavo grado.cececccccccccccensasncees |

k. Una lavadors de rop8..cecceccss leciceensonns jo NOVeno gredo....ceceussnancaccccccacns 1

L. Un horno de microondaS..cscesces Joanssacesees k. DéCimo gradt..ccesscecsscasncrccncnnces 1
m. Més de 50 Libros...ccceescecnre Jeceecennanne
n. Una grabadora de video..occeree Jececeeeaansns

o. Una caiculadora de bolsillo.... Teceeeecannen

NN NN NN NN

P. TU propio dormitorit.sccesessces leanceevooaes

GRACIAS POR TU COOPERACION



[




