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Chapter 1
Introduction

The National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988

In accordance with its congressional mandate to collect and disseminate statistics and
statistical analyses, and in response to the need for policy-relevant longitudinal data on nationally
representative samples of elementary and secondary students, the National Center for Education
Statistics (NCES) initiated a continuing, long-term program called the National Education
Longitudinal Studies (NELS). The overall goal of this 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” (NCES 1994a). NELS:88
represents the third major study in the NELS program, and follows the National Longitudinal Study
of the High School Class of 1972 (NLS-72) and the High School and Beyond Study (HS&B) started
in 1980.

NELS:88 began with a base year survey of eighth grade students in 1988, followed up at 2-
year intervals in 1990, 1992, and 1994 (when most sample members would be in college or
working)! NELS:88 collected data from more than 20,000 students, as well as their parents,
teachers, school principals, and high school transcripts. The study entails a complex sampling design,
which includes such features as augmentation (through “freshening”) to provide a representative
sample of students at each phase of the survey through high school (i.e., to represent the tenth grade
population in 1990 and the twelfth grade population in 1992); the follow-up and subsequent inclusion
of students who were not eligible to participate during the base year (base year ineligible, or BYI
students) or who dropped out of school;, and a complex set of case weights that support longitudinal
analyses and combinations of data from student, parent, and teacher surveys.

Because of its broad scope and longitudinal design, the NELS:88 data set allows for
comprehensive examination of change in young people’s lives and the roles that school and home
environments play in promoting growth and positive (or negative) outcomes. It also enables
researchers to classify and describe students according to various characteristics, such as sex, race,
socioeconomic status (SES), and disability status; and provides an extensive set of user manuals,
technical reports, and CD-ROM data files to help researchers access and use the data effectively. In
short, NELS:88 provides a unique and rich source of data by which to examine the status and
experiences of students as they progress from middle school through the high school years.

L Afourth follow-up is tentatively scheduled for 1998.
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Purposes of This Report

This report is designed for researchers who may use the NELS:88 data to study the
longitudinal progress of eighth graders through their next four years. Its purpose is to convey
information about the measurement characteristics of the survey items in the base year and first and
second follow-ups—in particular, about the nature of nonresponse and about convergence of
information from alternative sources. The analysis of measurement characteristics is necessary
because substantive research depends onilityetalyeneralize from responses to items on a paper-
and-pencil form to tests of models and theories about how schools work and students learn.
Percentages of responses depend on both the state of the individual (the so-called “true value”) and
the processes by which the individual interprets the item wording and decides which of several
responses to make. All of the items in NELS:88 are multiple choice (bubble-coded) items, and the
wording of both the question and the response alternatives affects the response generation process.

Nine separate sources of NELS:88 information are covered in this report: student responses
in the base year, first follow-up, and second follow-up; dropout responses in the first and second
follow-ups; parent responses in the base year and second follow-up; teacher responses at the second
follow-up; and transcript records. Even if questions are worded identically and understood
identically by different respondents, discrepancies emerge because each individual has unique
knowledge and a unique perspective on the situation specified by the item (e.g., “Is the school safe?”).
These discrepancies can be interpreted in several different ways, and in most cases, data are not
sufficient to determine which interpretation is more accurate.

One interpretation of discrepancies, or lack of convergence of responses to the same item
(about the same student) from two sources, is in termaialbility . If we assume that responses
from two “judges” are “measuring” the same “construct,” then the correlation of responses between
judges indicates the extent to which the construct is being reliably measured. It is often called the
inter-judge reliability . If the two responses are from the same judge at two different points in time,
the correlation indicates thest-retest reliability. Underlying this interpretation is the assumption
that the two responses are each measuring the same corstcholyith some “measurement error”
that leads to discrepancies.

A second interpretation of convergence is in termsbdity . If we assume that one of the
measures is an “accurate” (or criterion) measure of a construct and the other is an indicator or a
predictor of that construct, then the correlation of responses indicates the validity of the predictor.
The concept of validity is employed when carrying out research in which one measure (the predictor)
is available but the other (the construct) is not. For example, eighth grade achievement scores might

2 7o provide a uniform context for comparing responses to a variety of base year and follow-up items, NELS:88

participants included in this report are limited to cases with positive weights for the base year to second
follow-up panel (F2PNLWT > 0).



be considered predictors of twelfth grade achievement scores, and high school grades and test scores
might be considered predictors of success in college. Underlying this interpretation is the assumption
that variation in predictor values is a sum of (a) variation on the underlying construct and
(b) measurement error. The square of the correlation coefficient indicates the proportion of the
variance in the predictor that reflects variation in the underlying construct; however, the assumption
that an observed “criterion” is identical to (or a perfect measure of) the construct of interest is often
relaxed in practice, and validity coefficients are adjusted (upward) for criterion unreliability, or
attenuation.

The third interpretation of discrepancies is in termsahmunality between separate
constructs, each measured by a questionnaire response. Two discrepant responses to the same item
about the same subject may both be reliable and valid—but they are measuring different things, and
the phenomenon of their discrepancy can be a topic for substantive psychological or sociological
research. In fact, lack of communality between apparently similar measures can provide new insights
into processes under study.

For example, in NELS:88, indicators of student disability were obtained from students,
parents, teachers, and school officials. Each indicator was worded differently, but all were ostensibly
related to an underlying construct of student disability. Results of comparisons of these measures
showed that there was very little overlap (far less than 50 percent) in the population of students
identified as disabled by these separate sources (Rossi and Wolman 1996). Rather than interpret this
phenomenon as an indicator of unreliability or lack of validity, Rossi et al. interpreted the results in
terms of different item wordings and the different perspectives that students, teachers, and parents
have on a student's disability, developing a multidimensional picture of disability of high school
students.

Other examples abound. To the extent that teenagers and their parents provide different
reports on the frequency of non-English language use in the home, both may be accurately viewing
the same language use, but from different contexts. To the extent that teenagers and teachers differ
on the extent to which they report that students do experiments in class, both may be accurately
viewing the same classroom experiences, but from different contexts. To the extent that a student
reports different expectations for college graduation between base year and second follow-up surveys,
the base year measure may capture more variation related to choices the student makes in ninth and
tenth grades (e.g., course selection), while the second follow-up measure captures more variation
related to student achievement during high school (e.g., GPA, test scores).

To decide among these interpretations requires an independent source of information—either
a separate, accurate measure of the iéifabf the items or a logical argument that one of the
measures can be treated as identical to the construct (i.e., as a criterion) for a researcher's purposes.
This information is generally not available for measures in NELS:88 or any other survey. However,
that is not critical for the value of information about convergence: researchers who might use
NELS:88 for substantive research on educational policy and practice can take lack of convergence
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into account in their interpretations of results, no matter which of the explanations of discrepancies
is accurate. The approach taken in this report is to describe the extent of discrepancies (or lack of
convergence), and in some cases to suggest possible reasons for discrepancy patterns.

Organization of This Report

The remainder of this report is organized around key topics and related research questions
that must be addressed to achieve the objectives described above. Each chapter is described briefly
below:

Chapter 2. Methodologydescribes the data used in this report and the analytical methods
that are used to address research questions regarding NELS:88 data quality.

Chapter 3. Comparison of Student and Parent Responsegscribes the characteristics of
64 item pairs, covering the base year and second follow-up surveys. These item pairs range from
objective information, such as the number of siblings, to subjective judgments about school and the
student's future. Information is provided about both convergence and nonresponse, including break-
outs by type of student and exhibits of the impact of these factors on relations to outcome variables.
In this and other chapters, responses to appropriate items on the dropout questionnaire are included
in the analyses.

Chapter 4. Comparison of Teacher and Student Responsdsscribes the characteristics
of 12 item pairs, comparing responses of teachers and students at the time of the second NELS:88
follow-up. The items include estimates of the student’s English language proficiency and estimates
of the prevalence of different teaching strategies in math and science classrooms, as well as indicators
of the program track the student is in.

Chapter 5. Comparison of Second Follow-up Student Responses with Earlier Responses
describes changes in 112 item pairs between base year or first follow-up and the second follow-up.
These items cover general student characteristics, behaviors, and attitudes, as well as specifically
school-related attitudes and behavior.

Chapter 6. Summary and Conclusionsummarizes the key findings of this report related
to the measurement characteristics of NELS:88 items. It includes meta-analyses of factors related to
convergence of item pairs and to item nonresponse.

Technical Appendicesare included at the end of the report to assist researchers who use
NELS:88 data to apply the results of this report to their analyses.

Appendix A. Index of Measures and Univariate Unweighted Distributiongprovides a
quick index to the NELS:88 measures examined in this report and information about the univariate
distribution of each of the items.



Appendix B. Recodings of Measures for Comparisonspecifies the item recodings used
for the purpose of comparing different items in this report. Items with similar content but different

response options, such as students' and parents' expectations for the student's occupation, required
recoding to construct meaningful comparisons.

Appendix C. Statistical Measures of Association and Omission Bigsovides detailed
specifications of the measures of convergence and bias reported in this study.






Chapter 2
Methodology

Overview

In most surveys, there is only one source of information for each measure, and as a result,
there are severe limits on the evaluation of the items as measures. NELS:88, in contrast, has
collected multiple sources of information on many important constructs. Thus, NELS:88 provides
a unique resource for evaluating the performance of survey items. Four main research questions
about NELS:88 base year and follow-up survey measures are addressed in this report:

1. To what extent do responses to the same items vary by (a) different respondents or (b) the
same respondent over time?

2. How do individuals who omit an item differ from those who respond to it?

3. To what extent does variation in responses to the same item occur in particular
subpopulations of students?

4. How much of an impact does variation between sources in responses to the same item
have on estimated relations with outcome measures?

Each of these questions can be addressed for a wide variety of items included in the NELS:88
surveys. A series of uniform displays of particular measures was selected in order to provide the basis
for readers to compare the quality of responses across a variety of different items included in the
surveys. The following sections describe the measures used to address these four research questions
in chapter 3 of this report (for items in common to parent and student surveys), in chapter 4 (for items
in common to teacher and student surveys), and in chapter 5 (for items presented to students in more
than one of the surveys).

1. To what extent do responses to the same items vary by (a) different respondents or
(b) the same respondent over time?

The empirical basis for addressing this question is a cross-tabulation of responses from two
sources. The simplest measure of convergence is the percentage of individuals for whom the
responses constitute an exact match. That measure has flaws, however, in that aspects of the
response distribution that do not conceptually represent convergence can dramatically affect the
percent match. For example, an item in which a single response alternative is selected by a large
percentage of respondents, such as a question about language usually used in the home, to which
most American parents and teenagers would respond “English,” or a question about whether the
student had ever been suspended from school, to which most parents and teenagers would respond
“no,” would exhibit a high percentage matching even if the responses from the two sources were
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unrelated. Also, breaking a variable into finer distinctions changes the measure—the larger the
number of response categories, the smaller will be the expected percentage of exact matches. For
example, the percentage match on expected education level would be lower if there were seven
response alternatives than if the responses were collapsed to three levels, even though level of
agreement on the construct was unchanged.

Therefore, although the percentage match is a meaningful concept for readers, another
measure that is relatively impervious to distortions caused by skewness and fineness of breakdowns
is needed. The most commonly used quantitative measure of association between responses to two
items is the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient. If the responses can be coded
numerically (e.g., assigned values such as 1, 2, 3, and 4, for never, rarely, frequently, and always) in
such a way that the ordering of the numbers matches the ordering of the response category labels,
then this coefficient gives an index that is not severely distorted by skewness (if the skewness is
similar for both items) or by fineness of breakdowns. Values of a correlation coefficient greater than
.80 might be said to indicate a high level of convergence between items; a coefficient between .40 and
.80 might be said to indicate a moderate level of convergence; and values less than .40 indicate low
levels of convergence—the pair of items are primarily tapping different sources of variation (either
“measurement error” or different constructs).

For most items in NELS:88, response options are ordered in a natural way. In cases where
they are not, an ordering can be developed. For example, occupations expected at age 30 can be
ordered on level of professional training required or on prestige; and language usually used in the
home can be collapsed into two categories: English or other. Therefore, a correlation coefficient is
an appropriate measure of convergence for use in this examination of NELS:88 items.

The product-moment correlation coefficient is, however, distortediffgrential skewness.
Two respondents, parents and students for example, might tend to “use a different part of the scale,”
because they have a different criterion for the construct (e.g., whedlohirg in the school is good),
but otherwise might agree perfectly (e.g., that teaching at one school is better than at another). That
is, their responses represent the same underlying construct, but the response scale (i.e., the dividing
line or lines between high and low categories) is shifted for one of the respondents relative to the
other. The product-moment correlation coefficient is affected (i.e., reduced) by this shift of
thresholds, as well as by differences in agreement about the construct . To separate the effects of
such a shift, or differential skewness, from the effects of lack of convergence on the construct,
another measure is needed.

% For example, if parent and student agree perfectly on an underlying concept, such as quality of teaching at the
school, but have different threshold standards for “good”, so that 75 percent of parents respond “good” and 25 percent of
students respond “good”, the maximum value that the product-moment correlation can take onis 1/3, not 1. The
polychoric correlation can take on the value 1 in this case (if no student responds “good” while her parent responds “not
good”).



One such measure is tipolychoric correlation coefficient, which is the correlation
associated with the bivariate normal distribution that matches the two observed marginal distributions
and best fits the observed bivariate response frequencies (Drasgow 1984). In the special case in
which the two measures are both dichotomies, the polychoric correlation is the well-known
tetrachoric correlation. The procedure for estimating the polychoric correlation is described in
Appendix C. Two item pairs with the same underlying relation but different skewness can have very
different percentage matches but the same polychoric correlation. The polychoric correlation
coefficient, it should be noted, does not depend on the assignment of (interval-scale) numbers to the
response alternatives, merely on their ordinality.

To complement the polychoric correlation coefficient, a measure is needed of the extent to
which responses to an item from two sources are shifted, relative to each other. In the present report,
the mean score is computed for each measure, and differences are presented for mean scores; that is,
differences in the mean (ordinal) position of response alternatives. For example, for a
three-alternative item with relative response frequencies of .2, .3, and .5 for parents and .5, .3, .2 for
students, the mean score for parents would be .2(1)+.3(2)+.5(3) = 2.3 and for students would be
5(1)+.3(2)+.2(3) = 1.7, for a difference of 2.3-1.7 = 0.6. If a researcher were to consider the
measure from one source (e.g., a parent) to be the construct of interest, this difference would be
equivalent to théiasincurred by using the measure from the other source (e.g., a student) as the
indicator.

When a measure is a dichotomy, such as whether English is the teenager’s native language,
the responses are scored as 1 (yes) and 0 (no), or the reverse. This means, for example, that if 70
percent of the respondents reply “yes” and 30 percent respond “no,” then the mean response score
is .70. Tabular presentations in this report uniformly display mean scores and differences in means;
but when appropriate, these are discussed in the text as differences in percentages of responses of
particular types.

Another measure of convergence that would be appropriate if the measures from two sources
were considered only as two separate imperfect measures of the same underlying construct is the root
mean squared error of measurement, or measurement error, sometimes referredstarasatice
error of measuremerit If two measures of the same construct are observed and measured on the
same scale, measurement error can be estimated from the correlation between the two separate
measures. If both measures are assumed to share equally the measurement error, the ratio of the
standard error of measuremesd,to the overall standard deviation of the distribution of responses,
sd, is equal to the square root of 1 minus the correlation coeffigisat: sd) = 1 - r . For
example, if the correlation coefficient is 0.75, then the standard error of measurement is one half of

* In terms used in other data quality reports, such tudy of Nonsampling Errors in the 1991 \&yrof Recent
College Graduates 199(Brick et al. 1994), measurement error is the square root of the “simple response variance”
(SRV). However, other data quality reports have not used the polychoric estimate of the underlying correlation.
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the overall standard deviatiof.6 = /1 - 0.75 ). In this terminolagm, thereliability of the
measure(s). On the other hand, if one measure is assumed to be the underlying construct (i.e., the
criterion measure), the relation(ise / sd) = {1 - r?2

The concept of measurement error carries with if the notion of an equal interval scale, which
is not appropriate for many ordinal survey items. Furthermore, the concept is not appropriate for two
measures that are considered as measuring different but related constructs. Therefore, this report
presents correlations, rather than measurement errors. In summary, the three statistics— polychoric
correlation, percentage match, and mean difference—provide the basic summary data to address the
first research question.

2. How do individuals who omit an item differ from those who respond to it?

Next, this report examines whether there is substantial nonresponse bias in variables on the
NELS:88 file. To the extent that individuals fail to respond to items on the survey, there is potential
for bias in population estimates based on the sample survey: individuals who fail to respond may differ
from respondents on the construct measured by the item. One check on the potential for nonresponse
bias is the percentage of omissions. If the percentage of omissions is very low (e.g., less than 5
percent), then nonresponse bias is probably not severe. However, if the percentage of omissions is
moderate or higher, estimates based only on respondents may or may not be biased. A simple
examination of the percentage of missing data is not sufficient, because the impact of missing data
depends on whether nonrespondents would have responded differently from respondents. If
nonrespondents have the same distribution of characteristics as respondents, then there is no
nonresponse bias.

Normally, it is very difficult to estimate how nonrespondents might have responded to a
survey item they omit. However, NELS:88 possesses data that are unusually effective for addressing
the omission bias issue—those items whose convergence is studied in this report. To the extent that
there is convergence, responses from one source can be used to provide insights into the response
tendencies of the other source, whether or not the other source responded. For example, if parents
of students who leave an item blank about drug use in school indicate that they think their teenager
may have a drug problem more frequently than parents of students who respond to the item do, one
can infer that omission by students is at least a weak indicator of drug use in school. The assumption
still must be made, of course, that nonrespondentsrattardo respondents who have matched
responses from another source; but that assumption is easier to accept than an assumption that they
are similar based on arbitrary other variables, sucacgathnicity, sex, and socioeconomic status
(SES).

Missing data on an item can arise either because a selected individual fails to return a
guestionnaire or because he or she returns a questionnaire leaving that item blank (or otherwise
unscorable). To adjust for failure to return a questionnaire, NELS:88 identifies similar cases in the
sample and reweights these cases to represent nonrespondents, thus reducing potential nonresponse
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bias to the extent that the characteristics of matched respondents and nonrespondents are similar.
Because the data analyzed in this report include only cases with a positive second follow-up panel
weight (F2PNLWT), students’ failure to return a follow-up survey is not reflected in percentages of
missing data. Specific item omission remains, however, and “omission bias” can occur when selective
item omission occurs. Moreover, parent and teacher failures to return a questionnaire are included
in missing data estimates in this report, because the corresponding student panel weights remain
greater than zero—other weights included in the NELS:88 database adjust for parent and teacher
nonresponse. In order to base all results in this report on the same set of cases, analyses of parent
and teacher item omissions have not been restricted to parenteammegrs who returned
guestionnaires.

Even when a survey instrument is available, data may be missing on some items because the
respondent left an item out, refused to answer an item, marked multiple responses on a single-
response item, or selected an “I don't know” option. In all of these cases, one can assume that the
information that would have been conveyed in the response could have been valid. On the other
hand, some items may be missing because the item was inappropriate, as indicated by an explicit or
implicit skip pattern in the survey instrument. For this report, all of the cases except for legitimate
skips are combined into a single category of “omission” because they all have the effect of potentially
biasing research that ignores them.

In this report, the percentages of missing data are computed for selected variables, and the
differences in distributions between nonrespondents and respondents on the same item from a second
source are presented. These differences are referred to in the report as “omission bias.” For example,
in comparing student and parent response, “parent omission bias” is estimated as the mean difference
between responses of students whose parents omitted the item and responses of students whose
parents responded to the item. Conversely, “student omission bias” is estimated as the difference
between responses of parents whose students omitted the item and responses of parents whose
students responded to the item. The sizes of these differences, or estimates of “omission bias,” can
be compared to the sizes of differences found in other analyses of the quality of item responses, either
between different sources or between population subgroups.

3. To what extent does variation in responses to the same item occur in particular
subpopulations of students?

Many research studies focus on a particular category of students, such as one sex, or one level
of SES, or students with particular proficiency levels. It may well be that the convergence of an item
differs between population groups. To take an obvious example, students with lower reading scores
can be expected to make more errors interpreting the survey items than students who obtain higher
reading scores.

The number of potential comparisons is virtually unlimited. In order to provide a broad
picture of the amount of variation between population subgroups, a sample of critical dimensions that
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would be likely to show such variation was selected. The major groupings of students and dropouts
were dichotomizations based on (a) the student's eighth grade reading score, (b) family SES, and (c)
student sex. For comparisons with parent responses, two additional dichotomizations that might be
expected to affect family response differences on a survey about education were included: (d)
whether the student attended a public or private school at the time of the survey and (e) whether the
parent who responded was living in the home with the student all of the time. Similarly, for
comparisons with teacher responses, one additional dichotomization was included: (f) the subject of
the course in which the teacher taught the student (mathematics or science).

Differences between population subgroups might be found on any of the measures used to
address research questions 1 and 2, but to reduce the volume of statistics included in this report,
variation in the performance of items between population subgroups was measured using three of the
measures used to address the first two questions: the polychoric correlation coefficient, mean
difference, and percentage of missing student data. For each item analyzed, a three-part table is
included, whose columns refer to the particular subpopulations. Each part of the table presents
results for one of the three measures.

4. How much of an impact does variation in responses to the same items have on estimated
relations with outcome measures?

The exceptional value of a multifaceted longitudinal survey like NELS:88 lies in the richness
of the data—the simultaneous availability of background data, experiential data, and outcome data
on the same representative sample of individuals. Policy questions can be sharply addressed by
estimating the relations between background factors and experiences and between experiences and
outcomes. In this context, it is important for researchers to know the extent to which relations
observed in the data are a function of the particular ways in which data were gathered, as opposed
to a function of underlying constructs measured by the items on the survey.

Although students and parents may respond differently to an item, it may well be that both
are responding in ways that measure an underlying factor that affects some outcomes. That is, even
though convergence may be low, the same relations to outcomes are observed, no matter which
source is used. To put it simply—do the differences matter, for a particular research problem? Or
could one of the measures be substituted for the other if the need arose?

To address this question, a series of seven to ten “dependent” variables were selected, and
simple tests of hypotheses about the effects of variation on NELS:88 items on those dependent
variables were carried out, first using the NELS:88 item from one source, then using the item from
a second source. For example, a student’s self-concept, measured in twelfth grade, might be expected
to be related to whether “teachers are interested in students,” and this can be tested using either the
student’s or his/her parent’s ratings of whether teachers are interested in students. To the extent that
results of such a test vary by the source of the rating information, researchers must restrict their
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interpretations to “students’ [or parents’] perceptions that teachers are interested in students” and not
translate measures of perceptions of interest into measures of actual interest.

The dependent measures used in these analyses include the student’s mathematics test scores
in grade 12 (F22XMTH); the academic difficulty of his/her high school program (F2ZRTRPRG);
average grades in core courses (F2RHENG2, F2ZRMAG2, F2RHSG2, F2RHSOG2); enroliment
status (F2ZRTROUT); locus of control (F2LOCUS1) and self concept measures (F2CNCPT1);
expected educational attainment (F2S43); and the socioeconomic index coding of the occupation
expected at age 30 (F2S64). Average grade in core courses was used rather than the overall grade
point average, because examination of the overall measure reveals that it is an undifferentiated
aggregation of grades on a 4-point scale, a 100-point scale, and some other scales. For the
comparisons between student and teacher responselimentcstatus was not used; and for
comparisons between student and parent responses, mathematics scores in grades 8 and 10
(BY2XMTH and F12XMTH) were also examined.

The statistical tests performed represent those that might occur in substantive research. The
item whose convergence is of concern is used to create two groups (e.g., high vs. low ratings of the
safety of the school), first based on one source (e.g., the student response), then based on the other
source (e.g., the parent response). Two Student's t-tests are carried out, one for each of the response
sources; and tables are constructed to show when it makes a difference which source is used and
when it does not (i.e., when either both or neither of the definitions of the group is significantly
related to the dependent variable). The t-tests make use of the appropriate sampling weights, in this
case, F2PNLWT, and they take into account the complex sample design of NELS:88, as described
in Appendix C.

Selection of the Study Sample

Because this report is aimed at researchers who would use NELS:88 to study the longitudinal
progress of eighth graders through their next four years, all results presented in the report pertain to
only those students who were included in the NELS:88 base year and first and second follow-ups;
that is, the set of students for whom the longitudinal panel weight (F2ZPNLWT) is greater than zero.
These are the only students whose data have any impact on appropriate longitudinal analyses across
the high school years. This decision was made in order to limit the complexity of the report—readers
will find many questions to raise about the different results in this report without having to factor in
variation in populations from one section to the next.

The primary groups omitted from this report by this decision are the base year ineligible
students (BY]1), the freshened samples, students not followed-up, and students whose status becomes
unknown in follow-ups. Because these groups are relatively small, it would be difficult to carry out
separate studies of the NELS:88 data quality for them. In addition, including them in some analyses
but not others would reduce the comparability of results presented in different sections of the report.
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However, it should be noted (1) that dropouts are included and (2) that use of the panel weight for
analyses purely of base year results is conceptually accurate. Finally, it should be noted that NCES
maintains both public-use and restricted access files for NELS:88. The latter files are available only
for clearly specified and justified uses by organizations which maintain rigorous data security
procedures and agree to severe sanctions for inappropriate release or reporting of the data. Because
all students who appear on the restricted file but not on the public-use file have F2PNLWT equal to
zero, the results in this report are equally applicable to both files.

Student and Dropout Databas@here are 16,489 NELS:88 cases (teenagers) on the 1995
NELS:88 CD-ROM for which the panel weight is nonzero. These cases are a subset of the 18,393
cases with positive base year weights that were included in the NELS:88 follow-ups. Another 6,206
cases with positive base year weights were not sampled for the follow-ups, as described in the
NELS:88 Second Follow-up Student @ament Data User's ManugNCES 1994a). The 16,489
cases include 14,977 second follow-up student questionnaires and 1,512 second follow-up dropout
questionnaires. As shown in Table 2.1A, which is based on the variable F2UNIV1, there were 1,766
dropouts at the time of the second follow-up; however, 254 of these returned student questionnaires.
For most analyses, student and dropout data were combined.

Table 2.1A— First and second follow-up status of NELS:88 cases with positive second follow-up panel weights

First Second Follow-up Status
Follow-up In school, In school,
Status in grade out of grade Dropout Ineligible  Out of scope Unknown Total
In school:
in grade 14,136 203 964 0 0 0 15,303
out of grade 204 131 217 0 0 0 552
Dropout 36 13 585 0 0 0 634
Ineligible 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Out of scope 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unknown 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 14,376 347 1,766 0 0 0 16,489

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); First and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

The 1,904 cases with positive base year weights but zero panel weights were distributed as
shown in Table 2.1B. Most of these cases were either known to be in school or identified as dropout,
at both the first and second follow-ups. The extent to which these 1,904 students and the 6,206
students not included in the follow-ups represent the panel of American eighth grade students in 1988
as they passed through the high school years, the “weight” they would have contributed to population
estimates for panel studies was redistributed to other, similar NELS:88 participants with more
complete data. Thus, the total of base year weights and second follow-up panel weights are nearly
the same, differing primarily to represent deaths and net outmigrations. The sum of base year
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weights, which is an estimate of the number of Americans in eighth grade in 1988, is 3,008,080; and
the sum of NELS:88 second follow-up panel weights is 2,970,835.

Table 2.1B— First and second follow-up status of NELS:88 cases with positive base year weights and zero second

follow-up panel weights

First Second Follow-up Status
Follow-up In school, In school,
Status ingrade outofgrade Dropout Ineligible Out of scope  Unknown Total
In school:
in grade 611 30 177 4 72 157 1,051
out of grade 24 8 38 2 5 30 107
Dropout 11 3 108 0 7 71 200
Ineligible 11 0 7 19 0 0 37
Out of scope 9 1 15 0 56 15 96
Unknown 302 14 57 1 1 38 413
Total 968 56 402 26 141 311 1,904

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); First and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Parent Database For the purpose of comparison of student responses to parent responses,
the panel weight does not adjust for parent nonresponse (a different weight does). There were 1,370
students in the panel sample whose parents were not included in the second follow-up survey.
Parents of both students and dropouts were included in the analyses. For most analyses, student and
dropout data were combined; however, the parent-student comparisons excluded dropouts for four
items: ratings of schools, college planning factors, occupational expectations, and an item on
education-related family discussions.

Teacher DatabaseThe teacher sample included one mathematics or one s@eawcbtert for
each student who was (a) in tentext samplehe sub-sample of high schools from which NCES
gathered contextual data; and (b) enrolled in a mathematics or science course at the time of the
second follow-up. Therefore, the sample size for analyses involving teacher measures is substantially
smaller than for other analyses in this report. The data file contains data only from teachers who were
paired with gparticipating student, but because the data include records for students matched with
teacher nonparticipants, teacher unit-level nonresponse can be identified along with item nonresponse.

The sample of students who might have corresponding teacher responses included 9,853
records with teacher responses and 1,008 records witdaober responses. Not all of the students
represented in these 10,861 records participated in the second follow-up panel, however—9,832 of
them are included. Table 2.2 summarizes the distribution of records.
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Table 2.2— Number of students expected to have corresponding math and science teacher records, by teacher
participation

Total Teacher 5articipants Teacher Nonparticipants
All 10,861 9,853 1,008
In 2nd Follow-up panel 9,832 8,945 887
Math 5,819 5,304 515
Science 4,013 3,641 372

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Teacher and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Because only slightly more than half of the students were included in the context sample for
which teacher data were collected, there might be concern that the student-teacher response
comparisons presented in this report do not represent the entire population of students in the cohort.
To test this, values of key statistics were computed using both the panel weights (F2PNLWT) and
the context weights (F2CXTWT). Table 2.3 tabulates some key statistics using the panel weights
and context weights.

Table 2.3— Comparison of statistics using panel weights and context weights for some key statistics

Key Statistics  Key Statistics

Student Using Panel  Using Context
Characteristics Weights Weights
Percentage male (F2SEX) 50.2 50.8
Race (F2RACEL, percentage)
Asian/Pacific Islander 3.6 4.3
Hispanic 10.4 10.4
Black, non-Hispanic 13.1 12.6
White, non-Hispanic 71.5 71.5
American Indian 14 1.2
SES composite (F2SES2, mean) 0.00 0.08
Parents’ education (F2PARED, ma&rd 3.12
PSAT score available (F2RPSATV,M percentage) 25.7 31.6
Standardized test composite (F22XCOMP, mean) 50.60 50.94

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Second Follow-up Parent and Student Surveys.

For the most part, this table reveals only small differences in the key statistics using the panel
weights and the context weights. Therefore, the results presented in this report, which are not
weighted to represent students not included in the context sample in the student-teacher comparisons,
are meaningful.

Sample Sizes of Comparison Subpopulatioiise numbers of cases in the subpopulation
groups for which item comparisons were made are shown in Table 2.4. The numbers of cases were
balanced except for (a) whether the parent respondent was living in the home with the student all of
the time and (b) whether the student was enrolled in a public or private school. The sums are less
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than 16,489 due to unavailable data on the variables (other than F2SEX) used to define the
subpopulation dichotomies.

Table 2.4— Unweighted frequencies of subpopulations on which items were compared

Group Number of Records
Parent respondent living in the

home all the time (BYP1B) 15,080
Parent respondent not living in the

home all the time 463
Low SES (F2SES2) 6,934
High SES 7,318
Male (F2SEX) 8,140
Female 8,349
Low base year reading score (BY2XRSTD) 7,409
High base year reading score 8,471
Public school (base year) (G8CTRL) 13,007
Private school (base year) 2,545
Mathematics teacher (F2SUBJCT) 5,819
Science teacher 4,013

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88);Base-Year and Second Follow-up Parent and Student Surveys.

Weighting of Cases

Four sets of analyses are included for each NELS:88 item examined in this report to address
the four research questions about convergence of responses (i.e., accuracy, omission bias,
subpopulation differences, and relations to outcomes). The real null hypothesis for the first three
research questions is that the responses do not vary between sources; that is, for every parent (or
teacher), not just parents (@atchers) on average, the student and parent (or teacher) responses
measure the same construct. In a sense, this is a null hypothesis of “respondent
independence”—every response depends only on the item and the student it is about, not on the
choice of who is making the response. Because this null hypothesis pertains to all cases individually,
it is reasonable to study it assigning equal weight to all cases. Furthermore, since the purpose of this
report is to provide a description of the performandgeois not of persons, the national estimates
that would be provided by weighted statistics are not sought in this study. Therefore, for the most
part, the statistics included in this report are unweighted. Specifically, measures of convergence
(polychoric correlations, percentage matches, and mean differences), to address research question 1,
measures of omission rates and omission bias, to address research question 2, and population
subgroup comparisons, to address research question 3, are unweighted.
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One aspect of the report addresses the effects of nonconvergence on typical research
hypothesis testing (see research question 4). For those analyses, panel weights are used and tests of
statistical significance are carried out using SUDAAN (Shah, Barnwell, Hunt, and LaVange 1993),
which takes the complex sampling design of NELS:88 into account in computing standard errors and
significance tests.

Lest there be concern that some subpopulations would be substantially over-represented in
the unweighted analyses that address the first three research questions because weights were not used
to adjust for differential sampling rates, sample means and standard deviations, calculated both
unweighted and using F2PNLWT, are shown in Table 2.5. The weighted sample had slightly lower
SES, percent female, twelfth grade math scores, and parental education, because larger weights for
respondents in these categories were necessary to compensate for the fact that there were more
nonrespondents in these categories. Nevertheless, the standard deviations were very similar, and the
effect sizes (mean difference in standard deviation units) were no more than about 10 percent.

Table 2.5— Weighted and unweighted means and standard deviations for five NELS:88 measures

Sample Means Sample Standard Deviations
Weighted Unweighted Weighted Unweighted

SES (F2SES2) .00 .08 .8 .8
Percent female (F2SEX) 49.7 50.6 50.0 50.0
Math score (F22XMTH) 53.4 54.5 10.3 10.5
Parent respondent’s

education (BYP30) 6.5 6.7 34 3.5
Parent spouse’s

education (BYP31) 6.6 6.8 3.6 3.7

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Parent and Student Surveys.

Note: The weight used is F2PNLWT, and the sample consists of all cases with F2PI0LWT
Definition of Omission Rates

Because the panel weight was constructed to allow researchers to use the data on respondents
to represent the entire population of teenagers, including those represented by nonrespondents,
omissions by these students are limited to omissions of individual items—a student who failed to
respond at all to the second follow-up would not appear on the file, and his or her weight would be
reassigned to individuals who did respond.

Because parents of3l0 teenagers with positive panel weights were not administered a
follow-up questionnaire by design, computation of parent omission rates were adjusted to avoid
counting their responses as omissions. Other cases with no parent questionnaire are counted as
parent omissions. Therefore, since about 6 percent of the 16,489 cases studied here have no base
year parent questionnaire due to nonresponse, each item on the parent survey has an omission
percentage of at least 6 percent.
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Teacher omission rates were based only on 8&2%econd follow-up panel students in the
sample for whom teacher data were planned to be collected. Of these, 887 teachers failed to return
a questionnaire at the second follow-up. As a result, omission rates for teachers were all at least 9
percent.
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Chapter 3
Comparison of Parent and Student Responses

A great deal of research has focused on the role of the family in a child’s educational progress,
and NELS:88 has supplemented this research with an extensive parent questionnaire. Both parents
and students were asked for information about family factors that have been hypothesized to affect
educational outcomes in order to provide a sound empirical basis for valid and reliable educational
research and policy analysis. The items on the parent and student questionnaires were distinct but
overlapping. They ranged from objective information, such as what language was spoken most
frequently in the household; to perceptions about family interactions and school; to plans, aspirations,
and expectations related to college and career. As shown in this chapter, which compares parent and
student responses related to these topics, the convergence of item responses by parents and students
varies from very high to very low.

Number of Siblings

In the base year survey, both parents and students were asked to indicate the number of
siblings of the eighth grade student who was participating in NELS:88. Although the questions had
similar meaning, they were not identical:

Parent Question

3A (BY) We would like to know how many brothers and sisters your eighth
grader has. Please consider all siblings, including half- and step- and
adoptive brothers and sisters.

Student Question
32A (BY) How many brothers and sisters do you have? Please include any
stepbrothers and/or stepsisters if they live or have lived in your home.

In both surveys, the respondent indicated None, One, Two, Three, Four, Five, or Six or more. Items
4 (parent) and 33 (student) also asked about the number of older siblings.

The results from unweighted comparisons of parent and student responses for cases with
positive second follow-up panel weights are shown in Table 3.1A. The polychoric correlations were
high for total siblings and older siblings (.89 and .92, respectively); and the raw percentages of
matched responses were 84.1 percent and 87.7 percent. Over half of the remainder (an additional
9.8 percent and 7.7 percent) differed by one in one direction or the other. Differences of one might

®See Chapter 2 for an explanation of analysis and usage of polychoric correlations as a measure of convergence
between paired items.
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be due to careless responses, including the student in a count of the children in the family, by either
the student or the parent. In addition, the item presented to students had an additional printed
qualifier—living in the home—so students were not instructed to count step-siblings living in a
separate home whereas parents were. Nevertheless, there was virtually no overall bias in source of
response: the average number of siblings was 2.23 according to either source, the average number
of older siblings was 1.21 according to parents, and 1.27 according to students; a small but significant
difference {=-8.53]. It should be noted that the two mean responses shown in Table 3.1A are
unweighted and are based on the same cases (i.e., those for which both sources are nonmissing).

Table 3.1A— Comparison of parent and student responses to items about numbers of siblings

Number of Polychoric Percent Mean Parent Mean Student Parent-Student

Response Pairs  Correlation Match Response Response Difference
Siblings 15,239 .886 84.1 2.23 2.23 .000
Older siblings 14,157 .924 87.7 1.21 1.27 -.052

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year Parent and Student Surveys.

As unweighted statistics in Table 3.1B indicate, 99 percent of students responded to these
items, and 92 to 93 percent of parents responded to them. Since about 6 percent of parents failed
to return a questionnaire, the percentage who omitted these specific items was small, similar to the
student omission percentage. With 7 percent parent omissions, the question arises of whether
students with missing parent responses had more or fewer siblings than students whose parents
answered the item. As indicated in the column labeled “parent omission bias,” the average response
of students whose parents failed to return a questionnaire or omitted the item on number of siblings
was .253 greater than the response of other students. On awmeweling to data from the
students, about one-quarter of the nonresponding parents had one more child than responding parents
did, on average. Over the whole sample (unweighted), assuming that very few NELS:88 families had
more than six children, this would create a nonresponse bias of .253 times 7 percent, or about .02
siblings per respondent, if the parent data were used. The “parent omission bias” for the second item,
number of older siblings, is much smaller (.020) and suggests that parents who omitted this item
probably had about as many children older than the NELS:88 student as those who responded.
Finally, because student omissions were rare, student omission bias is not a critical problem.

Table 3.1B— Comparison of parent and student nonresponse rates to items about numbers of siblings

Percent Student Student Percent Parent Parent
Omissions Omission Bias Omissions Omission Bias
Siblings .6 421 7.0 .253
Older siblings 1.1 -.642 7.8 .020

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year Parent and Student Surveys.
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If either nonmatch or nonresponse were located in some particular subpopulation, it could
affect research results focusing on that group. The relative frequencies of these differential responses
among different types of student-parent combinations are shown in Table 3.1C, which displays three
of the measures shown in Tables 3.1A and 3.1B, broken out by subgroup. The high correlations
between parent and student counts of numbers of siblings appear to be fairly uniform, with the
smallest polychoric correlation being .85. However, the correlations were somewhat higher for the
following subpopulations compared to their counterparts in Table 3.1C: high SES sttxR06]
students with high reading scorés7.20], and private school students4.99]. The only noticeable
variation in response among subpopulations was that the mean count of older siblings by the parent
respondent was slightly lower than by the student in the low readB@2] and low SESt$3.73]
subpopulations. Student nonresponse rates to these items were low in all groups, the highest
frequency of nonresponse being 2.2 percent, for counts of older siblings by students who did not live
with the parent respondent all of the tirw2[51]. (Each Student’s t test is for the comparison with
the complementary subsample.)

Table 3.1C— Response characteristics on items about numbers of siblings, for population subgroups

Student Lives With 8th Grade
Parent Respondent SES Sex Reading School
Allthe time  Not all the timeLow High Male  Female Low High Public Private

Polychoric Correlations

Siblings .89 85 86 d1 88 8 8 % 88 2

Older siblings 92 .90 91 82 91 93 90 a4 92 %95
Differences in Mean Count

Siblings .00 -.01 .00 .01 -.01 .01 -.03 .03 .00 -.02

Older siblings -.04 -.06 -06 -01 -.05 -.05 -.10 -.01 -05 -.04
Pct. Student Nonresponse

Siblings .6 .6 9 A4 .8 5 7 3 7 2

Older siblings 1.0 2.2 1.2 1.0 1.0 1.2 N4 1.0 .9 1.5

(a) Afew high correlations are based on a Pearson correlation approximation. In those few cases in which the Pearson correlation was close
to 1.0, the polychoric correlation computation in SAS failed to converge for a subpopulation, although it did converge for the total. In those

H 5 2 2 2,
cases, the apprO)_(ImaFlon (1 '(Rarson) subpopulation ) X ((1 - F&mlychoric) total ) / (f - %earson) total )) was used for (1 '(rBychoric) subpopulation ) The
Pearson approximation was accurate for cases for which the computation converged.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year Parent and Student Surveys.

Number of siblings and number of older siblings have been hypothesized as important factors
in various models of educational achievement. Table 3.1D displays the significance of differences
between students with either fewer than three siblings, or with no older siblings, and other students
on twelfth grade mathematics scores and other outcome measures. (The NELS:88 variables used for
outcome measures are specified in Chapter 2.) There are nine potential entries in the table:

P+ parent item shows a significant positive relation

P- parent item shows a significant negative relation
S+ student item shows a significant positive relation
S- student item shows a significant negative relation
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+ both items show a significant positive relation
- both items show a significant negative relation
P-S+ parent item shows a significant negative relation, student item shows a
positive relation
P+S- parent item shows a significant positive relation, student item shows a
negative relationship
neither source shows a significant relation

The significance of the relation was based, in each case, on a Student’s t-test, between “high” and
“low” on the number of siblings (or number of older siblings), using the indicated NELS:88 measure
as the dependent variable. In testing a hypothesis, “significance” refers to the unlikelihood (p < .05)
of the observed differences in means between “high” and “low” groups if the null hypothesis that the
two groups have the same mean were true. For these t-tests, appropriate adjustments for design
effects were implemented and differential case weights were taken into account, using SUDAAN;
however, each was treated as a single test, with no adjustment for multiplectemiselthe entries

in the table were to be considered predictive of what researchers might find if they were studying a
particular phenomenon, not as the basis for substantive inferences based on their inclusion in this
report on survey item response quality.

The number of siblings was dichotomized between 2 and 3, and the number of older siblings
was dichotomized between 0 and 1. The negative signs in Table 3.1D indicate that the relations
between having more than two siblings or at least one older sibling and various outcomes were
significantly negative.

Table 3.1D— Statistically significant associations of sibling counts, based on parent and student responses, with
selected NELS:88 outcomes

8th 10th 12th Educ. Occu- Course Grade Locus Self- Enroll-
Grade Grade Grade Aspr.& pation Diffi- Point of Con- ment
Math Math Math  Expect Expect culty Avg.  Control cept Status

Siblings (3+) - - - - - - - - . -

Older sibling (1+) - - - S- S- - - . . S

Note: “+” and “-" refer to the direction of relation, P and S indicate that the relation is signifidgirfor data from that source (parent
or student), and “. .” indicates that no significant relation was found.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year, First Follow-up, and Second Follow-up Parent and Student Surveys.

As can be seen in the table, the effects of having at least three siblings are negative for the same 9 of
10 dependent measures whether counts are from parents or students. The results were more mixed
when the measure was the number of older siblings. For three of the measures—current enroliment
status (i.e., not being a dropout), educational attainment expectations, and prestige rating of the
expected occupation—the student-based indicator that there was an older sibling was significant (the
three Student’s t-values for differences between the groups with one or more versus no older siblings
ranged from -2.0 to -3.0), while the parent-based indicator was not (Studesities ranged from
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-1.0to -1.5). Because the sample sizes for parent and student data were nearly the same, it appears
that whatever the difference in parent and student responses, the student’s perception is more closely
related to aspects of educational achievement. This does not indicate that the parent-based indicator
has “error,” only that its variation includes factors unrelated to the student’s progress (e.g., inclusion

of children from other marriages with whom the student has not lived).

In sum, researchers can be confident about using the responses provided by either parents or
students to NELS:88 items related to sibling counts. The measures of convergence and match are
high, the levels of nonresponse are low, and relations with outcomes appear to be generally
consistent.

Student Jobs

A second objective question that was asked of both parents and students concerned whether,
and when, the student had held a job. The items, which were asked on the second follow-up, were:

Parent Questions
71 (F2) Has your teen ever worked for pay?

72 (F2) When did your teenager last work for pay, mainting work around
the house? (IF YOUR TEENAGER ISRRENTLY WORKING,
PLEASE ENTER THE CURRENT MONTH AND YEAR.)

73 (F2) When did your teenager start working at the job in which he/she last
worked for pay?

Student Questions
86A (F2) Have you ever worked for pay, noticting work around the

house?
86B (F2) When did you last work for pay, not counting work around the house?
87 (F2) When did you start your current or most recent job?

For the parent, the first of these questions was simply “yes-no,” with a skip-pattern omitting the next
two questions if the parent replied “no” to item 71. For the student, a skip pattern based on the
response to item 86A omitted item 86B if the student indicated that he/she was currently working.
For these analyses, “yes” was recoded as 1 and “no” as 0. The response alternatives for the time of
starting and stopping the job were discrete years and months; the year and month responses are
analyzed separately here.
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For the question of whether the student had held a job, there was substantial, although not
high, convergence: a polychoric correlation of .65 and an overall agreement of 88.1 percent as shown
in Table 3.2A. Slightly more parents (90 percent) than students (87 percent) indicated that the student
had held a jobtE11.44].

Table 3.2A— Comparison of parent and student responses to items about student jobs

Number of Polychoric Percent Mean Parent Mean Student Parent-Student

Response Pairs  Correlation Match Response Response Difference
Ever worked 12,774 .652 88.1 0.90 0.87 .035
Year started last job 8,819 .458 50.6 1990.87 1990.65 216
Month started last job 8,996 .320 29.3 6.31 6.46 -.152
Year last worked 3,831 .307 44.1 1991.53 1991.01 .520
Month last worked 3,870 .195 22.3 7.24 7.08 .164

Note: For purposes of consistency across all tabular analyses in this report, data on years and months are reported as numerical means.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Second Follow-up Parent and Student Surveys.

There was noticeably less agreement concerning the exact month and year that the student
had last worked or had started the most recent job. First, students who were currently working left
the “last worked” question blank, per instructions, while parents responded with the “current month
and year” per instructions. Thus, fewer than half as many students were included in analyses of the
“when last worked” question as in the analyses of the “when started job” question. With the
exception of a polychoric correlation of .46 for the year started work, the convergence of these items
was low (i.e., .31 for the last year worked, .32 for the month started, and .20 for the last month
worked). The mean year started was estimated to be 1990.87, according to parents, versus
1990.68 , according to students; and the mean year last worked®9m$§3, according to parents,
versus 1991.01, according to students. The estimated year last worked, according to parents,
included parent responses for students who were currently working at the time the survey was
conducted, while the estimate for students did not. The modal month started (not shown in Table
3.2A) was June, according to both parents and students, and the modal month last worked was
August, according to both students and those parents whose students indicated that they had stopped
working.

A substantial percentage of students omitted these items, as shown in Table 3.2B, and
although few parents who returned a questionnaire omitted the item on whether the student had ever
worked for pay, many omitted the items specifying dates. The omission rates for dates are probably
sufficient to introduce noticeable bias, because parents’ reports were of somewhat later years (.139
and .113) for students who omitted the items.

®  The difference between 1990.65 and 1990.87 refers to the fact that more parents than students reported a later

year (e.g., 1991) and does not indicate that they reported a later time in 1990. The responses to the “month”
items indicate the average time of year given as a response.
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Table 3.2B— Comparison of parent and student nonresponse rates to items about student jobs

Percent Student Student Percent Parent Parent
Omissions Omission Bias Omissions Omission Bias
Ever worked 10.0 -.020 6.4 -.044
Year started last job 18.2 139 23.5 .017
Month started last job 16.6 -.220 23.5 .001
Year last worked 27.1 113 19.8 -.103
Month last worked 26.4 .567 19.8 -.280

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Second Follow-up Parent and Student Surveys.

Agreement on the student’s having ever worked for pay varied somewhat across population
subgroups, as shown in Table 3.2C: students with higher reading scores matched parents better
[t=14.62]; and girls matched parents better than boys (r=.70 vst=82)23]. In reporting which
month of the year the student started his or her most recent job, there wesbiptnore agreement
when the student lived with the parent respondent all the time (.34 vst=81)9]. Average parent
and student responses to that item also depended on whether the student lived with the parent all the
time: the direction of the parent-student difference changed sign (-.21 vs.t=50%]. Finally,
there were large differences in student omissions on having ever held a job—students in low SES
householdst£26.70], with low reading scores=R7.58], in households where the parent respondent
was not always presentB6.26], or enrolled in public schools=]3.29] were roughly five times as
likely as other students to omit the item.
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Table 3.2C— Response characteristics on items about student jobs, for population subgroups

Student Lives With 8th Grade
Parent Respondent SES Sex Reading School
Allthe time Not all the time Low High Male  Female Low High Public Private

Polychoric Correlations

Ever worked .65 .68 .63 .68 .59 .70 .58 71 .65 .68
Year started 46 .38 45 46 A48 43 44 A7 46 .39
Month started .34 A1 .30 .34 27 .36 .24 .38 .33 .30
Year stopped .30 .34 27 .34 .23 .38 .32 .32 31 27
Month stopped 19 .20 .21 .19 A3 .26 .20 .19 .18 .25
Average Differences
Ever worked .04 .04 .04 .03 .05 .03 .06 .02 .04 .03
Year started 22 .16 .22 21 .26 .18 .24 .20 22 A9
Month started -21 40 .00 -28 -.04 -25 -.02 -.26 -.16 -.22
Year stopped .52 .51 .55 .50 .55 49 .56 49 .54 A7
Month stopped 14 48 55 -10 A7 .16 45 -.02 A7 .06
Pct. Student Nonresponse
Ever worked 6.9 36.0 16.5 3.5 10.1 9.8 16.5 3.8 10.2 1.4
Year started 17.9 17.4 19.2 16.8 200 164 21.9 14.9 17.9 20.5
Month started 16.3 16.1 174 154 185 147 20.2 13.5 16.2 19.1
Year stopped 21.0 59.6 40.8 121 271 271 41.2 12.6 28.8 6.6
Month stopped 20.3 59.5 399 11.9 26.6 26.2 40.1 12.3 27.9 6.8

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Second Follow-up Parent and Student Surveys.

Finally, there were several significant positive relations between having worked outside the
home and outcome measures. However, as shown in Table 3.2D, for grade point averages, twelfth
grade mathematics scores, and locus of control, the significant effects were only found using the
student’s answer to the question of having worked. The parent’s response was not as closely
associated with these outcomes.

Table 3.2D— Statistically significant associations of working on a job, based on parent and student responses, with
selected NELS:88 outcomes

8th 10th 12th  Educ. Occu- Course Grade Locus Self- Enroll-
Grade Grade Grade Aspr.& pation Diffi- Point of Con- ment
Math Math  Math Expect Expect culty Avg. Control cept Status

Ever worked + + S+ . . . S+ S+ . .
Note: “+” and “-" refer to the direction of relation, P and S indicate that the relation is signifidgirfor data from that source (parent
or student), and “. .” indicates that no significant relation was found.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year, First Follow-up, and Second Follow-up Parent and Student Surveys.
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Use of Non-English Languages

A third objective item that was asked of both parents and students concerned the use of non-
English languages in the home. Different aspects of this question were asked at the base year and
second follow-up. The items analyzed were:

Parent Questions
22A (BY) Is any language other than English spoken in your home?

23 (BY) What is the main language people in your home usually speak? (12
specific options, plus “other”)

24B (F2)  How often is the language you referred to in questiébn 23 used with
<your child/children>? (Always or most of the time, About half of
the time, Sometimes, or Never)

Student Questions
21 (BY) Is any language other than English spoken in your home?

22 (BY) What language do people in your home USUALLY speak? (12
specific options, plus “other”)

108A,B (F2) How often do you use your native language with <your
mother (A), your father (B)> (Always or most of the time,
About half of the time, Sometimes, or Never)

Because the second follow-up parent question (F2P24B) only asked about language use by
the respondent, not his or her spouse, the choice of which second follow-up student question
(F2S108A or B) to match to the parent response depended on whether the respondent was father or
stepfather, or mother or stepmother. Agreement was assessed separately for those students whose
mother or stepmother was the parent respondent and for those whose father or stepfather was the
respondent. Like the corresponding parent question (F2P24B), this question was only asked of those
students who indicated that English was not their native language. 955 cases satisfied these
constraints for the maternal respondent, and 311 for the paternal respondent.

There was quite high agreement between parent and student on the base year question of
whether a language other than English was spoken in the home—a .96 polychoric correlation and a
93.4 percent response match. Twenty-one percent of students and 19 percent of parents indicated

" Question 23 refers to question 23 on the second follow-up parent survey (F2), not question 23 above, which is
from the base year parent survey (BY). Parents’ follow-up question 23 asks for the respondent’s native language.
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that another language was u8ed, and these respondents were asked to identify the language “usually”
spoken in the home. That 13-alternative question was recoded for these analyses as 1 for English and
0 for any other language; the correlation was .74, and the percent matching on this dichotomy was
73.2 percent. That there was virtually complete agreement between parent and student as to which
non-English language was used is indicated by the fact that among all 13 language alternatives, the
percent match was 72.5 percent—nearly all of the 27 or 28 percent disagreements concerned whether
English was the language usually spoken. The variations in wording between the parent and student
items (“main” and “usually,” versus “USUALLY") should be considered in interpreting the
discrepancy. As indicated by the parent-student mean difference in Table 3.3A, in families in which
English was not the only language used, parents were more likely than students to say that English
was the main language usually spoken in the hén®ed4] (as indicated by the comparison between

the mean parent response, 0.54, indicating that 54 percent of parents thought that English was the
main language usually spoken, and the mean student response, 0.37, indicating that 37 percent of
teenagers thought that English was the language usually spoken at home).

The second follow-up questions (24B for parent and 108 for student) called for more subtle
judgments between four levels of frequency, and the wordings of the questions were not parallel, in
that the parent was asked about the language spoken “with children,” not specifically “with the
[NELS:88 participant].” As a result, the level of convergence between parent and student was lower.
The polychoric correlation was .52 when the respondent was the mother and .61 when it was the
father, and the percentage matches were 58 percent and 51 percent, respectively. Both parents and
students who responded to this question indicated usual use of the other language: the mean values
of 1.64, 1.78, 1.72, and 1.82 in Table 3.3A are on a 1-to-4 scale, in which 1 indicates use of the other
language “always or most of the time.” (That is, a higher value indicates greater use of English.)
There is a slight tendency for students to indicate use of English at home more than their mothers
[t=2.41]. Examination of the unweighted frequency distributions (not shown in Table 3.3A) on
which these means are based indicates that about 56 percent of the students and parents in families
in which a non-English language is spoken use that language always or most of the time
(response = 1, on the 1-to-4 scale).

Table 3.3A—Comparison of parent and student responses to items about use of non-English languages

Number of Polychoric Percent Mean Parent Mean Student Parent-Student

Response Pairs  Correlation Match Response Response Difference
Base Year
English only 15,503 .958 93.4 0.81 0.79 .020
Usual language is English 2,320 741 73.2 0.54 0.37 164
Second Follow-up
Use English w/ mother 727 .523 57.6 1.64 1.72 -.079
Use Fnalish w/ father 267 612 509 1,78 182 -044

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Parent and Student Surveys.

8 The variables were coded 1 for English and 0 for another language for these analyses, so the values for the means
in Table 3.3A, times 100, give the percentage ofagedpnts who indicated that only English was used.
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As shown in Table 3.3B, very few students omitted the first of the base year questions.
However, 3.9 percent of those who indicated that another language was used in the home omitted
the second question. Since most of the parents of students who omitted the item indicated that
English was not usually spoken, there was a student omission bias estimate bf -.138.

Table 3.3B—Comparison of parent and student nonresponse rates to items about use of non-English languages

Percent Student Student Percent Parent Parent
Omissions Omission Bias Omissions Omission Bias

Base Year

English only 2 -.071 5.8 -.160

Usual language is English 3.9 -.138 28.8 -.008
Second Follow-up

Use English w/ mother 7.1 .084 4.2 -.151

Use English w/ father 3.9 .350 4.2 -.069

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Parent and Student Surveys.

It should be noted that the percentage nonresponse to this “usual language” item among
parents is not as dramatically higher than for other items as would appear from Table 3.3B. Among
the cases with positive second follow-up panel weights, there were 937 parents who failed to return
a questionnaire in the base year. Out of over 16,000 cases, this represents a small
percentage—between 5 and 6 percent. However, because over 12,000 responding parents would
appropriately skip this item (because English was the only language spoken in their home), the 937
nonresponding parents constitute a relatively large percentage of the remaining 4,000. In fact, most
of the parents who omitted the second question were parents who failed to return a questionnaire.
Although it was impossible to determine what percentage of those who failed to return a
guestionnaire might legitimately have skipped this item, the omission rate for parents who returned
a questionnaire was about 6 percent, virtually the same as for the preceding item.

As shown in Table 3.3C, parent-student convergence for the base year questions about non-
English usage in the home was fairly uniform across subpopulations, although there was less
agreement on the second item (which language was usually spoken in the home) in high SES families
[t=-5.25] and in families where the student lives with the parent respondent all of the=tira8]|
The follow-up items on language usage behaved differently. When a father was the respondent, there

®This means that 40 percent of the parents of those students who omitted this item indicated that English was
usually spoken in the home. As indicated in Table 3.3A, 54 percent of parents who answered this question (and whose
children answered the corresponding question) indicated that they usually spoke English in the home; and the student
omission bias of -13.8 percent indicates that 13.8 pefeemstparents of the students who omitted the item usually
spoke English. Subtracting the 13.8 percent omission bias from the base of 54 percent yields the overall estimate that 40
percent of parents of students who omitted this item indicated that they usually spoke English in the home.
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was greater convergence for high SE&[80] and for private school studentsZ.26], when
measured by the polychoric correlation.

The largest base year discrepancies in the average differences occurred when the student did
not live with the parent respondent all of the tins![28]; however, the results at follow-up were
inconsistent—fathers, but not mothers, tended to say they used English in communications

Table 3.3C— Response characteristics on items about use of non-English languages, for population subgroups

Student Lives With 8th Grade
Parent Respondent SES Sex Reading School
Allthetime Notall Low High Male Female Low High Public  Private
Polychoric Correlations
English only .96 .95 97 .95 .95 .97 .96 .96 .96 .93
Usual lang. is English .73 .89 .78 .66 74 74 .73 .73 74 71
Use English with mother .52 46 51 42 A4 .58 A48 .62 .53 A5
Use English with father .52 46 44 .68 .57 .60 .55 .69 .56 .78
Average Differences
English only .02 .05 .01 .03 .02 .02 .01 .03 .02 .03
Usual lang. is English 17 .03 A6 .15 .19 14 .20 .13 A7 .16
Use English with mother -.09 -.19 -09 -12 -10 -.09 -.05 -11 -.12 17
Use English with father -.10 .50 12 .02 .01 -.13 .04 -.12 -06 -14
Pct. Student Nonresponse
English only 0.2 0.4 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.2
Usual lang. is English 3.9 4.6 3.7 41 4.2 3.6 4.3 3.6 3.6 53
Use English with mother 6.6 9.7 6.5 8.2 8.7 5.3 8.3 5.0 6.7 5.8
Use English with father 3.4 8.7 1.7 6.3 6.0 1.3 3.8 3.3 3.0 6.5

(a) Afew high correlations are based on a Pearson correlation approximation. In those cases in which the Pearson correlation was close
to 1.0, the polychoric correlation computation in SAS failed to converge for a subpopulation, although it did converge for the total. In those

H 5 2 2 2,
cases, the apprO)_(ImaFlon (1 '(Rarson) subpopulation ) X ((1 - F&mlychoric) total ) / (f - %earson) total )) was used for (1 '(rBychoric) subpopulation ) The
Pearson approximation was accurate for cases for which the computation converged.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Parent and Student Surveys.

with their teenager more than students th@[70]. It appears that different information was being
gathered from parents and students on these language usage questions.

Finally, as shown in Table 3.3D, the base year question on whether English was the usual
language in homes where it was not the only language spoken, and the follow-up question on native
language usage in these homes, were differently related to some important educational outcomes,
depending on the source of the informatfion.  First, in homes in which a non-English language was
used in the base year, an indication that English wassti@language spoken was positively related
to students’ educational and occupational expectations, course difficulty level, grade point average,

¥ The orderings of the measures in Table 3.3D have been defined so that a positive sign (“+”) indicates that greater
use of English is positively related to the outcome. In all but two cases in which the effect was significant, it was in the
direction that greater use of English in the home was positively related to educational outcomes.
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and enrollment status—but only if based on the students’ perceptions. Parents’ perceptions of which
language was usually used in interactions with the student were not significant predictors of these
specific outcomes, although they were for other outcomes shown in Table 3.3D. Second, at follow-
up, these parents’ perceptions that they generally used English with the student, combined across
mothers and fathers because of the small sample sizes, were positively related to most of the
outcomes, whereas students’ perceptions generally were not. For these measures, research using
items on usual use of non-English language in the home from the two different sources would reach
different conclusions.

Table 3.3D— Statistically significant associations of English use in the home, based on parent and student
responses, with selected NELS:88 outcomes

8th 10th 12th Educ. Occu- Course Grade Locus Self- Enroll-
Grade Grade Grade Aspr.& pation Diffi- Point of Con- ment
Math Math Math  Expect Expect culty Avg. Control  cept Status

Base Year
English only + + + - S- . . . . "
Usual lang. is English  + + + S+ S+ S+ S+ + . S+

Second Follow-up
Use English, not other

language, with parent + P+ P+ P+ . P+ P+ . . .
Note: “+” and “-" refer to the direction of relation, P and S indicate that the relation is signifidgirfor data from that source (parent
or student), and “. .” indicates that no significant relation was found.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year, First Follow-up, and Second Follow-up Parent and Student Surveys.

Parents’ Education
In the base year, NELS:88 asked both students and parents about the educational attainment
of both parents. The questions were worded differently, and the number of education levels shown

was 13 for the parent respondent and 7 for the student. The questions were:

Parent Questions:

30 (BY) What is the_highest leved education you have
completed?
31 (BY) What is the_highedevel of education your

spouse/partner has completed?

Student Questions:
34A,B (BY) How far in school did your father (A), mother (B) go?

The convergence of these items could only be analyzed for parent respondents who were mother or
father of the student (BYP1Al=1 or 2) because the student question explicitly asked about the
student’s mother and father. For cases in which the items could be compared, a recoding of the
parent responses onto the categories provided for student responses was necessary. Derived response
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categories on which this section’s tables are based ranged from 1 to 7, where 2 indicates high school
graduation and 5 indicates college graduation. The recodings are specified in Appendix B.

Although these items are relatively objective, they call for information that might not have
been discussed with an eighth grader, and many eighth graders have only a general idea about
“college.” Nevertheless, the polychoric correlations of .87 for father’'s education, and .84 for
mother’s education, indicate a high degree of convergence that is expected for objective items. The
percentage match, on the other hand, was only about 56 percent, because of the large number of
response categories (7). On average, parents reported more education than students indicated, for
both fathers (3.57 vs. 3.4&[13.07]) and mothers (3.20 vs. 3.137.26]). The largest discrepancy,
for both parents, was students’ frequent failure to report “some college” when their parents reported
it (see appendix Table A3.4).

Table 3.4A— Comparison of parent and student responses to items about parents’ education

Number of Polychoric Percent Mean Parent Mean Student  Parent-Student
Response Pairs Correlation Match Response Response Difference
Father’s education 11,341 0.875 55.8 3.57 3.44 0.132
Mother’s education 13,076 0.836 56.5 3.20 3.13 0.066

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year Parent and Student Surveys.

Table 3.4B— Comparison of parent and student nonresponse rates to items about parents’ education

Percent Student Student Percent Parent Parent

Omissions Omission Bias Omissions Omission Bias
Father’s education 15.2 -0.637 19.7 -0.384
Mother’s education 11.7 -0.473 8.5 -0.295

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year Parent and Student Surveys.

There was a relatively high level of missing data from students on this item, however, as Table
3.4B indicates. Data from students were not available for 15 percent of the cases for father’s
education and 12 percent of the cases for mother’s education; and data from the parents were missing
for 20 percent of the cases for father’s education and 8 percent of the cases for mother’s education.
Because this variable is an important factor in predicting educational outcomes, it is unfortunate that
there are so many missing data. More than half the omissions of father's education were responses
by mothers that their spouse’s education “does not apply.” Finally, there were noticeable nonresponse
biases— parents of students who omitted the item indicated a lower level of educational attainment
than did parents of responding studetts13.08,-11.58], and vice vers&{.8.81,-5.52]. Thus,
while the level of agreement between students and parents on this item was high, research using these
items should take nonresponse and nonresponse bias into account.
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Comparisons of student-parent responses across subpopulations appear in Table 3.4C. The
polychoric correlations between parent and student responses about the educational attainment of the
parents are moderately high, mostly ranging from 0.75 to 0.9, the largest differences being between
high and low SES respondents16.6, 11.5]. The lower correlations for the SES subpopulations,
it should be noted, reflect the restriction of range that is due to the inclusion of parental education
in the calculation of the SES composite. Finally, the percentages of student nonresponse on fathers’
and mothers’ education levels were high in all groups, ranging from 9 percent to 19 percent; however,
they were noticeably higher for students in low SESB[29, -4.04] and low reading groups-P.59,

-6.28] than for other students.

Table 3.4C— Response characteristics on items about parents’ education, for population subgroups

Student Lives with 8th Grade
Parent Respondent SES Sex Reading School
Allthe time Notall Low High Male Female Low High Public Private

Polychoric Correlations

Father’s education 0.88 0.78 0.70 0.84 0.87 0.88 0.81 0.89 0.85 0.90

Mother’s education 0.84 0.84 0.69 0.79 0.82 0.85 0.76 0.86 0.82 0.85
Average Differences

Father’s education -.14 .07 -07 -17 -10 -.16 -.14 -.13 -.14 -.07

Mother’s education -.07 -06 -05 -.06 -04 -.09 -.08 -.06 -.09 .06
Pct. Student Nonresponse

Father’s education 14.9 156 19.1 105 140 164 194 115 15.9 9.8

Mother’s education 11.4 10.6 13.6 9.0 125 10.9 14.8 9.1 11.8 9.2

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year Parent and student Surveys.

Prior research has shown the educational attainment of parents to influence both the
educational achievement and the occupational outcomes of their children. Table 3.4D shows the
significance of the relationship between parents’ educational attainment and students’ mathematics
achievement, occupational expectations, and other select NELS:88 outcomes. The table shows that
mother’s and father’'s education, as reported by either student or parent, are positively and
significantly related to all of the student outcomes. Thus, even though the responses of students and
parents differed somewhat, the positive relationship between parents’ educational attainment and
students’ educational outcomes holds, regardless of the source of information used.

Table 3.4D— Statistically significant associations of parents’ education, based on parent and student responses,
with selected NELS:88 outcomes

8th 10th 12th Educ. Occu- Course Grade Locus Self- Enroll-

Grade Grade Grade Aspr.& pation Diffi- Point of Con- ment

Math Math Math  Expect Expect culty Avg. Control  cept Status
Father’s education + + + + + + + + + +
Mother’s education + + + + + + + + + +
Note: “+” and “-" refer to the direction of relation, P and S indicate that the relation is signifidgirfor data from that source (parent
or student), and “. .” indicates that no significant relation was found.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year, First Follow-up, and Second Follow-up Parent and Student Surveys.
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People at Home After School

Both eighth grade students and parents were asked to indicate how frequently (usually,
sometimes, rarely, or never) each of eight categories of people were at home when the student
returned from school. The questions were:

Parent Question

72 (BY) Are any of the following people home when your eighth grader returns home
from school?

Student Question

40 (BY) Are any of the following people home when you return home from
school?

There were eight separate items for categories of people, and respondents indicated separately the
frequency of each type of person being at home. Generally, as shown in Table 3.5A, the parents
recalled mother and siblings at home more frequently than did students. On the scale from 1
(“usually”) to 4 (“never”), the most frequent person “usually” at home was the mother or female
guardian (an average of 1.78 according to the parent, compared to 1.93 according to the student)
[t=22.19], while the average frequency for no one at home was 3.05 according to the parent, and 2.71
according to the student. More students than parents indicated that nobody was home when they
returned from schoot$34.94]. Correlation between parent and student responses was greatest for
what might be considered the traditional responses—mother and any siblings. The response that
might be considered most controversial—nobody at home—had a much lower correlation.

Percentage matches bore little resemblance to the polychoric correlations because of different
levels of skewness. Evidence that the “percent match” measure is distorted is provided by the “sitter”
response, which had by far the highest percent match, but one of the lowest polychoric correlations:
both parents and students almost always answered “never” to this item.

Table 3.5A— Comparison of parent and student responses to items about people at home after school

Number of Polychoric Percent Mean Parent Mean Student Parent-Student

Response Pairs  Correlation Match Response Response Difference
Mother home 14,868 .823 65.6 1.78 1.93 -.149
Father home 14,285 .696 54.7 2.73 2.75 -.023
Adult relative 13,362 .596 61.7 3.40 3.31 .086
Sitter 13,162 489 88.4 3.89 3.80 .093
Adult neighbor 13,169 .356 71.8 3.72 3.59 130
Older sibling 13,669 .824 67.5 2.82 2.92 -.095
Younger sibling 13,513 .844 73.0 2.66 2.80 -.144
Nobody home 13,271 .430 42.9 3.05 2.71 .347

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year Parent and Student Surveys.
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Since there was no response option for “does not apply,” nonresponse rates for some of these
items are likely to include many cases in which there was nobody in the appropriate category (e.g.,
older sibling). In the case of mother and father, there were very few omissions by students (see Table
3.5B), although students who omitted the item had parents who were much more likely to indicate
that they were not always at honte12.94, 11.06]. The pattern of omissions across these items is
the same for both parents and students, suggesting that the omissions are not due to differential
perceptions of parents and students, but to the problem with the item mentioned above (no “does not
apply” response option). The greater omission rate for parents, it should be noted, as in other tables,
includes about 7 percent of parents who failed to return a parent questionnaire.

Table 3.5B— Comparison of parent and student nonresponse rates to items about people at home after school

Percent Student Student Percent Parent Parent
Omissions Omission Bias Omissions Omission Bias

Mother home 2.2 .827 8.0 .140
Father home 3.7 .553 104 .149
Adult relative 8.1 .145 12.2 -.103

Sitter 8.8 .028 129 -.082

Adult neighbor 8.7 -.001 13.0 -.070
Older sibling 6.9 713 115 .163

Younger sibling 7.3 715 12.1 .164
Nobody home 8.3 224 12.9 .051

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year Parent and Student Surveys.

As shown in Table 3.5C, there were no systematic patterns of differential item performance
across population subgroups. They appear to have similar levels of convergence, mean values, and
nonresponse rates throughout the population. Furthermore, for the most part, they seem to have
similar associations to educational outcomes, as shown in Table 3.5D. An important exception is the
relation between “nobody at home” and both dropout status and career expectations. The parent’s
acknowledgment that nobody is at home when the student comes home from school, but not the
student’s, is related to negative outcomes in these two ar@asq and=2.29 for parent response,
andt=1.57 and=1.02 for student response]. Another exception is the “sitter” item, for which the
student response (that a sitter was at home), but not the parent response, was positively related to
educational outcomes.
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Table 3.5C— Response characteristics on items about people at home after school, for population subgroups
Student Lives with

8th Grade
Parent Respondent SES Sex Reading School
Allthetime Notall Low High Male Female Low High Public Private
Polychoric Correlations
Mother home .83 .68 .81 .84 .80 .85 .79 .85 .82 .86
Father home .70 .63 72 .67 .67 73 .68 72 .70 .69
Adult relative .59 .67 .56 .63 .56 .64 .56 .64 .60 .63
Sitter 48 .61 .39 .59 .39 .59 .39 .60 45 .61
Adult neighbor .35 A7 .34 .35 .29 42 .33 .36 .35 .32
Older sibling .82 .85 .80 .86 .81 .85 .79 .87 .83 .86
Younger sibling .85 .78 .81 .88 .84 .86 .81 .87 .85 .84
Nobody home 43 .39 37 A7 .38 .48 31 .52 42 A7
Average Differences
Mother home -.15 -.07 -14  -17  -15 -.16 -.15 -16  -.15 -.18
Father home -.02 -.03 -04 -01 .00 -.05 -.03 -.02 -03 -.01
Adult relative .09 .04 A1 .07 .10 .07 .10 .07 .08 .09
Sitter .09 10 15 .04 A3 .05 19 .02 A1 .03
Adult neighbor 13 14 16 .10 .16 10 16 .10 A3 14
Older sibling -.10 .00 -.09 -10 -09 -10 -.10 -.09 -10 -.07
Younger sibling -.15 -11 -15 -13 -16 -12 -.18 -12  -15 -.13
Nobody home .35 21 .34 .35 .33 .35 .33 .36 .34 .37
Pct. Student Nonresponse
Mother home 2.1 2.4 2.2 1.8 2.6 1.3 2.6 1.2 1.9 1.2
Father home 3.6 5.0 4.1 29 4.0 29 4.4 2.3 3.3 2.9
Adult relative 8.0 7.1 8.2 7.5 9.3 6.4 8.8 6.8 7.6 8.2
Sitter 8.7 9.1 9.1 8.0 103 6.8 9.9 7.1 8.4 8.3
Adult neighbor 8.6 9.1 9.0 7.9 9.8 7.0 9.7 7.1 8.3 8.3
Older sibling 6.6 8.9 7.2 59 7.5 5.6 7.6 5.4 6.3 6.7
Younger sibling 7.1 7.8 7.9 6.1 8.4 5.6 8.1 5.6 6.7 6.8
Nobody home 8.1 8.9 9.3 6.7 8.8 7.2 9.8 6.1 7.9 7.0

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88) Base Year Parent and student Surveys.
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Table 3.5D— Statistically significant associations of people at home after school, based on parent and student
responses, with selected NELS:88 outcomes

8th 10th 12th  Educ. Occu- Course Grade Locus Self- Enroll-
Grade Grade Grade Aspr.& pation Diffi- Point of Con- ment
Math Math Math Expect Expect culty Avg. Control cept  Status

Mother home + P+ . . . . . . .

Father home + + + + + + S+ . -S .

Adult relative + + + S+ S+ + + S+ -S +

Sitter S+ S+ S+ S+ P-S+ S+ S+ S+ . S+

Adult neighbor + + + S+ S+ + + + . S+

Older sibling S+ + S+ . . . . . .

Younger sibling . . P . . . . w S .

Nobody home - - - - P- - - . S+ P-

Note: “+” and “-" refer to the direction of relation, P and S indicate that the relation is signifidgirfor data from that source (parent
or student), and “. .” indicates that no significant relation was found.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88) Base Year, First Follow-up, and Second Follow-up Parent and student Surveys.

Ratings of the School

During the base year, parents were asked to indicate the degree to which they agreed with a
series of statements about their students’ schools, using a 4-point scale with each of a series of
statements: (1) strongly agree, (2) agree, (3) disagree, or (4) strongly disagree. Eighth grade students
were given a somewhat different series of items. At the second follow-up, these items were repeated
and two additional items were included and worded identically for students and parents. The selected
items used for analysis were:

Parent Questions

74i (BY) &42i(F2) The school is a safe place.

42k (F2) The teaching is good.

42| (F2) Teachers are interested in students.

Student Questions

59k (BY) & 7e (F2) | don't feel safe at this schbhol.
7c (F2) The teaching is good.

7d (F2)  Teachers are interested in students.

Unlike the objective items discussed previously, these items call for evaluative judgments.
As might be expected, the polychoric correlations were lower, as shown in Table 3.6A. For the item
on school safety, they were .24 and .33 (at base year and follow-up, respectively); and for the items

" The scoring of the student item on safety was reversed to match the direction of the parent item on safety.
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on teaching and teachers, they were .37 and .35. The corresponding percentage matches were 48
percent and 45 percent for the safety item and 59 percent and 53 percent for the other two items. For
the items on teaching and teachers, the mean responses of parents and students were virtually
identical, but for the “safety” items, there were substantial mean differences (of .16 at base year and
.35 at follow-up, on a 1-to-4 scale), indicating that students believed their schools to be safer than
parents didtF22.34, 44.97]. The different performance of the “safety” item, compared to the items

on teaching and teachers, should not be interpreted as an indicator of discrepancies in parent and
student views on safety, however. Another plausible explanation is that the relative lack of
convergence is due to the wording change and reversal of the scale for students—strongly agreeing
that one does not feel safe at school is not the same as strongly disagreeing that the school is a safe
place.

Table 3.6A— Comparison of parent and student responses to items about ratings of the school

Number of Polychoric Percent Mean Parent Mean Student Parent-Student

Response Pairs  Correlation Match Response Response Difference
Base Year
School safe 14,726 .238 47.6 1.89 1.73 .164
Second Follow-up
School safe 12,594 331 447 2.00 1.65 .351
Teaching good 12,533 .366 58.6 2.02 2.00 .026
Teachers interested 12,499 .351 53.3 2.05 2.02 .030

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88) Base Year and Second Follow-up Parent and Student Surveys.

As can be seen from Table 3.6B, these items had low nonresponse rates, other than the
6 percent of parents who failed to return a questionnaire. Both students and parents were willing to
provide ratings of their schools and teachers.

Table 3.6B— Comparison of parent and student nonresponse rates to items about ratings of the school

Percent Student Student Percent Parent Parent
Omissions Omission Bias Omissions Omission Bias

Base Year

School safe 2.4 .152 8.6 .033
Second Follow-up

School safe 1.5 -.013 7.1 .120

Teaching good 1.6 -.087 7.5 .033

Teachers interested 1.6 -.031 7.8 .021

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88) Base Year and Second Follow-up Parent and Student Surveys.

There was somewhat more agreement between parents and students in the High. SES [
8.44, 12.10, 10.41] and high readited.96, 7.76, 10.90, 7.69] subpopulations, as indicated in Table
3.6C. As might be expected, the parent-student mean discrepancies in the safety measures were much
greater among low SE$-p.81, 6.27] and public school studerntsl.01, 13.54] than among high
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SES and private school students. Finally, the low student nonresponse rates on these items appeared
to be similar throughout the population.

Table 3.6C— Response characteristics on items about ratings of the school, for population subgroups

Student Lives With 8th Grade
Parent Respondent SES Sex Reading School
All the time Not all the time Low High Male Female Low High Public Private

Polychoric Correlations

School safe (Base year) .24 .32 A8 .25 21 27 A4 .28 .19 A7
School safe (Follow-up) .33 .32 24 .38 .29 37 24 .37 27 .26
Teaching good 37 37 24 44 .34 .39 .25 43 .28 .39
Teachers interested .35 .39 24 41 .32 .38 .26 .39 24 41
Average Differences
School safe (Base year) 17 .08 22 11 A1 22 A4 19 22 -.09
School safe (Follow-up) .35 .35 41 31 .35 .36 .36 .35 40 A1
Teaching good .02 .07 .04 01 .02 .03 .04 .02 .04 -.07
Teachers interested .03 .03 .08 -01 .02 .04 .06 .01 .05 -.10
Pct. Student Nonresponse
School safe (Base year) 2.3 3.0 32 16 2.9 2.0 3.4 1.1 2.8 .9
School safe (Follow-up) 1.4 21 14 15 1.9 11 1.9 1.2 1.4 1.8
Teaching good 1.5 2.2 16 1.6 2.0 1.3 2.0 1.3 15 1.7
Teachers interested 1.5 2.2 15 15 1.9 1.3 1.9 1.3 1.4 1.9

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88) Base Year and Second Follow-up Parent and Student Surveys.

Both parent and student ratings of schools were positively related to educational outcomes,
almost without exception. Only the relations (a) between school safety ratings and student self-
concept and (b) between teacher interest in students and occupational expectations depended on the
source of the ratings. In summary, the ratings of teachers and schools by parents and students,
although not highly convergent, had few missing data and performed in a similar manner with respect
to educational outcomes across the range of population subgroups.

Table 3.6D— Statistically significant associations of school factors, based on parent and student ratings, with
selected NELS:88 outcomes

8th 10th 12th Educ. Occu- Course Grade Locus Self- Enroll-
Grade Grade Grade Aspr.& pation Diffi- Point of Con- ment
Math Math Math  Expect Expect culty Avg. Control  cept Status

Base Year

School safe + + + + + + + + S+ +
Second Follow-up

School safe + + + + + + + + S+ +
Teaching good + + + + + + + + + +
Teachers interested + + + + P+ + + + + +

Note: “+” and “-" refer to the direction of relation, P and S indicate that the relation is signifidgirfor data from that source (parent
or student), and “. .” indicates that no significant relation was found.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88) Base Year, First Follow-up, and Second Follow-up Parent and student Surveys.
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Parent-Student Discussions of Issues

Several questions on the NELS:88 second follow-up were designed to create a picture of
family interactions that might affect educational progress. Parents and students both responded to
guestions about the frequency of student-parent discussions on nine different topics. Each topic was
scored 1 for “never,” 2 for “sometimes,” and 3 for “often.” The questions and topics analyzed were:

Parent Question:
49 (F2) How frequently during the past two years have you
and your spouse/partner talketbout the following
with your teenager?
Student Question:
99 (F2) In the first term or semester of this school year, how
often did you discuss the following with either or
both of your parents or guardians?
Common Topics:
a. Selecting courses or programs at school
b School activities or events of particular interest to younager/you
C. Things your teenager/you have studied in class
d. Your teen’s/your grades
e Plans and preparation for the ACT, SAT tests (or ASVAB—on the
parent survey only)
Applying for colleges or other schools after high school
g. Specific jobs your teen/you might apply for after high school
h. Community, national, and world events
I. Things that are troubling your teenager/you

—h

Parent and student responses to these questions were not very correlated, as shown in Table
3.7A. The polychoric correlations ranged from .13 for jobs after school, to .19 for grades, to .31 for
school activities, to .46, for applying to colleges or other schools after high school. The percentages
of matches were between 36 percent and 53 percent, low values for a three-point scale; and responses
from parents, ranging from 2.37 to 2.74 on the 3-point scale, generally indicated more frequent
discussions than did responses from students, which ranged from 1.88 to ©&s3ainiged from
-51.08 to -83.91].

The lack of convergence should be attributed at least in part to the differences in item-
wording. Parents were asked to consider the past two years, while students were asked to consider
the past few months. For example, it is quite plausible that in many families, discussions about one
of these topics might occur one to five times in a year, and that respondents would rate the frequency
of discussions based on the ability &zall specific discussions, setting the dividing line between
“sometimes” and “often” anywhere from 3 to 20 conversations. Since three to four times as many
conversations would have been in the time scope of the parent question as in the time scope of the
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student question, it should not be surprising that students were less likely to report “often” and more
likely to report “never,” even if they both remembered the same conversations and had the same
dividing lines. Given these variations in time frame and frequency criteria, researchers should

definitely not treat these parent and student items as interchangeable.

In spite of these problems, one might expect to obtain a profile of discussions across topics.
However—except for grades and applying to colleges, which on average were rated the most
frequently discussed topics by both parents (2.74 and 2.66) and students (2.33 and 2.31)— there was
little agreement, at the mean, about which topics were discussed most frequently

Table 3.7A— Comparison of parent and student responses to items about parent-student discussion of issues

Number of Polychoric Percent Mean Parent Mean Student Parent-Student

Discussion Topics Response Pairs  Correlation Match Response Response Difference
Selecting course/programs 11,305 .225 35.7 2.53 1.91 .615
School activities/events 11,282 .306 39.9 2.58 2.04 .540
Students’ studies 11,249 .254 42.0 251 2.01 496
Grades 11,203 194 47.4 2.74 2.33 411
SAT/ACT preparation 11,256 325 38.2 243 1.88 552
Applying to colleges 11,241 461 52.7 2.66 2.31 .350

Jobs after high school 11,187 134 38.1 2.37 1.93 441
News events 11,212 .282 42.6 2.37 1.91 465
Students’ troubles 11,241 .282 38.3 2.59 1.98 .612

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88) Second Follow-up Parent and Student Surveys.

Missing data from students are more of a problem for these items than most of the others, as
shown in Table 3.7B. Roughly one-eighth of the students omitted these items. Generally, for both
sources, nonresponse was higher among those whose complementary source indicated less frequent
discussions. The largest of these effects was for parents’ responses to the item about discussing
school activities: students whose parents did not respond to NELS:88 indicated fewer discussions
of school activities with their parents: a mean difference of .18 units less on the 1-to-3=scale |
2.92, -6.58, -3.94, -0.67, -2.62, -3.74, -2.70, -4.52, -1.78, respectively]. The pattern for student
omission bias is less pronounced.

The performance of these items was similar across population subgroups, as shown in Table
3.7C. There were no systematic patterns in the polychoric correlations, and the only consistent
pattern involving average parent-student mean differences was the tendency for girls to agree with
their parents, on average, more than boys, in recalling discussions on all ninet+diet?} 9.12,

9.25, 12.07, 9.09, 11.72, 5.23, 4.98, 10.26]. Nonresponse was more prevalent in some population
subgroups, however: low SES students§3anged from -6.09 to -6.65], malest[® ranged from

-9.56 to -9.97], students with low reading scores’$ 8anged from -14.26 to -15.29], and public
school students [Bs ranged from-2.80 to-3.11] tended to omit the items about discussions with

their parents at rates ranging from 13 to 18 percent, compared to 9 to 11 percent for other students.
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Table 3.7B— Comparison of parent and student nonresponse rates to items about parent-student discussion of

issues

Percent Student Student Percent Parent Parent
Discussion Topics Omissions Omission Bias Omissions Omission Bias
Selecting courses/programs 12.4 -.013 6.7 -.074
School activities/events 125 -.044 6.8 -.181
Students’ studies 12.7 -.010 6.9 -.100
Grades 12.9 .037 7.1 -.015
SAT/ACT preparation 12.6 -.060 6.9 -.073
Applying to colleges 12.8 -.063 6.9 -.104
Jobs after high school 12.9 .000 7.1 -.073
News events 12.8 -.050 7.0 -.121
Students’ troubles 12.8 -.012 6.8 -.048

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988

(NELS:88) Second Follow-up Parent and Student Surveys.

Table 3.7C— Response characteristics on items about parent-student discussions, for population subgroups

Student Lives With 8th Grade
Parent Respondent SES Sex Reading School
Discussion Topic All the time Not Allthe time Low  High Male Female Low High Public Private
Polychoric Correlations
Selecting courses/programs .23 .19 .20 .19 .23 .23 22 22 .23 19
School activities/events .30 .29 .23 .32 27 34 24 .33 .30 .28
Students’ events .25 .25 .20 27 .25 26 .21 .28 .24 .33
Grades .19 .20 A7 21 .18 22 17 22 19 22
SAT/ACT preparation .32 31 .29 .29 .29 36 .32 .30 .32 24
Applying to colleges A5 .55 41 41 45 A7 41 45 45 .39
Jobs after high school 14 .06 A2 .15 A1 A6 .12 .13 14 A1
News events 27 .35 .18 .30 .25 31 .17 .32 .25 .36
Students’ troubles .29 .20 .23 .33 21 33 23 .31 .28 .30
Average Differences
Selecting courses/programs .62 .62 .62 .61 .69 .54 .63 .61 .62 .59
School activities/events .54 .58 .56 .52 .61 .48 .60 .50 .55 .49
Students’ studies .50 .51 .54 .46 .57 43 53 .48 .51 45
Grades 41 42 45 .38 .50 33 .46 .38 A2 .34
SAT/ACT preparation .55 .55 .56 .54 .63 49 54 56 .56 .52
Applying to colleges .35 .39 41 .30 43 27 42 31 .37 .25
Jobs after high school 44 .50 45 43 49 40 46 44 45 .39
News events A7 45 A48 46 51 43 51 44 A7 .40
Students’ troubles .61 .64 .63 .60 .69 54 64 59 .63 .54
Pct. Student Nonresponse
Selecting courses/progtesl1.6 14.0 10.5 15.1 98 16.7 89 127 103
School activities/events 12.2 11.9 14.2 106 15.2 99 169 9.0 128 10.6
Students’ studies 12.4 11.9 14.4 10.7 154 10.0 17.2 9.0 13.0 106
Grades 12.7 12.1 14.8 109 156 103 176 9.1 132 10.8
SAT/ACT preparation 12.4 11.8 14.4 10.7 153 10.0 171 9.0 129 106
Applying to colleges 125 12.0 14.4 108 154 102 173 9.1 131 10.7
Jobs after high school 12.6 12.2 14.6 11.0 156 103 174 93 132 110
News events 12.5 12.2 14.5 109 155 10.2 173 9.2 1311 108
Students’ troubles 12.5 12.0 14.5 109 154 102 173 9.2 13.1 10.8

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988

(NELS:88) Second Follow-up Parent and student Surveys.
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There was a consistent pattern of positive associations between reported frequency of
discussions and educational outcomes except for discussion of job possibilities after high school or
of things troubling the student, as shown in Table 3.7D. Negative associations between these latter
two discussion topics and mathematics scores and grades may merely indicate that students with
particularly high mathematics scores and high grades had few discussions with their parents about
jobs after high school or about troubles.

In most cases, the associations applied for both parent and student responses. The main
exceptions were (a) discussions of grades and (b) associations with enrollment status. Students’
reports of discussions of grades were significantly associated with greater locus of control and self-
concept, higher grades, and plans for professional careers; but their parents’ reports were not. It
appears that students and parents reflected different perceptions of discussions about grades in
responding to this item. The other exception is an artifact of the fact that the item on discussions was
not included on the dropout questionnaire, so that nearly all students who responded to the item were
enrolled*? As a result, the data base for testing hypotheses about the effects of these discussions,
based on student reports, on enrollment status is very minimal. A researcher might consider the
parent responses as proxies for the dropouts’ reports of discussions for this analysis. However, the
lack of convergence shown in Table 3.7A indicates against that strategy.

Table 3.7D— Statistically significant associations of parent-student discussions, based on parent and student
ratings, with selected NELS:88 outcomes

8th 10th 12th  Educ. Occu- Course Grade Locus Self- Enroll-
Grade Grade Grade Aspr.& pation Diffi- Point of Con- ment
Math Math Math Expect Expect culty Avg. Control cept  Status

Selecting courses/programs P+ P+ + + + + + + + P+
School activities/events + + o+ + + + + + + P+
Students’studies + + + + + + + + + P+
Grades . . . + S+ + S+ S+ S+ P+
SAT/ACT preparation + + + + + + + + + +
Applying to colleges + + + + + + + + + +
Jobs after high school - - - S+ P- . P- S+ S+ .
News events + + + + + + + + + P+
Students’ troubles - - - S+ S+ P- P- S+ +

Note: “+” and “-" refer to the direction of relation, P and S indicate that the relation is signifidgirfor data from that source (parent
or student), and “. .” indicates that no significant relation was found.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88) Base Year, First Follow-up, and Second Follow-up Parent and student Surveys.

12 A total of 254 NELS:88 participants with nonzero panel weights who wepaudis at the second follow-up received and
completed student questionnaires, providing the possibility of testing these hypotheses for student reports also.
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Parent-Student Decisions on Drinking and Substance Problems

Another NELS:88 second follow-up item aimed to create a picture of family decisionmaking,
asking who made decisions on a variety of topics about the student’s activities (parents alone, parents
after discussion with student, parents and student together, student after discussion with parents, or
student alone). Two were selected for analysis here; whether the student may drink alcohol when
parents are present and whether the student may drink alcohol at social gatherings at which the
parents are not present. The question was:

Parent Question:
48 (F2) In your family, who makes most of the decisions about each of the
following topics?

Student Question:
98 (F2) In your family, who makes most of the decisions about each of the
following topics?

The response alternatives ranged from (1) parents decide alone to (5) student decides alone and
differed only in the use of pronouns (“I” refers to the respondent in each case).

Also at the second follow-up, both parents and students were asked questions about student
use of alcohol and drugs. The specific questions were:

Parent Question
57 (F2) My teenager has a drinking problem.
My teenager has a drug problem.

(1) Strongly agree, (2) agree, (3) disagree, (4) strongly disagree, and (5) don’t
know)

Student Question
85 (F2) Since the beginning of the school year, on how many occasions (if any) have you
been under the influence of the following on school grounds?
Alcohol
Marijuana or hashish
Cocaine (including crack)

The response alternatives for the student question were 0, 1-2, 3-19 and 20+ occasions, scaled
from 0 to 3. The parent question was also placed on the same 4-point scale, treating “don’t know”
as an omission of information. Both parent and student questions are sensitive and have quite
different response scales, but they address similar topics. Although the parent questions refer to
general “problems” and the student questions refer to specific behaviors at school, they both address
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drugs and alcohol, and it is important to know the extent to which they might be substitutable for
each other. The student question about “alcohol” was compared to the parent question on “a
drinking problem,” and the student questions on “marijuana” and “cocaine” were separately compared
to the parent question on “a drug problem.”

The results shown in Table 3.8A suggest that the parent and student items on decisionmaking
in the family are not measuring the same events. The polychoric correlations for the two items on
drinking were between .14 and .15. The percentages of matches were 37 for drinking with parents,
and 30 for drinking elsewhere. On a scale from 1 (parent decision alone) to 5 (student decision
alone), the mean scores according to parents were 1.97 and 2.81, compared to 2.56 and 3.64
according to studentstH431.23, 40.26]. Researchers who would include locus of family
decisionmaking in educational achievement models should be cautious about interpreting these
NELS:88 items as more than the individual opinions of students and parents about decisionmaking.

The polychoric correlations of the items about student substance abuse were also low (.26 for
alcohol, .31 for marijuana, and .19 for cocaine), but they are higher than for the subjective item on
decisionmaking about drinking. Because the items are highly skewed (most students and parents
acknowledge no drinking or drug abuse or problem), the percentages of matches (67 percent,
75 percent, and 77 percent) fail to convey the lack of convergence. Of course, the comparison of
mean scores on these scales only serves to indicate the differences between the response options for
the items.

Table 3.8A— Comparison of parent and student responses to items about substance use decisionmaking

Number of Polychoric Percent Mean Parent Mean Student Parent-Student

Response Pairs  Correlation Match Response Response Difference

Decide drinking alcohol

when with parents 11,237 .148 36.7 1.97 2.56 -.585
Decide drinking alcohol

when not with parents 11,336 143 29.8 2.81 3.64 -.826
Alcohol at school 12,712 .258 67.4 .34 .18 161
Marijuana at school 12,128 .313 74.7 .27 12 149
Cocaine at school 12,110 194 77.1 27 .02 .248

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88) Second Follow-up Parent and Student Surveys.

Many students omitted the item on family decisionmaking, possigguse it was item 98
on the questionnaire. By comparison, there was 8.0 to 9.5 percent nonresponse by parents on these
items, due in part to overall follow-up attrition in parent responses. The nonresponse rate was similar
for both the alcohol and drug problem items. Students, on the other hand, were more likely to leave
the items on drugs unanswered than the item on drinking (13 percent vs. 9 percent). Students who
omitted the items on drug and alcohol use at school were more likely than those who answered them
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to have parents who said they thought their teenager had a drinking or drug problem. Taken
together, these results suggest that student nonresponse to these items may be an indicator of a
drinking or drug problemtf 4.13, 5.00, 5.29, for alcohol, marijuana, cocaine].

Table 3.8B— Comparison of parent and student nonresponse rates to items about substance use decisionmaking

Percent Student Student Percent Parent Parent
Omissions Omission Bias Omissions Omission Bias

Decide drinking alcohol

when with parents 18.8 -.016 9.5 .254
Decide drinking alcohol

when not with parents 18.3 .061 9.2 .039
Alcohol at school 8.9 .077 8.0 .012
Marijuana at school 134 .072 8.3 .090
Cocaine at school 13.6 .076 8.3 .018

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88) Second Follow-up Parent and Student Surveys.

As shown in Table 3.8C, the low convergence on these items was found in all of the
population subgroups studied; however, the mean parent-student differences on who decides about
drinking when parents are present varied. The mean discrepancy between parent and student
responses was greater when the student did not live with the parent respondent all of the time
[t=6.50], when SESt$9.47] and reading scores were law11.94], when the student was male
[t=4.43], and when the student was in public sch¢e2.f46]. Finally, all but the smallest
subpopulation difference in student nonresponse were significant, the largest being the differences on
decisionmaking related to whether the student was living with the parent respondent all the time
[t=17.24, 17.53] and the differences on substance use/problems between students with low and high
reading scored$13.71, 16.42, 17.27].

The relations between these items and educational outcome measures follow distinctive
patterns, as shown in Table 3.8D. For the three substance abuse items, the source of the information
does not alter the significance of the negative effect (the lack of a significant student finding for
enrollment status is an artifact of not including the items on the dropout questionnaire). The two
decisionmaking items have different patterns. In both cases, student reports that the student makes
the decisions are negatively associated with educational outcomes. For decisions about drinking
when parents are present, however, the same reports from parents are positively associated with
outcomes. The conclusion to be drawn is that these decisionmaking items must be considered as
parents’ and teenagers’ perceptions of behavior, rather than actual behavior.
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Table 3.8C— Response characteristics on items about substance use decisionmaking
Student Lives with 8th Grade
Parent Respondent SES Sex Reading School
Allthe time Notallthetime Low High Male Female Low High Public  Private
Polychoric Correlations
Decide drinking alcohol

when with parents 14 22 15 .16 14 15 A1 .19 A3 .23
Decide drinking alcohol

when not with parents 14 19 .13 .16 A3 .15 .10 A7 14 .18
Alcohol at school 24 21 .20 .28 25 .21 21 .26 .25 .23
Marijuana at school .29 .33 .28 .36 32 .29 .29 .33 .32 .26
Cocaine at school .18 .18 A7 .18 14 .26 .18 19 .19 .16

Average Differences
Decide drinking alcohol

when with parents -.55 -1.00 -77 -42 -.67 -.50 -.85 -.39 -.59 -.46
Decide drinking alcohol
when not with parents -.80 -1.10 -83 -.82 -89 -.76 -.82 -.83 -.82 -.80
Alcohol at school 22 .52 .34 .16 22 .27 .32 .18 .25 .14
Marijuana at school 21 44 .33 15 22 24 31 A7 24 A5
Cocaine at school .30 .63 42 .25 36 .31 43 .26 .34 24

Pct. Student Nonresponse
Decide drinking alcohol

when with parents 16.3 34.9 215 151 20.3 17.3 24.1 14.0 19.0 14.6
Decide drinking alcohol
when not with parents  15.8 34.5 209 1438 19.8 16.8 23.8 13.3 18.5 14.0
Alcohol at school 8.6 9.0 9.9 7.5 11.0 6.9 11.9 6.1 9.3 6.5
Marijuana at school 124 15.3 139 116 159 111 17.1 10.0 13.6 11.0
Cocaine at school 12.5 15.4 141 11.6 16.1 11.2 17.4 10.0 13.7 11.2

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88) Second Follow-up Parent and student Surveys.

Table 3.8D— Statistically significant associations of substance use decisionmaking, based on parent and student
responses, with selected NELS:88 outcomes

8th 10th 12th Educ. Occu- Course Grade Locus Self-  Enroll-
Grade Grade Grade Aspr.& pation Diffi- Point of Con- ment
Math Math Math  Expect Expect culty Avg.  Control  cept Status
Parents decide drinking

when with parents P+S P+S P+S P+S S- P+S- P+S  P+S . P+S
Parents decide drinking

when not with parents .. P+ . . -S S S- S- . S-
Alcohol at school - - - - - - . P-
Marijuana at school - - - - - - - S- P-
Cocaine at school - - - - - - - S- P-

Note: “+” and “-" refer to the direction of relation, P and S indicate that the relation is signifidgirfor data from that source (parent
or student), and “. .” indicates that no significant relation was found.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88) Base Year, First Follow-up, and Second Follow-up Parent and student Surveys.
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Enrolliment, Suspension, and Dropout Status

The enrolliment status of a NELS:88 patrticipant is both a principal outcome measure and a
component of the design: different questionnaires were distributed to students and dropouts.
Therefore, the accuracy of the elliment status on the computer file must be high if the data are to
be useful. In the second follow-up, parents were asked whether their teenager was currently enrolled
in school (Question 30), and the results indicate the validity of the enrollment status indicator on the
file (F2UNIV1)—the polychoric correlation was .97, with a 97 percent match, as shown in Table
3.9A. The mismatches indicated that slightly fewer parents reported their teenager had dropped out
(9.5 percent vs. 10.5 percent) than the file indicator suggested.

Questions about suspension from school were also included in the second follow-up
guestionnaires, but they were worded differently for parents and students. The questions were:

Parent Question
35b (F2) Has your te®ger ever been suspended frommosxd?

Student Question

o9f (F2) How many times did the following things happen to you in the first semester or
term of the current school year?
| was suspended or put on probation from school.

The parent item was one of three parallel items, the other two asking whether the student was a
behavior problem at school or had been expelled, and the responses to all three were (1) “yes” or (2,
recoded as 0 for this analysis) “no.” In contrast, the student question was one of nine parallel items
ranging from “I was late for school” and “I was put on an in-school suspension” to “I spent time in

a juvenile home/detention center.” The responses to each were in six categories: never, 1-2, 3-6, 7-9,
10-15, and 15+ times. Moreover, as the question wordings indicate, parents and students were to
consider different time periods. For this analysis, the student item was dichotomized as (1) “one or

more times” or (0) “never,” to match the parent item.

In spite of the differences in the questions about suspensions, the polychoric correlation for
this item pair was .72. Parents were twice as likely?2P.65], however, to indicate a suspension
from school (14 percent vs. 7 percent), which might be expected since the parent was considering a
longer time frame. About 2 percent of students left this item out, and their parents were twice as
likely (28 percent) to indicate that their teenager had been suspended. Again, nhonresponse appears
to have been an indicator of a problem.
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Table 3.9A— Comparison of parent and student responses to items about suspensions and dropping out
Number of Polychoric Percent Mean Parent Mean Student Parent-Student

Response Pairs  Correlation Match Response Response Difference
Enrolled 14,223 973 96.6 0.91 0.88 .029
Suspended 13,763 .718 88.4 0.14 0.07 .064

Note: For enroliment, the student response is the file indicator variable, not a student response to an item.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88) Second Follow-up Parent and Student Surveys.

Table 3.9B— Comparison of parent and student nonresponse rates to items about suspensions and dropping

out
Percent Student Student Percent Parent Parent
Omissions Omission Bias Omissions Omission Bias
Enrolled -- -- 5.9 -.150
Suspended 1.9 145 7.3 .040
Note: “ - -” indicates that the comparison would not be appropriate because the predictor and outcome measures are the same.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88) Second Follow-up Parent and Student Surveys.

There was a sharp difference in parstudent agreement on suspensions depending on
whether the student was in a public or private schedll[84]: students enrolled in private schools
were less likely to be in agreement. Also, students with lower SES, with lower eighth grade reading
scores, enrolled in public school, and not always living with the parent respondent, were more likely
than their parents to indicate having been suspentd@df/, 7.26, 8.78, 5.49].

Table 3.9C— Response characteristics on items about suspensions and dropping out, for population subgroups

Student Lives with 8th Grade
Parent Respondent SES Sex Reading School
All the time Not all the time Low High Male Female Low High Public Private

Polychoric Correlations

Enrolled .97 .96 .97 .95 .97 .97 .97 .95 .98 .93

Suspended 72 .66 .69 72 .70 .70 .68 71 73 .56
Average Differences

Enrolled -.01 -04 -01 -00 -01 -01 -.02 -.00 .00 .00

Suspended -.06 -11 -09 -04 -08 -05 -.09 -.04 -07 .00
Pct. Student Nonresponse

Enrolled - - - - - -- - - - -

Suspended 1.6 3.8 2.1 1.5 2.4 1.4 2.5 1.3 1.7 1.7

Note: “ - -” indicates that statistics is not meaningful because it is based on a file indicator measure.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88) Second Follow-up Parent and student Surveys.

The information displayed in Table 3.9D indicates significant relations between enrollment
status and educational outcomes for both parent and student reports. Furthermore, because the items
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are so highly correlated, parent information on enrollment status appears toabeeptable
substitute for more complete information. Suspensions are significantly negatively related to outcome
measures, with the exception that the association with student self-concept was only significant when
the report was from parents.

Table 3.9D— Statistically significant associations of suspensions and enrollment status, based on parent and
student responses, with selected NELS:88 outcomes

8th 10th 12th  Educ. Occu- Course Grade Locus Self- Enroll-
Grade Grade Grade Aspr.& pation Diffi- Point of Con- ment
Math Math  Math Expect Expect culty Avg. Control cept  Status

Enrolled + + + + + + + + + +

Suspended - - - - - - - - P- -

Note: “+” and “-" refer to the direction of relation, P and S indicate that the relation is signifidgirfor data from that source (parent
or student), and “. .” indicates that no significant relation was found.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88) Base Year, First Follow-up, and Second Follow-up Parent and student Surveys.

Educational Aspirations and Expectations

The second follow-up included questions to students about what level of education the
student’s mother and father wanted their teenager to attain and a question to parents about what level
of education they wanted their teenager to attain. The base year and second follow-up student
guestionnaires also included a question asking about how far the student would go in school. For this
analysis, students’ expectations were compared to parents’ aspirations for them. The base year
guestions were in different units, and it was necessary to collapse the parent response alternatives to
match the eighth grade student item, which was scored from 1 to 6. The second follow-up items, on
the other hand, were scored from 1 to 12.

Parent Questions

76 (BY) How far in school do you want your eighth grader to get?

61 (F2) How far in school do you want your teenager to go?

Student Questions

45 (BY) & 43 (F2) As things stand now, how far in school do you think you will get?

42a (F2) How far in school do you think your father (or male guardian) wants you to go?

42b (F2) How far in dgool do you think your mother (or female guardian) wants you to
go?
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At the eighth grade (base year) there was moderate agreement in the educational aspirations
of parents and expectations of students, with a polychoric correlation of .58. The agreement was
about the same at the twelfth grade. The agreement between parents’ desires and student
expectations, however, was higher (a polychoric correlation of .58), than was the agreement between
students’ estimates of what their parents wanted and what the parents said they wanted (polychoric
correlations of .51 for agreement with fathers and .50 for agreement with mothers). Note that for
the question about the parent’s aspiration, only data from fathers and stepfathers were used for the
father’s aspiration for the teenager’s education and only data from mothers and stepmothers were
used for the mother’s aspiration.

Table 3.10A— Comparison of parent and student responses to items about educational aspirations and

expectations
Number of Polychoric Percent Mean Parent Mean Student Parent-Student
Response Pairs Correlation Match Response Response Difference

Base Year

Student expectation 15,450 .582 45.0 454 4.64 -.105
Second Follow-up

Father’s aspiration 2,138 512 41.5 7.86 8.01 -.156

Mother’s aspiration 9,923 .503 39.1 7.85 7.68 173

Student expectation 12,987 .583 37.9 7.88 7.44 441

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88) Base Year and Second Follow-up Parent and Student Surveys.

Ten to twenty percent of the students left these items blank at the second follow-up, and their
parents differed from other parents in aspiring to somewhat less education for their teenagers.
Likewise, parents who left the second follow-up item blank had teenagers who had lower educational
expectations and thought their parents had lower educational aspirations for them. These results
should be taken into account in carrying out research on the relations of educational aspirations and
expectations to other factors in education. Note that the percentages of omissions by parents in Table
3.10B are inflated because for cases with no parent questionnaire, both the father and mother were
counted as having omitted the item. The percentage was especially high for fathers, because most
parent respondents were mothers.

Table 3.10C shows the relative frequencies of student-parent responses across population
subgroups. The polychoric correlations for expectations at the eighth grade level were similar across
all subgroups, although the correlation was slightly lower for the low reading graup(]. At
twelfth grade, the agreement with student expectations was less for the low=S$EBS][and low
reading subgroup$410.26].
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Table 3.10B— Comparison of parent and student nonresponse rates to items about educational aspirations and

expectations
Percent Student Student Percent Parent Parent
Omissions Omission Bias Omissions Omission Bias

Base Year

Student expectation 7 -.496 5.7 .001
Second Follow-up

Father’s aspiration 17.4 -1.097 25.6 -.940

Mother’s aspiration 14.6 -.921 7.0 -.552

Student expectation 9.1 -.606 5.9 -.893

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88) Base Year and Second Follow-up Parent and Student Surveys.

Table 3.10C— Response characteristics on items about educational aspirations and expectations, for population
subgroups

Student Lives with 8th Grade
Parent Respondent SES Sex Reading School
All the time Not all the time Low High Male Female Low  High Public Private

Polychoric Correlations

Education expected (BY) .59 .60 51 54 .59 .59 .48 .57 .57 .54
Father’s aspiration .52 41 45 48 .52 .50 43 51 .52 .39
Mother’s aspiration .50 A7 42 51 .51 49 42 50 .48 .51
Student expectation .58 .53 .48 .60 .59 .57 A7 .60 .56 .61
Average Differences
Education expected (BY) =12 -.06 -15 -08 -07 -.16 =11 -12 -13 -.06
Father’s aspiration -.14 -.27 -10 -19 -07 -25 -21 -11 -18 -.05
Mother’s aspiration 18 A1 .27 .08 .16 .18 21 14 .18 .18
Student expectation 42 .65 .67 .23 A48 40 .69 .25 A7 19
Pct. Student Nonresponse
Education expected (BY) 7 4 1.0 5 .8 .6 .8 2 .8 3
Father’s aspiration 16.2 235 23.8 109 18.7 16.1 244 11.2 18.2 10.6
Mother’s aspiration 13.6 18.5 189 96 16.6 12.6 20.7 9.0 15.2 9.6
Student expectation 8.4 12.4 109 6.8 10.8 7.4 126 6.1 9.2 7.0

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88) Base Year and Second Follow-up Parent and student Surveys.

At the eighth grade level, average parent aspirations were lower than student expectations,
and this discrepancy was larger for low SES studént8.[L7] and for girlstE4.55]. In contrast, at
the twelfth grade the differences between parents’ desires for their teenagers and student expectations
were positive in all subgroups—in these cases, parents’ desires exceeded students’ personal
expectations. The parent-student difference was especially large for the low=$EB(] and low
reading {=11.84] groups (parent-student differences of more than .6 for both groups). Student
nonresponse rates at the eighth grade level were low across all subgroups. Nonresponse rates at the
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twelfth grade level, however, were somewhat higher, and higher for students in the low reading group
[t=-21.50, -21.02, -13.51] and low SES grots20.12, -15.96, -8.66] than other students.

Research in educational psychology suggests that educational expectations may influence
students’ educational achievement. Table 3.10D displays the significance of educational expectations
in relation to select NELS:88 outcomes. Uniformly, educational expectations at the eighth grade level
are positively and significantly related to the outcome measures. This relation holds true regardless
of whether one uses educational expectation information from the student or aspiration information
from parent surveys. Educational expectations at the twelfth grade level show similar (positive and
significant) relations to the outcome measures. Again, either source of information produces these
results.

Table 3.10D— Statistically significant associations of educational aspirations and expectations, based on parent
and student responses, with selected NELS:88 outcomes

8th 10th 12th  Educ. Occu- Course Grade Locus Self- Enroll-
Grade Grade Grade Aspr.& pation Diffi- Point of Con- ment
Math Math Math Expect Expect culty Avg. Control cept Status

Base Year

Education expected + + + + + + + + + +
Second Follow-up

Education expected + + + -- + + + + + +
Note: “+” and “-" refer to the direction of relation, P and S indicate that the relation is signifidgirfor data from that source (parent
or student), and “. .” indicates that no significant relation was found.

“ --" indicates that the comparison would not be appropriate because the predictor and outcome measures are the same.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88) Base Year, First Follow-up, and Second Follow-up Parent and student Surveys.

College Choice Factors

Both students and parents of students who were considering college were asked a question
on the second follow-up about the importance of 18 different factors in selecting a college. The
guestion was:

Parent Question
66 (F2) How important is or was each of the following to you in your teenager’s choice
of a school to attend after high school?

Student Question

59 (F2) How important is or was each of the following in choosing a school you would like
to attend?
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A three-valued scale of (1) not important, (2) somewhat important, or (3) very important was used.
Although these questions are similarly worded, it should be no surprise if students and parents
indicated different priorities for college choice. Convergence is not an issue of data quality so much
as one of an evaluation of the possible substitutability of one source for the other in research.

The convergence results shown in Table 3.11A vary from a high polychoric correlation of
greater than .60 for “availability of financial aid” and “ability to attend school while living at home”
to a low of less than .20 for “active social life at the school,” “availability of a degree program that
will allow me to get a job in my chosen field,” and “geographic location of the school.” The low
convergence of the latter two items might have been expected. The item about the fit of the degree
program is the most complex of these items, and its convergence depends on a secondary
convergence between the parent and student on the “chosen field.” The geographic location item may
have been confusing to respondents because three other location items (about living at home and
living away from home and being in a low crime area) appeared earlier on the list. Respondents may
have found different interpretations of “geographic location.” Generally, parents were more
interested than were students in having the student in a low-crime envirotwd@n6%] and in a
religious environmenttf42.74]; and students were more interested in an active social life at the
school [=-36.61].

Table 3.11A— Comparison of parent and student responses to items about college choice factors

Number of Polychoric Percent Mean Parent Mean Student Parent-Student

Response Pairs  Correlation Match Response Response Difference

Low expenses 9,336 .389 48.7 2.16 2.04 .120
Availability of aid 9,343 .626 56.3 2.29 2.19 .093
Availability of courses 9,319 247 59.6 2.66 2.60 .060
Athletic reputation 9,333 454 62.5 1.42 1.43 -.009
Social life 9,318 167 40.1 1.64 1.98 -.338
Able to live at home 9,335 .701 63.3 1.73 151 224
Chance to live away 9,305 .380 46.7 1.87 1.93 -.063
Religious environment 9,329 .505 544 1.72 1.38 .348
Low crime environment 9,321 214 39.0 2.58 2.05 522
Job placement 9,312 .200 50.4 2.55 2.43 125
Graduate school

placement 9,265 .255 43.4 2.34 2.17 175
Academic reputation 9,293 .266 57.3 2.73 2.49 241
Easy admission 9,241 .380 51.1 1.68 1.64 .043
Preparation for job 9,314 .185 61.3 2.73 2.62 104
Ethnic composition 9,243 278 50.4 1.59 1.49 .095
Size 9,297 .253 44.6 1.80 1.84 -.042
Location 9,297 101 42.2 2.08 1.97 112
Same school as parent 9,287 .351 87.3 1.11 1.08 .024

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88) NELS:88 Second Follow-up Parent and Student Surveys.
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The most noticeable nonresponse bias, for both parents and students, as shown in Table
3.11B, was that for respondents who omitted the items on “ability to attend school while living at
home” and “easy admissions standards,.” responses from the alternative source indicated that these
factors were more important on average than in families in which the items were not omitted.

Table 3.11B— Comparison of parent and student nonresponse rates to items about college choice factors

Percent Student Student Percent Parent Parent
Omissions Omission Bias Omissions Omission Bias

Low expenses 4.9 115 9.5 .087
Availability of aid 4.9 -.041 9.4 101
Availability of courses 5.1 -.003 9.5 -.084
Athletic reputation 5.1 .160 9.4 .094
Social life 5.1 .037 9.5 -.027
Able to live at home 5.1 .218 9.4 192
Chance to live away 5.1 .013 9.6 -.096
Religious environment 51 112 9.4 .049
Low crime environment 5.1 -.026 9.5 .096
Job placement 5.2 -.035 9.5 .024
Graduate school

placement 5.3 -.001 9.8 -.010
Academic reputation 5.3 -.036 9.5 -.157
Easy admission 5.3 191 10.1 .236
Prep. for job 5.3 -.008 9.4 -.015
Ethnic composition 55 134 10.0 .094
Size 5.2 .055 9.7 -.085
Location 5.3 .086 9.6 -.042
Same school as parent 5.3 .031 9.7 .051

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88) Second Follow-up Parent and Student Surveys.

Convergence of responses on college choice factors varied between population subgroups,
as shown in Table 3.11C. Generally, the polychoric correlations were higher for higteSES, [
13.2,3.6,7.1,5.0,11.0, 4.9, 10.0, 1.9, 3.0, 4.0, 5.3, 4.9, 5.2, -0.2, 4.3, 0.3, 13.0, respectively] and
high reading student$5.7, 7.9, 4.9, 6.2, 4.7, 14.1,5.4, 7.8, 1.3, -0.6, 2.1, 2.5, 4.7, 6.1, -0.1, 6.1,
2.6, 11.6, respectively]. Agreement with parents was slightly higher for girls than for boys, especially
on the importance of attending the same college as a parérgq]. Differences in average level
between parent item responses and student item responses also varied between groups. Overall, more
than in other families, low SE$-[7.00, 7.58, 15.11], and public school paret#s4[15, 1.95, 7.79]
were more likely than their children to view expenses, aid, and living at home as important factors
in college choice. On the other hand, even more than other parents, parents of high SES, high
reading, and private school students were less likely than their children to say that social life was an
important factortz18.21, 4.13, 6.87] and more likely to say that academic reputé&ti®dp, 8.62,

6.82], a religious environment16.28, 6.90, 3.43], and locatiot=10,89, 9,32, 8.36] were
important. For these measures, descriptions of population subgroups depend on the source of the
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information defining those groups. Finally, the pattern of nonresponse followed that for other survey
items, students omitting this item as a whole if at all, without noticeable variation among the factors.

Table 3.11C— Response characteristics on items about college choice factors, for population subgroups

Student Lives With 8th Grade
Parent Respondent SES Sex Reading School
All the time Not all the time Low High Male Female Low High Public Private
Polychoric Correlations

Low expenses .39 41 .20 42 .36 41 31 42 32 .54
Availability of aid .62 .66 43 .63 .61 .64 .55 .66 .57 72
Availability of courses .24 31 .20 .27 22 .27 .19 .29 23 .29
Athletic reputation 45 .51 .39 .52 .48 .38 37 A48 .45 46
Social life 17 .19 A3 .23 15 .18 A1 21 15 .20
Able to live at home 71 .61 .59 72 .68 71 .56 74 .68 74
Chance to live away .38 .40 31 40 .35 41 31 41 .36 .38
Religious environment 51 .50 41 57 .48 .52 42 .55 49 .60
Low crime environment 21 .26 .18 22 21 A7 .19 22 21 .25
Job placement .20 A9 .15 21 19 .21 .20 19 .20 21
Graduate school
placement .26 21 21 .29 .25 .26 .23 27 .24 31
Academic reputation .26 .32 .20 .30 .22 .30 .22 .27 .24 .32
Easy admission 37 .48 27 .36 .35 .40 24 .33 .36 .38
Preparation for job .18 .25 .10 21 .16 21 .10 .23 .14 27
Ethnic composition .28 27 27 27 .26 .29 27 27 27 .29
Size .25 .30 .20 .28 21 .28 A7 .30 .23 .26
Location .10 .08 .10 A1 .08 .10 .07 13 .09 A5
Same school as parent .35 .38 .20 45 .30 42 21 44 .33 .45
Average Differences
Low expenses A2 .14 .20 .08 A3 A1 .18 .09 A4 .05
Availability of aid .09 .20 A7 .05 13 .06 A3 .07 .10 .06
Availability of courses .06 .09 .10 .04 .10 .03 15 .02 .06 .05
Athletic reputation -.01 -.01 A5 -0 -.07 .04 .01 -02 .01 -.08
Social life -.35 -.22 -12  -46 -41 -28 -28 -37 -31 -47
Able to live at home 23 .18 .38 A3 22 .23 .28 .20 .25 .10
Chance to live away -.07 .00 -.03 -.08 -.03 -09 -06 -.06 -.07 -.03
Religious environment .35 .38 .52 .25 .36 .34 43 31 .36 .29
Low crime environment .52 57 .56 .50 .58 A7 .50 .53 .53 .50
Job placement A2 16 .21 .07 A7 .09 .14 A2 14 .05
Graduate school
placement 17 .20 .29 A1 .20 15 .18 .18 .19 A2
Academic reputation .24 21 .33 .19 .28 21 .34 .19 27 .13
Easy admission .04 .08 20  -.05 .04 .04 .04 .05 .06 -.03
Preparation for job .10 A1 14 .08 A7 .05 A7 .07 A1 .06
Ethnic composition .09 14 21 .03 A1 .08 13 .08 A1 .04
Size -.05 .03 .05 -.09 .01 -.09 .01 -07 -.04 -.07
Location A1 A1 .25 .03 13 .09 24 .05 15 -.05
Same school as parent .02 .03 .06 .01 -.01 .05 .01 .03 .02 .02
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Table 3.11C— Response characteristics on items about college choice factors, for population

subgroups—Continued
Student Lives With 8th Grade
Parent Respondent SES Sex Reading School

All the time Not all the time Low High  Male Female Low High Public Private

Pct. Student Nonresponse

Low expenses 4.5 5.8 57 38 6.4 34 71 3.0 5.0 3.2
Availability of aid 4.6 5.8 58 3.9 6.5 35 72 3.0 5.1 3.3
Availability of courses 4.8 6.1 6.0 4.0 6.7 3.6 75 31 5.3 3.5
Athletic reputation 4.7 5.9 6.0 3.9 6.6 3.6 74 31 5.2 3.3
Social life 4.7 5.9 59 40 6.6 3.6 74 3.2 52 3.5
Able to live at home 4.7 5.9 6.0 3.9 6.6 3.6 74 3.1 5.2 3.3
Chance to live far away 4.7 6.2 6.0 40 6.7 3.6 76 31 53 34
Religious environment 4.8 5.9 6.0 4.0 6.7 3.6 75 31 5.3 34
Low crime environment 4.8 5.9 6.0 4.0 6.7 3.6 7.4 32 5.3 3.3
Job placement 4.8 6.0 6.0 4.1 6.8 3.6 75 32 5.4 3.4
Graduate school

placement 5.0 6.1 6.3 4.2 6.9 3.8 76 34 55 3.5
Academic reputation 5.0 6.1 6.3 4.2 7.0 3.8 77 33 55 3.6
Easy admissions 4.9 6.1 6.3 4.1 6.9 3.8 78 33 55 3.6
Preparation for job 4.9 6.0 6.2 4.1 6.9 3.8 7.7 33 55 3.6
Ethnic composition 5.1 6.3 6.5 43 7.2 3.9 80 34 5.6 3.7
Size 4.9 6.1 6.1 4.1 6.9 3.6 76 33 5.4 3.5
Location 5.0 6.0 6.4 41 7.0 3.8 78 33 5.5 34
Same school as parent 4.9 6.0 6.2 4.1 7.0 3.6 77 3.3 5.4 3.5

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88) Second Follow-up Parent and student Surveys.

Whether students or parents provide the ratings on college choice factors can make an
important difference in the results of research on educational outcomes, as shown in Table 3.11D.
The importance of course offerings, preparation for job, and college location in choosing a college
are positively related to outcome measures, but for the most part only if based on student ratings.
On the other hand, the importance of availability of college aid, college social life, andgelmphts
are negatively related to these outcomes, but for the most part only if based on parent ratings.
Because of this symmetry—each source is significantly related to some outcomes to which the other
is not—it is not reasonable to assume that one source is merely a less reliable or valid measure of the
other. Each source represents a different, although related, construct.
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Table 3.11D— Statistically significant associations of college choice factors, based on parent and student
responses, with selected NELS:88 outcomes

8th 10th 12th  Educ. Occu- Course Grade Locus Self- Enroll-
Grade Grade Grade Aspr.& pation Diffi- Point of Con- ment
Math Math Math Expect Expect culty Avg. Control cept  Status

Low expenses - - - - - p-
Availability of aid - - P- P-S+ P- P- P- . p-
Availability of courses PS S+ S+ + S+ S+ S+ S+ +
Athletic reputation - - P- P- P- - + .
Social life P- P- P- P-S+ .. PS+ P P- S+ S+
Able to live at home - - - - _ - _
Chance to live away + + + + + + + P+S P+ +
Religious environment - - S+ S+ . P . +
Low crime environment - - .. . S - . S+
Job placement - - P-S+ PS+ P P-S+ P-S+ S+
Graduate school

placement P P- . + + S+ S+ S+ + .
Academic reputation + + + + + + + + + +
Easy admissions - - - - - _
Preparation for job P P-S+ P-S+ S+ S+ S+ S+ S+ S+
Ethnic composition - - . . S - + .
Size + + + + + + + + + S+
Location S+ S+ + S+ + + S+ S+ S+ S+
Same school as parent - - S- S- - 7 P+ P

Note: “+” and “-" refer to the direction of relation, P and S indicate that the relation is signifidgirfor data from that source (parent

or student), and “. .” indicates that no significant relation was found.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88) Base Year, First Follow-up, and Second Follow-up Parent and student Surveys.

Occupational Expectations

At the second follow-up, both parents and students were asked about their expectations for
the kind of job or occupation the student might pursue. The questions were:

Parent Question
69 (F2) Which of the categories below comes closest to describing the job or occupation
your teenager is interested in?

Student Question

64b (F2) Which of the categories below comes closest to describing the job or occupation
that you expect or plan to have right after high school and when you are 30 years
old? Even if you are not sure, mark your best guess.
(b: Job at 30)
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Sixteen categories were presented in alphabetical order. To study convergence, these were reordered
in terms of typical professional training requirements and socioeconomic status, as:

Professional, such as minister, ...;
Professional, such as accountant, ...;
School Teacher;

Military;

Manager,

Technical;

Office Worker;

Sales;

Full-Time Homemaker;

Owner of a small business ...;
Protective Service;

Farmer;

Tradesperson, such as baker, ...;
Operator of machines ...;

Service Worker;

Laborer.

The level of agreement between the parent and student items was high, when compared to
other subjective items, as shown in Table 3.12A—sulfficiently high to warrant confidence that they
are measuring roughly the same concept. The polychoric correlation was .65, and the percentage
match of 55.6 percent was high for a 16-category response. The average responses were similar, with
parents .27 units closer to the professional end of the scale (i.e., parents were somewhat more likely
[t=-6.82] to think their teenager expects a professional career).

Table 3.12A— Comparison of parent and student responses to items about occupational expectations

Number of Polychoric Percent Mean Parent Mean Student Parent-Student
Response Pairs  Correlation Match Response Response Difference
Occupation expected 8,597 .648 55.6 4.00 4.27 -271

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88) Second Follow-up Parent and Student Surveys.

There was a substantial nonresponse rate, however, as seen in Table 3.12B. Moreover,
students who failed to respond to this item tended to have parents who indicated that their teenager
was not interested in a career in one of the professions, and vice versa. The average of parent
responses (on the scale from 1 to 16, with 1 and 2 indicating a professional career) was .85 units
higher for students who failed to respond than for other parfrem®4]; and the average student
responses were .71 units higher when parents did not respénth].
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Table 3.12B— Comparison of parent and student nonresponse rates to items about occupational expectations

Percent Student Student Percent Parent Parent
Omissions Omission Bias Omissions Omission Bias
Occupation expected 14.8 .852 16.7 .708

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88) Second Follow-up Parent and Student Surveys.

The average differences between parent and student expectations for the student’s occupation
were greater among high SES househadtd2.63], high reading score students1[.57], males
[t=-2.43], and students in private schoots2[49] than others, as seen in Table 3.12C. In these
subpopulations, parents were especially likely to expect more of their students than the students
indicated. Overall, the positive associations with educational outcomes did not depend on the source
of the information, as seen in Table 3.12D. For that table, occupation expected was distinguished
as “professional” verus “other”. Thus, the use of one of these sources when the other is not available
is reasonable, if the biases shown in Table 3.12C can be taken into account.

Table 3.12C— Response characteristics on items about occupational expectations, for population subgroups

Student Lives With 8th Grade
Parent Respondent SES Sex Reading School
All the time Not all the time Low High  Male Female Low High Public Private

Polychoric Correlations

Occupation expected .65 .58 .59 .66 .68 .61 .55 .67 .64 .66
Average Differences

Occupation expected -.28 -.19 -15 -36 -37 -.18 -19  -32 -.23 -.50
Pct. Student Nonresponse

Occupation expected 19.6 47.0 29.1 159 234 21.8 31.7 142 23.0 135

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88) Second Follow-up Parent and student Surveys.

Table 3.12D— Statistically significant associations of occupational expectations, based on parent and student
responses, with selected NELS:88 outcomes

8th 10th 12th  Educ. Occu- Course Grade Locus Self- Enroll-
Grade Grade Grade Aspr.& pation Diffi- Point of Con- ment
Math Math Math Expect Expect culty Avg. Control cept  Status

Occupation expected + + + + - + + + + +
Note: “+” and “-" refer to the direction of relation, P and S indicate that the relation is signifidgirfor data from that source (parent
or student), and “. .” indicates that no significant relation was found.

“w_»

indicates that the comparison would be meaningless, with the same dependent and independent variables in the model.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88) Base Year, First Follow-up, and Second Follow-up Parent and student Surveys.
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Summary

The combined results across the various topic areas discussed in this chapter are shown in the
following series of tables. First, in Figure 3.1, the scatter plot of items in terms of two measures of
convergence, the mean difference and the polychoric correlation, are shown. The numbers in the plot
in Figure 3.1 correspond to the items as numbered in Table 3.13A. Item response scales described
in this chapter, rather than the response standard deviations, are used for measuring the parent-
student differences to facilitate interpretation of the differences.

As can be seen, the polychoric correlations vary from .10 to .97, and they provide a different
picture than would be obtained by comparing the absolute matches. As might be expected, the
polychoric correlations were highest for objective items, for items that were worded similarly, and
for nonsensitive items. The mean differences, even when statistically significant, are not great. In
only a few cases do they constitute more than one half unit on the response scale, and in no case are
they as much as a whole response unit. However, they must be compared in the context of the entire
range of the response scale. On a dichotomous item, a difference of .10, for example, would
correspond to a shift of 10 percent of the sample from one response to the other.
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Figure 3.1- Joint distribution of polychoric correlations and mean differences for
student—parent item pairs

Polychari
COF?@@?@IOB
%
8
7
i
0.8 -
5
2
6 26
10 46
59
60
4
] 24
0.6 SO .
23
17 PG
44 63 I/
16
0.4 g P4
91 13
77 6
D s 33 61
55 59 40
43275 v %
k)
0.2 b2 29 3
45
31 50 3
57
OHO-\““‘““\“‘“‘“‘\““““‘\““““‘\
-1.0 05 0.0 05 1.0

Student - Parent Difference

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education
Longitudinal Study, 1988 (NELS:88) Base Year ando@dd-ollow-up Parent and Student Surveys.
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Table 3.13A— Comparison of parent and student responses to NELS:88 items

Number of Polychoric Percent Mean Parent Mean Student Parent-Student
Response Pairs  Correlation Match Response Response Difference
Base Year
1. English only 15,503 .958 93.4 0.81 0.79 .020
2. Usual language is English 2,320 741 73.2 0.54 0.37 164
3. Education: Student
expectation 15,450 .582 45.0 454 4.64 -.105
4. School safe 14,726 .238 47.6 1.89 1.73 164
5. Father’s education 11,341 .875 55.8 3.57 3.44 132
6. Mother’s education 13,076 .836 56.5 3.20 3.13 .066
7. Number of siblings 15,239 .886 84.1 2.23 2.23 .000
8. Number of older siblings 14,157 .924 87.7 1.21 1.27 -.052
9. Mother home 14,868 .823 65.6 1.78 1.93 -149
10. Father home 14,285 .696 54.7 2.73 2.75 -.023
11. Adult relative home 13,362 .596 61.7 3.40 3.31 .086
12. Sitter home 13,162 489 88.4 3.89 3.80 .093
13. Adult neighbor home 13,169 .356 71.8 3.72 3.59 .130
14. Older sibling home 13,669 .824 67.5 2.82 2.92 -.095
15. Younger sibling home 13,513 .844 73.0 2.66 2.80 -144
16. Nobody home 13,271 430 42.9 3.05 2.71 .347
Second Follow-up
17. Education: Father’s
aspiration 2,138 512 41.5 7.86 8.01 -.156
18. Education: Mother’s
aspiration 9,923 .503 39.1 7.85 7.68 173
19. Education: Student
expectation 12,987 .583 37.9 7.88 7.44 441
20. Teaching good 12,533 .366 58.6 2.02 2.00 026.
21. Teachers interested 12,499 351 53.3 2.05 2.02 .030
22. School safe 12,594 .331 447 2.00 1.65 .351
23. Use English w/ mother 727 523 57.6 1.64 1.72 -.079
24. Use English w/ father 267 612 50.9 1.78 1.82 -.044
25. Enrolled 14,223 973 96.6 1.09 111 -.009
26. Suspended 13,763 718 88.4 0.14 0.07 .064
27. Alcohol at school 12,712 .258 67.4 0.34 0.18 161
28. Marijuana at school 12,128 313 74.7 0.27 0.12 .149
29. Cocaine at school 12,110 .194 77.1 0.27 0.02 .248
30. Decide drinking alcohol
when with parents 11,237 .148 36.7 1.97 2.56 -.585
31. Decide drinking alcohol
when not with parents 11,336 .143 29.8 281 3.64 -.826
Parent disscussions:
32. Selecting courses/programs 11,305 225 35.7 2.53 1.91 .615
33. School activities/events 11,282 .306 39.9 2.58 2.04 .540
34. Student studies 11,249 .254 42.0 251 2.01 .496
35. Grades 11,203 194 47.4 2.74 2.33 411
36. SAT/ACT preparation 11,256 .325 38.2 2.43 1.88 .552
37. Applying to colleges 11,241 461 52.7 2.66 231 .350
38. Jobs after high school 11,187 134 38.1 2.37 1.93 441
39. News events 11,212 .282 42.6 2.37 1.91 465
40. Students’ troubles 11,241 .282 38.3 2.59 1.98 .612
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Table 3.13A— Comparison of parent and student responses to NELS:88 item€&ontinued

Number of Polychoric Percent Mean Parent Mean Student  Parent-Student
Response Pairs Correlation Match Response Response Difference

College choice factors:
41. Low expenses 9,336 .389 48.7 2.16 2.04 .120
42. Availability of aid 9,343 .626 56.3 2.29 2.19 .093
43. Availability of courses 9,319 247 59.6 2.66 2.60 .060
44, Athletic reputation 9,333 454 62.5 1.42 1.43 -.009
45. Social life 9,318 .167 40.1 1.64 1.98 -.338
46. Able to live at home 9,335 .701 63.3 1.73 151 224
47. Chance to live away 9,305 .380 46.7 1.87 1.93 -.063
48. Religious environment 9,329 .505 54.4 1.72 1.38 .348
49. Low crime environment 9,321 214 39.0 2.58 2.05 .522
50. Job placement 9,312 .200 50.4 2.55 2.43 125
51. Graduate school

placement 9,265 .255 43.4 2.34 2.17 175
52. Academic reputation 9,293 .266 57.3 2.73 2.49 241
53. Easy admission 9,241 .380 51.1 1.68 1.64 .043
54. Prep. for job 9,314 .185 61.3 2.73 2.62 .104
55. Ethnic composition 9,243 .278 50.4 1.59 1.49 .095
56. Size 9,297 .253 44.6 1.80 1.84 -.042
57. Location 9,297 101 42.2 2.08 1.97 112
58. Same school as parent 9,287 351 87.3 1.11 1.08 .024
59. Occupation expected 8,597 .648 55.6 4.00 4.27 -271
60. Ever worked 12,774 .652 88.1 0.90 0.87 .035
61. Year last worked 3,831 .307 44.1 91.53 91.01 .520
62. Month last worked 3,870 195 22.3 7.24 7.08 .164
63. Year started work 8,819 458 50.6 90.87 90.65 -.216
64. Month started work 8,819 .320 29.3 6.31 6.46 -.152

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88) Base Year and Second Follow-up Parent and student Surveys.

Next, Table 3.13B summarizes the impact of parent and student nonresponse on the
distributions of item responses. In several cases, the evidence suggests that, especially for students,
nonresponse was more likely if the response would have been a socially less desirable response or
would have given sensitive information (e.g., drug use). Nearly all percentages of omissions by
parents are greater than 6 percent because parent questionnaires were not returned for about 6
percent of the cases, while student or dropout questionnaires were available for 100 percent of the
cases (with F2PNLWT greater than zero). The omission rates for parent and student items were
generally comparable, although parents had less nonresponse to items about family discussions and
about alcohol and drugs.
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Table 3.13B— Comparison of parent and student nonresponse rates to NELS:88 items

Percent Student Student Percent Parent Parent
Omissions Omission Bias Omissions Omission Bias
Base Year
English only 2 .071 5.8 -.160
Usual language is English 3.9 -.138 28.8 -.008
Education: Student expectation 7 -496 5.7 .001
School safe 2.4 .152 8.6 .033
Father’'s education 15.2 -.637 191 -.384
Mother’s education 11.7 -473 8.5 -.295
Number of siblings .6 421 7.0 .253
Number of older siblings 1.1 -.642 7.8 .020
Mother home 2.2 .827 8.0 .140
Father home 3.7 .553 10.4 .149
Adult relative home 8.1 .145 12.2 -.103
Sitter home 8.8 .028 12.9 -.082
Adult neighbor home 8.7 -.001 13.0 -.070
Older sibling home 6.9 713 115 .163
Younger sibling home 7.3 715 12.1 .164
Nobody home 8.3 224 12.9 .051
Second Follow-up
Education: Father’s aspiration 17.4 -1.097 25.6 -.940
Education: Mother’s aspiration 14.6 -921 7.0 -552
Education: Student expectation 9.1 -.606 5.9 -.893
Teaching good 1.6 -.087 7.5 .033
Teachers interested 1.6 -031 7.8 .021
School safe 15 -.013 7.1 .120
Use English w/ mother 7.1 .084 4.2 -151
Use English w/ father 3.9 .350 4.2 -.069
Enrolled - - 5.9 -.150
Suspended 1.9 145 7.3 .040
Alcohol at school 8.9 .077 8.0 .012
Marijuana at school 13.4 .072 8.3 .090
Cocaine at school 13.6 .076 8.3 .018
Decide drinking alcohol
when with parents 18.8 -.016 9.5 .254
Decide drinking alcohol
when not with parents 18.3 .061 9.2 .039
Parent discussions:
Selecting courses/programs 12.4 -.013 6.7 -074
School activities/events 125 -.044 6.8 -181
Student studies 12.7 -.010 6.9 -.100
Grades 12.9 .037 7.1 -015
SAT/ACT preparation 12.6 -.060 6.9 -.073
Applying to colleges 12.8 -.063 6.9 -104
Jobs after high school 12.9 .000 7.1 -073
News events 12.8 -.050 7.0 -121
Students’ troubles 12.8 -.012 6.8 -.048
Note: “ --" indicates that the comparison would not be appropriate because the predictor and outcome measures are the same.
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Table 3.13B— Comparison of parent and student nonresponse rates to NELS:88 item€ontinued

Percent Student Student Percent Parent Parent
Omissions Omission Bias Omissions Omission Bias

College choice factors:
Low expenses 4.9 115 9.5 .087
Availability of aid 4.9 -.041 9.4 .101
Availability of courses 5.1 -.003 9.5 -.084
Athletic reputation 5.1 .160 9.4 .094
Social life 5.1 .037 9.5 -.027
Able to live at home 5.1 .218 9.4 192
Chance to live away 5.1 .013 9.6 -.096
Religious environment 5.1 112 9.4 .049
Low crime environment 5.1 -.026 9.5 .096
Job placement 5.2 -.035 9.5 .024
Graduate school

placement 5.3 -.001 9.8 -.010
Academic reputation 5.3 -.036 9.5 -.157
Easy admission 5.3 191 10.1 .236
Preparation for job 5.3 -.008 9.4 -.015
Ethnic composition 5.5 134 10.0 .094
Size 5.2 .055 9.7 -.085
Location 5.3 .086 9.6 -.042
Same school as parent 5.3 .031 9.7 .051
Occupation expected 14.8 .852 16.7 .708
Ever worked 10.0 -.020 6.4 -.044
Year last worked 27.1 113 19.8 -103
Month last worked 26.4 567 19.8 -.280
Year started work 18.2 139 235 .001
Month started work 16.6 -.220 23.5 .001
Note: “ --" indicates that the comparison would not be appropriate because the predictor and outcome measures are the same.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88) Base Year and Second Follow-up Parent and student Surveys.

Table 3.14 summarizes the variations in polychoric correlations between various population
subgroups. Each row corresponds to one of the item pairs considered in this chapter, and each
column-pair corresponds to a population dichotomy. Overall, these results show greater convergence
between parents and students when the student is a more proficient reader and when the family has
a higher socioeconomic status. More often than not, there was also greater convergence when the
student was female. On the other hand, there was no consistent pattern between convergence and
whether the student lived with the parent respondent all of the time or attended public or private
school.
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Table 3.14— Polychoric correlations between parent and student responses, for population subgroups

Student Lives with 8th Grade
Parent Respondent SES Sex Reading School
All the time Not all the time Low High Male Female Low  High Public Private
Base Year
English only .96 .95 .97 95 .95 .97 .96 .96 .96 .93
Usual language is English .73 .89 .78 .66 74 74 .73 .73 74 71
Education: Student
expectation .59 .60 51 .54 .59 .59 48 57 57 .54
School safe 24 32 .18 .25 21 .27 14 .28 .19 A7
Father’s education .88 .78 .70 .84 .87 .88 .81 .89 .85 .90
Mother’s education .84 .84 .69 .79 .82 .85 .76 .86 .82 .85
Number of siblings .89 .85 .86 81 .88 .89 .85 %91 .88 292
Number of older siblings .92 .90 91 b 91 .93 .90 294 .92 2,95
Mother home .83 .68 .81 .84 .80 .85 .79 .85 .82 .86
Father home .70 .63 72 .67 .67 .73 .68 72 .70 .69
Adult relative home .59 .67 .56 .63 .56 .64 .56 .64 .60 .63
Sitter home 48 .61 .39 .59 .39 .59 .39 .60 .45 .61
Adult neighbor home .35 A7 .34 .35 .29 42 .33 .36 .35 .32
Older sibling home .82 .85 .80 .86 .81 .85 .79 .87 .83 .86
Younger sibling home .85 .78 .81 .88 .84 .86 .81 .87 .85 .84
Nobody home 43 .39 37 A7 .38 48 31 .52 42 A7
Second Follow-up
Education: Father’s
aspiration .52 41 45 48 .52 .50 43 51 .52 .39
Education: Mother’s
aspiration .50 A7 42 .51 .51 49 42 .50 48 .51
Education: Student
expectation .58 .53 48 .60 .59 57 A7 .60 .56 .61
Teaching good .37 37 .24 44 .34 .39 .25 43 .28 .39
Teachers interested .35 .39 .24 41 .32 .38 .26 .39 .24 41
School safe .33 .32 .24 .38 .29 .37 24 37 27 .26
Use English w/ mother .52 46 .51 42 44 .58 A8 .62 .53 .45
Use English w/ father .52 46 A4 .68 .57 .60 .55 .69 .56 .78
Enrolled .97 .96 .97 .95 97 .97 .97 .95 .98 .93
Suspended 72 .66 .69 72 .70 .70 .68 71 .73 .56
Alcohol at school 24 21 .20 .28 .25 21 21 .26 .25 .23
Marijuana at school .29 .33 .28 .36 .32 .29 .29 .33 .32 .26
Cocaine at school .18 .18 A7 .18 14 .26 .18 .19 A9 .16
Decide drinking alcohol
when with parents 14 .22 .15 .16 14 A5 A1 .19 .13 .23
Decide drinking alcohol
when not with parents 14 .19 .13 .16 .13 15 .10 17 .14 .18

69



Table 3.14— Polychoric correlations between parent and student responses, for population subgroups

—Continued
Student Lives With 8th Grade
Parent Respondent SES Sex Reading School

All the time Not allthetime Low High Male Female Low High Public Private
Parent discussions:

Selecting courses/programs .23 .19 .20 A9 .23 .23 .22 .22 23 19
School activities/events .30 .29 .23 .32 .27 .34 24 .33 .30 .28
Student studies .25 .25 .20 27 .25 .26 21 .28 24 .33
Grades 19 .20 A7 21 .18 22 A7 22 19 .22
SAT/ACT preparation .32 31 .29 .29 .29 .36 .32 .30 .32 .24
Applying to colleges 45 .55 41 41 45 A7 41 45 45 .39
Jobs after high school .14 .06 A2 A5 A1 .16 12 .13 A4 A1
News events 27 .35 .18 .30 .25 31 A7 .32 .25 .36
Students’ troubles .29 .20 .23 .33 .21 .33 .23 31 .28 .30
College choice factors:
Low expenses .39 41 .20 42 .36 41 31 A2 .32 .54
Availability of aid .62 .66 43 .63 .61 .64 .55 .66 .57 72
Availability of courses .24 31 .20 27 22 27 .19 .29 23 .29
Athletic reputation 45 51 .39 .52 48 .38 37 A48 45 46
Social life A7 19 13 .23 .15 .18 A1 21 .15 .20
Able to live at home 71 .61 .59 72 .68 71 .56 74 .68 74
Chance to live away .38 .40 31 40 .35 41 31 41 .36 .38
Religious environment 51 .50 41 .57 48 .52 42 .55 49 .60
Low crime environment 21 .26 .18 22 21 17 A9 22 21 .25
Job placement .20 19 .15 21 19 21 .20 19 .20 21
Graduate school

placement .26 21 21 .29 .25 .26 .23 27 24 31
Academic reputation .26 .32 .20 .30 22 .30 .22 27 24 .32
Easy admission .37 48 27 .36 .35 .40 24 .33 .36 .38
Prep. for job .18 .25 .10 21 .16 21 .10 .23 14 27
Ethnic composition .28 27 27 .27 .26 .29 27 27 .27 .29
Size .25 .30 .20 .28 21 .28 17 .30 .23 .26
Location .10 .08 .10 A1 .08 .10 .07 .13 .09 .15
Same school as parent .35 .38 .20 45 .30 42 21 A4 .33 .45
Occupation expected .65 .58 .59 .66 .68 .61 .55 .67 .64 .66
Ever worked .65 .68 .63 .68 .59 .70 .58 71 .65 .68
Year last worked .30 .34 .27 .34 23 .38 .32 .32 31 .27
Month last worked .19 .20 21 19 13 .26 .20 19 .18 .25
Year started work 46 .38 .45 46 A48 43 44 A7 46 .39
Month started work .34 11 .30 .34 .27 .36 .24 .38 .33 .30

(a) Afew high correlations are based on a Pearson correlation approximation. In those few cases in which the Pearson correlation was close
to 1.0, the polychoric correlation computation in SAS failed to converge for a subpopulation, although it did converge for the total. In those
cases, the approximation (1 2'(E%arson) subpopulation ) X ((12' %olychoric) total ) / (f - %earson) total )) was used for 2(1 '(rlaychoric) subpopulation ) The
Pearson approximation was accurate for cases for which the computation converged.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88) Base Year and Second Follow-up Parent and Student Surveys.
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The question of convergence can also be addressed in terms of the “location” of the
responses, as indicated by the difference in the mean response by parents and students. If there is a
greater difference between parents and students in some subpopulations, then research on those
subpopulations must be especially cognizant of the source of the information used to develop
indicators. As shown in Table 3.15, although there was substantial variation across NELS:88 items,
the general pattern was for closer agreement between parents and students when the socioeconomic
status measure was high, when the respondent was female, when the student was a better reader, and
when the student was enrolled in a private school.

Table 3.15— Average parent-student response differences, for population subgroups

Student Lives With 8th grade
Parent Respondent SES Sex Reading School
Not all the time  Allthe time  Low High Male  Female Low High Public Private
Base Year
English only .02 .05 .01 .03 .02 .02 .01 .03 .02 .03
Usual language is English A7 .03 .16 A5 19 14 .20 .13 17 16
Education: Student
expectation -12 -.06 -15 -08 -.07 -.16 -11 -12 -13 -.06
School safe A7 .08 22 A1 A1 .22 A4 19 22 -.09
Father's education -14 .07 -.07 A7 -10 -16 -14 -13 -14 -.07
Mother’'s education -.07 -.06 -05 -.06 -.04 -.09 -.08 -.06 -.09 .06
Number of Siblings .00 -01 .00 .01 -01 .01 -.03 .03 .00 -.02
Number of Older siblings -04 -.06 -06 -01 -.05 -.05 -10 -01 -.05 -.04
Mother home -15 -.07 -14  -17 -15 -.16 -15 -.16 -15 -18
Father home -.02 -.03 -04 -01 .00 -.05 -.03 -.02 -.03 -01
Adult relative .09 .04 A1 .07 .10 .07 .10 .07 .08 .09
Sitter .09 .10 .15 .04 A3 .05 .19 .02 A1 .03
Adult neighbor 13 .14 .16 .10 .16 .10 .16 .10 A3 14
Older sibling -.10 .00 -09 -10 -.09 -10 -.10 -.09 -.10 -.07
Younger sibling -.15 -11 -15 -13  -16 -12 -18 -12 -15 -.13
Nobody home .35 21 .34 .35 .33 .35 .33 .36 .34 37
Second Follow-up
Education: Father’s
aspiration -14 =27 -10 -19 -.07 -25 -21 -11 -.18 -.05
Education: Mother’s
aspiration .18 A1 27 .08 .16 .18 21 14 .18 .18
Education: Student
expectation 42 .65 .67 .23 48 .40 .69 .25 A7 .19
Teaching good .02 .07 .04 .01 .02 .03 .04 .02 .04 -.07
Teachers interested .03 .03 .08 -01 .02 .04 .06 .01 .05 -.10
School safe .35 .35 41 31 .35 .36 .36 .35 40 A1
Use English w/ mother -.09 -19 -09 -12 -10 -.09 -.05 -11 -12 17
Use English w/ father -10 .50 -12 .02 .01 -13 .04 -12 -.06 -14
Enrolled -01 -.04 -01 -00 -01 -01 -.02 -.00 .00 .00
Suspended -.06 -11 -09 -04 -.08 -.05 -.09 -.04 -.07 .00
Alcohol at school .22 .52 .34 .16 .22 27 .32 .18 .25 14
Marijuana at school 21 A4 .33 .15 .22 24 31 A7 .24 .15
Cocaine at school .30 .63 42 .25 .36 31 43 .26 34 24
Decide drinking alcohol
when with parents -55 -1.0 -77  -42 -.67 -50 -85 -39 -.59 -.46
Decide drinking alcohol
when not with parents -.80 -1.1 -83 -82 -.89 - 76 .82 -.83 -.82 -.80
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Table 3.15— Average parent-student response differences, for population subgroup€ontinued

Student Lives With 8th Grade
Parent Respondent SES Sex Reading School
Not all the time Allthe time Low  High Male Female Low  High Public Private

Parent discussions:
Selecting courses/programs .62 .62 .62 .61 .69 .54 .63 .61 .62 .59
School activities/events .54 .58 .56 .52 .61 A48 .60 .50 .55 49
Student studies .50 51 .54 46 .57 43 .53 48 .51 .45
Grades 41 42 .45 .38 .50 .33 .46 .38 42 .34
SAT/ACT preparation .55 .55 .56 .54 .63 49 .54 .56 .56 .52
Applying to colleges .35 .39 41 .30 43 .27 42 31 .37 .25
Jobs after high school 44 .50 45 43 49 40 46 44 45 .39
News events A7 .45 48 46 .51 43 51 44 A7 .40
Students’ troubles .61 .64 .63 .60 .69 .54 .64 .59 .63 .54
College choice factors:
Low expenses A2 .14 .20 .08 .13 A1 .18 .09 .14 .05
Availability of aid .09 .20 A7 .05 13 .06 A3 .07 .10 .06
Availability of courses .06 .09 .10 .04 .10 .03 .15 .02 .06 .05
Athletic reputation -01 -01 15 -10 -.07 .04 .01 -.02 .01 -.08
Social life -35 -22 -12 -46 -41 -.28 -.28 -37 -31 -47
Able to live at home .23 .18 .38 A3 .22 .23 .28 .20 .25 .10
Chance to live away -.07 .00 -.03 -.08 -.03 -.09 -.06 -.06 -.07 -.03
Religious environment .35 .38 .52 .25 .36 .34 43 31 .36 .29
Low crime environment .52 .57 .56 .50 .58 A7 .50 .53 .53 .50
Job placement A2 .16 21 .07 A7 .09 14 A2 14 .05
Graduate school

placement A7 .20 .29 A1 .20 15 .18 .18 19 A2
Academic reputation .24 21 .33 .19 .28 21 .34 .19 .27 .13
Easy admission .04 .08 .20 -.05 .04 .04 .04 .05 .06 -.03
Preparation for job .10 A1 14 .08 17 .05 A7 .07 A1 .06
Ethnic composition .09 14 21 .03 A1 .08 13 .08 A1 .04
Size -.05 .03 .05 -.09 .01 -.09 .01 -.07 -.04 -.07
Location A1 A1 .25 .03 13 .09 .24 .05 .15 -.05
Same school as parent .02 .03 .06 .01 -01 .05 .01 .03 .02 .02
Occupation expected -.28 -19 -15 -.36 -37 -18 -19 -32 -23 -.50
Ever worked .04 .04 .04 .03 .05 .03 .06 .02 .04 .03
Year last worked .52 .51 .55 .50 .55 49 .56 49 .54 A7
Month last worked 14 .48 .55 -.10 17 .16 .45 -.02 A7 .06
Year started work .22 .16 .22 21 .26 .18 .24 .20 .22 .19
Month started work -21 .40 .00 -.28 -.04 -.25 -.02 -.26 -.16 -22

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88) Base Year and Second Follow-up Parent and Student Surveys.
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Differences in student nonresponse rates between subpopulations were more striking than the
differences in convergence, as shown in Table 3.16. When differences were observed, percentage
omissions were generally from 2 to 5 times as great in one of the subpopulation categories as in the
other—more in families in which the student did not live with the parent respondent all of the time,
more in low SES homes, among males, among poorer readers, and among public school students.
While tem omission rates for the complementary groups were sufficiently high to support research
on them without severe nonresponse bias, nonresponse bias in analyses of the groups listed above
may substantially distort results.

Table 3.16— Percentage of student nonresponse for student-parent item pairs, for population subgroups

Student Lives With 8th Grade
Parent Respondent SES Sex Reading School
Not all the time Allthetime Low High Male Female Low High Public  Private
Base Year
English only 2 4 3 1 .3 A 3 A 2 2
Usual language is English 3.9 4.6 3.7 4.1 4.2 3.6 4.3 3.6 3.6 5.3
Education: Student
expectation 7 A4 1.0 5 .8 .6 .8 2 .8 3
School safe 2.3 3.0 3.2 1.6 2.9 2.0 3.4 11 2.8 9
Father’'s education 149 156 191 105 140 16.4 194 115 15.9 9.8
Mother’s education 114 106 136 9.0 125 10.9 148 9.1 11.8 9.2
Number of siblings .6 .6 9 4 .8 5 7 3 7 3
Number of older siblings 1.0 2.2 1.2 1.0 1.0 1.2 7 1.0 1.0 1.6
Mother home 21 2.4 2.2 1.8 2.6 13 2.6 1.2 1.9 1.2
Father home 3.6 5.0 4.1 29 4.0 29 44 23 3.3 2.9
Adult relative home 8.0 7.1 8.2 7.5 9.3 6.4 8.8 6.8 7.6 8.2
Sitter home 8.7 9.1 9.1 8.0 103 6.8 9.9 7.1 8.4 8.3
Adult neighbor home 8.6 9.1 9.0 7.9 9.8 7.0 9.7 7.1 8.3 8.3
Older sibling home 6.6 8.9 7.2 59 7.5 5.6 7.6 5.4 6.3 6.7
Younger sibling home 7.1 7.8 7.9 6.1 8.4 5.6 8.1 5.6 6.7 6.8
Nobody home 8.1 8.9 9.3 6.7 8.8 7.2 9.8 6.1 7.9 7.0
Second Follow-up
Education: Father's
aspiration 16.2 235 238 109 187 16.1 244 112 182 10.6
Education: Mother’s
aspiration 136 185 189 96 16.6 12.6 207 9.0 15.2 9.6
Education: Student
expectation 84 124 109 6.8 10.8 7.4 126 6.1 9.2 7.0
Teaching good 15 2.2 1.6 1.6 20 13 2.0 1.3 15 1.7
Teachers interested 15 2.2 15 15 1.9 13 1.9 1.3 1.4 1.9
School safe 1.4 2.1 14 1.5 1.9 1.1 1.9 1.2 1.4 1.8
Use English w/ mother 6.6 9.7 6.5 8.2 8.7 5.3 83 5.0 6.7 5.8
Use English w/ father 3.4 8.7 1.7 6.3 6.0 1.3 38 33 3.0 6.5
Enrolled - - - - - - - - - -
Suspended 1.6 3.8 2.1 1.5 2.4 1.4 2.5 1.3 1.7 1.7
Alcohol at school 8.6 9.0 9.9 75 11.0 6.9 11.9 6.1 9.3 6.5
Marijuana at school 12.4 15.3 13.9 11.6 15.9 11.1 17.1 10.0 13.6 11.0
Cocaine at school 12.5 15.4 14.1 11.6 16.1 11.2 174 10.0 13.7 11.2
Decide drinking alcohol
when with parents 16.3 349 215 151 203 17.3 24.1 140 19.0 146
Decide drinking alcohol
when not with parents 158 345 209 148 198 16.8 23.8 133 185 140

73



Table 3.16—

Percentage of student nonresponse for student parent item pairs, for population subgroups

—Continued
Student Lives With 8th Grade
Parent Respondent SES Sex Reading School
Not all the time  Allthetime Low  High Male Female Low High Public  Private

Parent disscussions:
Selecting courses/programs  12.1 11.6 14.0 10.5 15.1 9.8 16.7 8.9 12.7 10.3
School activities/events 12.2 11.9 14.2 10.6 15.2 9.9 16.9 9.0 12.8 10.6
Student studies 12.4 11.9 144 107 154 100 17.2 9.0 13.0 10.6
Grades 12.7 12.1 148 109 156 103 17.6 9.1 13.2 10.8
SAT/ACT preparation 12.4 11.8 144 107 153 100 17.1 9.0 12.9 10.6
Applying to colleges 12.5 12.0 14.4 10.8 15.4 10.2 17.3 9.1 13.1 10.7
Jobs after high school 12.6 12.2 146 11.0 156 10.3 174 9.3 13.2 11.0
News events 12.5 12.2 145 109 155 10.2 173 9.2 13.1 10.8
Students’ troubles 12.5 12.0 145 109 154 102 173 9.2 13.1 10.8
College choice factors:
Low expenses 4.5 5.8 5.7 3.8 6.4 34 7.1 3.0 5.0 3.2
Availability of aid 4.6 5.8 5.8 3.9 6.5 35 7.2 3.0 5.1 3.3
Availability of courses 4.8 6.1 6.0 4.0 6.7 3.6 7.5 3.1 5.3 35
Athletic reputation 4.7 5.9 6.0 3.9 6.6 3.6 7.4 3.1 5.2 3.3
Social life 4.7 5.9 5.9 4.0 6.6 3.6 7.4 3.2 5.2 35
Able to live at home 4.7 5.9 6.0 3.9 6.6 3.6 7.4 3.1 5.2 3.3
Chance to live away 4.7 6.2 6.0 4.0 6.7 3.6 7.6 3.1 5.3 34
Religious environment 4.8 5.9 6.0 4.0 6.7 3.6 7.5 3.1 5.3 3.4
Low crime environment 4.8 5.9 6.0 4.0 6.7 3.6 7.4 3.2 5.3 3.3
Job placement 4.8 6.0 6.0 4.1 6.8 3.6 7.5 3.2 5.4 3.4
Graduate school

placement 5.0 6.1 6.3 4.2 6.9 3.8 7.6 3.4 5.5 35
Academic reputation 5.0 6.1 6.3 4.2 7.0 3.8 7.7 3.3 5.5 3.6
Easy admission 4.9 6.1 6.3 4.1 6.9 3.8 7.8 3.3 5.5 3.6
Preparation for job 4.9 6.0 6.2 4.1 6.9 3.8 7.7 3.3 55 3.6
Ethnic composition 5.1 6.3 6.5 4.3 7.2 3.9 8.0 3.4 5.6 3.7
Size 4.9 6.1 6.1 4.1 6.9 3.6 7.6 3.3 5.4 35
Location 5.0 6.0 6.4 4.1 7.0 3.8 7.8 3.3 5.5 3.4
Same school as parent 4.9 6.0 6.2 4.1 7.0 3.6 7.7 3.3 5.4 35
Occupation expected 19.6 47.0 29.1 15.9 234 21.8 31.7 14.2 23.0 13.5
Ever worked 6.9 36.0 16.5 35 101 98 165 3.8 10.2 1.4
Year last worked 21.0 59.6 40.8 12.1 27.1 27.1 41.2 12.6 28.8 6.6
Month last worked 20.3 59.5 39.9 11.9 26.6 26.2 40.1 12.3 27.9 6.8
Year started work 17.9 17.4 19.2 16.8 20.0 16.4 21.9 14.9 17.9 20.5
Month started work 16.3 16.1 17.4 15.4 18.5 14.7 20.2 13.5 16.2 19.1

Note: “-" indicates that statistics is not meaningful because it is based on a file indicator measure.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988

(NELS:88) Base Year and Second Follow-up Parent and Student Surveys.

Finally, Table 3.17 summarizes the comparisons of findings of statistically significant effects
on outcome measures, when the predictive factors are based on parent or student information.
Although the majority of the 570 entries indicate that research results would not depend on the source
of the information, the outcomes of over 150 of these selected analyses depend on whether the
information was collected from parents or students. The need for considering the parents’ and
students’ processes involved in generating survey responses is clear.

74



Table 3.17— Statistically significant associations of parent and student measures with selected NELS:88

outcomes

8th

10th

12th

Educ.

Occu-
Grade Grade Grade Aspr.& pation

Math Math Math Expect Expect

Course Grade
Point of
Control

Diffi-
culty

Ave.

Locus

Self-
Con-
cept

Enroll-
ment
Status

Base Year

English only

Usual language is English
Education: Student
expectation

School safe

Father’s education
Mother's education
Number of siblings (3+)
Number of older sibling
Mother home

Father home

Adult relative

Sitter

Adult neighbor +
Older sibling

Younger sibling

Nobody home

Second Follow-up
Education expected
Teaching good +
Teachers interested
School safe
Use English, not other
language, with parent
Enrolled
Suspended
Alcohol at school
Marijuana at school
Cocaine at school
Decide drinking alcohol
when with parents
Decide drinking alcohol
when not with parents ..
Parent discussions:
Selecting courses/programs
School activities/events
Student studies +
Grades .
SAT/ACT preparation +
Applying to colleges
Jobs after high school
News events
Students’ troubles

+
+

+ 4+ + +

P+S P+S-

P+

P+ P+

+ +
+ +

+ S+

+ 4+ +

S+ S+
S+ S+
S+

S-
S+

+ 4+ +

S+
5+

S+

+ 4+ +

S+ R

+ 4+ F
+ 4+ +

st .
+ S+
S+ S+

+ P+
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Table 3.17— Statistically significant associations of parent and student measures with selected NELS:88
outcomes—Continued

8th 10th  12th  Educ. Occu- Course Grade Locus  Self-
Grade Grade Grade Aspr.& pation Diffi- Point of Con- Enrollment
Math Math Math Expect Expect culty Ave. Control cept Status

Second Follow-up
College choice factors:

Low expenses - - - - - - - _ _ p-
Availability of aid - - - P- P-S+ P- P- P- . P-
Availability of courses PS+ S+ S+ + S+ S+ S+ S+ +
Athletic reputation - - - P- P- P- - - + i
Social life P- P- P- P-S+ . P-S+ P P- S+ S+
Able to live at home - - - - - - - _ _ _
Chance to live away + + + + + + + P+S P+  +
Religious environment- - - S+ S+ . P + .
Low crime environment - - - . . S - . S+
Job placement - - - P-S+ P-S+ P- P-S+ P-S+ S+
Graduate school

placement P P- . + + S+ S+ S+ + .
Academic reputation + + + + + + + + + +
Easy admission - - - - - - - _ _
Preparation for job P P-S+ P-S+ S+ S+ S+ S+ S+ S+
Ethnic composition - - - . . S - - +
Size + + + + + + + + + S+
Location S+ S+ + S+ + + S+ S+ S+ S+
Same school as parent - - - S S- - - - P+ P
Occupation expected + + + + - + + + + +
Ever worked + + S+ S+ S+

Note: “P” signifies that a significant effect would be found in the specified direction only for the parent measure; “S” signifies a significant
effect in the specified direction only for the student measure; “ + “ antisignify that both are significant in the same direction;- “P

S+’ and “P+S “ signify significant parent and student effects in opposite directions, respectively; and “..” signifies no significant effects.
Entries left blank were not estimatable.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88) Base Year, First Follow-up, and Second Follow-up Parent and Student Surveys.
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Chapter 4

Comparison of Teacher and Student Responses

The NELS:88 data offer an opportunity to compare student and teacher reports about a
number of individual, classroom, and school characteristics. NELS:88 collected teacher data during
the base year data collection and at each follow-up. Understanding the analyses of correspondence
between teacher and student reports, but in particular the analyses of missing data presented here,
requires understanding some aspects of the teacher sample design as described in Chapter 2. (A more
complete discussion of the teacher sample is available Beitend Follow-Up: Teacher Component
Data File User's Manua[NCES 1994b].)

In this chapter, comparisons between second follow-up student and teacher responses are
presented for three sets of items: ratings of the student’s English proficiency, perceptions of teaching
practices in the mathematics or science classroom, and specification of the student’s academic
program. For each set of items, four tables are displayed, containing summary data relevant to the
four research questions stated in chapter 2 (relating to convergence, omissions, subpopulations, and
impact on outcomes). The first three tables in each case are computed without weights; the fourth
presents significance results that take into account both the survey design and differential weighting.

Student English Proficiency

Students and teachers were both asked to answer two items about students’ English
proficiency: whether or not the student’s native language was English, and, for non-native speakers,
whether the student’s English skills contributed to classroom difficulties.

Student Question
107 (F2) Is English your native language (the first language you learned to speak
when you were a child)?

Teacher Question
9(F2) Is this student’s native language English?

The teachers’ question included a footnote indicating that the phrase “native language” referred to
the first language that the student learned to speak as a child. For these analyses, a positive response
was scored as “1,” a negative response as “0.”

A follow-up item relied upon more subjective judgment, and this subjectivity shows clearly

the extent of disagreement between teachers and students. Students who reported that they were not
native speakers of English were asked:
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Student Question:
111(F2) Have your English skills made it difficult for you to

Write papers for class?

Take essay exams?

Take multiple choice exams?

Understand what the teacher says in class?
Take notes on the materials you learn in class?
Participate in class discussions?

Complete homework assignments?

@roaooTp

Teachers were asked a much less detailed question:

Teacher Question
10 (F2) Is this student’s academic performance in your class limited by his or her level
of English language proficiency?

Furthermore, this teacher item was asked about all students, while the corresponding student
item was asked only of non-native speakers. For the current analysis, the comparison between
teacher and student responses employs only those teacher responses that correspoehtatzo
indicated that he or she was not a native English speaker. This restriction allowed a comparison of
the reports on the teacher and student items for the same subsample of students.

To compare the teacher and student items, the student responses were collapsed into a binary
variable that assumed a value of 1 if the student responded positieelydbthe items & through
g, above), and a value of O if he or she responded negatively to all of the items. This coding was
comparable to the yes/no format of the teacher item.

Table 4.1A summarizes key measures of correspondence between student and teacher reports
on these items about students’ English proficiency.

Table 4.1A— Comparison of teacher and student responses to items about students’ native language and
English language proficiency

Number of Polychoric Percent Mean Teacher Mean Student Stubesather

Response Pairs Correlation Match Response Response Difference
Is native language English 7,791 0.86 94.5 0.95 0.92 -0.03
Limited English Proficiency 728 0.27 80.8 0.03 0.18 0.15

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Second Follow-up Student and Teacher Surveys.

The similarity in wording allowed a direct comparison betweendaeher’'s and student’s

reports of the student’s native language. As illustrated in Table 4.1A, studentsaghdrs
responded fairly consistently. The polychoric correlation between the items was 0.86; however,
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noticeably more students (8 percent) than tlesichers (5 percent) indicated that the student had a
non-English native languagé=p.31]. Though high among student/teacher comparisons, the
polychoric correlation also reveals some considerable disagreement, which is to be expected for an
item such as this one. It is entirely possible that teachers simply would not know the status of high
school students who are not native English speakers but who learned English sufficiently young to
speak without an accent.

As Table 4.1A makes clear, the communality of response was much lower for the evaluative
items than for the items pertaining to being a native English speaker. Teachers were less likely than
students to note the academic impadinaited English proficiency. This difference may be due to
the differences in item construction. The more detailed question asked of students may be more likely
to elicit positive responses than the simpler item asked of teachers; the longer list of detailed
possibilities may jog the respondent’s memory of an incident or feeling that he or she experienced.

The examination of potential effects of nonresponse on these findings combined instrument
nonresponse and item nonresponse to identify overall rates of missing data for the teacher data, and
item nonresponse to identify rates of missing data for students. In addition, possible nonresponse
biases were evaluated. To do so, differences were calculated between the average student reports
for (a) students for whom teacher reports were missing and (b) students for whom teacher reports
were available. This measure identifies, according to student reports, how neigsimgy responses
would differ from available teacher responses. Correspondingly, the difference in average teacher
responses between those students who did not provide student reports and those who did was also
calculated. Results of these analyses are presented in Table 4.1B.

Table 4.1B— Comparisons of teacher and student nonresponse rates to items reflecting students’ English

proficiency
Percent Teacher Teacher Percent Student Student
Omissions Omission Bias Omissions Omission Bias
Is native language English 20.5 -0.14 0.4 -0.36
Limited English Proficiency 10.0 0.03 22.5 0.04

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Second Follow-up Student and Teacher Surveys.

First, Table 4.1B indicates substantial missing data. Over 20 percent of expected teacher
reports about student native-speaker status are missing. Much of this finding is attributable to
teachers who reported that they did not know the students’ statugarl§g over 20 percent of
students who were not native English speakers failed to report whether their English proficiency
affected their schoolwork. (Student reports on this measure were considered not missing if the
student responded either (a) positively to any one of the seven items included in the measure or (b)
negatively to all of them.)

The bias assessment also revealed one important nonresponse effect. The negative sign of the
differences on the first item (i.e., students’ native-speaker status) suggest that data are more likely
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to be missing for students who are not native English speakdi®.§4, 7.53], and this bias is
important in the case of teachers because of the substantial missing data. This result seems logical,
especially with respect to the bias in the teacher reports. For example, it is plausible that teachers
would report they “don’t know” for high school students with Asian or Hispanic surnames who speak
fluent English, many of whom learned English as a second language.

The correspondence between student and teacher responses to these two item-pairs was
examined separately for groups defined by the following:

* Below median and above median socioeconomic status

» Student sex

* Below median and above median base year reading scores
 Class subject (math or science) taught by teacher

Missing data rates were comparable across subgroups. While the potential bias from missing
data could be large for some groups, the limited amount of data made estimates too imprecise to
report differences with confidence. This analysis revealed no cross-group differences in either mean
differences between student and teacher reports or the percentage of nonresponses. However, the
analysis does reveal substantial variations in polychoric correlations for the estimates of the impact
of limited English proficiency on schoolwork. These results are presented in Table 4.1C.

Table 4.1C— Response characteristics on items about student’s English proficiency, for population subgroups

8th Grade
SES Sex Reading Subject
Low High Male Female Low High Math Science

Polychoric Correlations

Is native language English 0.89 0.75 0.85 0.87 0.88 084 0.86 0.87

Limited English Proficiency ~ 0.17 0.52 0.44 0.09 0.17 0.30 0.14 0.36
Average Differences

Is native language English -0.03  -0.02 -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.02 -0.02 -0.03

Limited English Proficiency  0.16 0.13 0.16 0.14 0.20 0.10 0.15 0.15
Pct. Student Nonresponse

Is native language English 0.5 0.3 0.5 0.3 0.7 0.2 0.4 0.4

Limited English Proficiency 26.2 15.5 26.9 18.1 29.3 12.7 25.3 18.2
(a) Afew high correlations are based on a Pearson correlation approximation. In those cases the polychoric correlation computation in
SAS failed to converge for a subpopulation, although it did converge for the total. In those cases, the approximégigg}sg,l) s oputation )

x((1- W(pdycmnc) wa) | (L-R (Pearson) tota)) WaS used for (1 z Roolychoric) subpopulation )= 1N€ Pearson approximation was accurate for cases for
which the computation converged.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Second Follow-up Student and Teacher Surveys.

First, there was very little convergence between the answers given by the students who were
below the median SES and those given by their teachers about the extent to which their Hisglish sk
contributed to any classroom difficultiets=4.90]. There was also very little convergence between
the responses given by female students and their teathebsl0] concerning how great an effect
the students’ English proficiency had on their academic performance. Finally, there was less
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convergence for math teachers than for science teath8r$4], possibly due to lower linguistic
requirements in mathematics classes.

Teacher and student reports of student English proficiency differ to some degree. Researchers
interested in studying education-related outcomes must ask whether these differences will lead to
different substantive conclusions when they rely on one report or the other. To illuminate this issue,
six key outcome measures were examined, comparing differences between

« Students reported to be native English speakers and students reported to be non-native
English speakers; and

* Non-native English speakers whose English proficiency is reported to affect their school
work adversely and non-native English speakers whose proficiency is reported not to affect
their school work adversely.

The outcomes examined in Table 4.1D are the student’s second follow-up mathematics test
score; the level of education the student expects to complete; the prestige rating of the student’s
occupational expectation at second follow-up; a composite variable indicating the difficulty of the
student’s educational program as constructed from transcript data; high school grade point average
in four areas; and the student’s self concept score and locus of control score at second follow-up.
There are nine potential entries in the table:

T+  teacher item shows a significant positive relation

T-  teacher item shows a significant negative relation
S+ student item shows a significant positive relation
S- student item shows a significant negative relation
+ both items show a significant positive relation

- both items show a significant negative relation
T-S+ teacher item shows a significant negative relation, student item shows a
positive
T+S- teacher item shows a significant positive relation, student item shows a
negative
neither source shows a significant relation

Table 4.1D— Statistically significant associations of students’ English proficiency, based on teacher and student
reports, with selected NELS:88 outcomes

12th  Educ. Occu- Course Grade Locus Self-
Grade Aspr.& pation Diffi- Point of Con-
Math Expect Expect culty Avg. Control cept

Is native language English + . T+ T+ T+ S+

Limited English Proficiency - T- T- T-S+ T- - .

Note: “+” and “-" refer to the direction of relation, T and S indicate that the relation is signdiclrfor data from that source (teacher
or student), and “. .” indicates that no significant relation was found.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Second Follow-up Student and Teacher Surveys.
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Table 4.1D indicates that there can be discrepancies in the conclusions that would be reached
concerning the relations between English language use and outcome measures, depending on whether
student or teacher reports were the basis for the assessment. Teacher reports of whether English is
the student’s native language are positively related to the difficulty of a student’s program, grade
point average, and level of the student’s occupational expectations, whereas student reports are not.
On the other hand, students’ reports are positively associated with locus of control. Teachers’
reports that students’ school performance is limited by English language proficiency are related,
negatively, to the students’ educational aspirations and occupational expectations, curriculum
difficulty, and grade point average, whereas students’ perceptions are not. Clearly, different
conclusions about the relations between English language proficiency and educational outcomes will
be found, depending on whether the teacher or student is the source of the perception.

Practices in the Classroom

The NELS:88 second follow-up asked students and teachers about instructional practices in
math and science classes. This section examines the correspondence between student and teacher
reports about what happens in the classroom. Responses of math and science teachers and their
students to the following items, which were on a 5-point scale ranging from (1) “never/rarely” to (5)
“every day”, were analyzed:

Math Teacher Question
13A (F2) How often do you use the following teaching methods or media?

a. Lecture?
b. Use computers?
f.  Have student-led whole-group discussions?

Student Math Class Question
19B (F2) In your current or most recent mathematics class, how often do/did you

b. Listen to the teacher lecture?
g. Use computers in math class?
i.  Participate in student discussions?

The items on student discussions are included in the analysis even though they refer to somewhat
different activities, to assess how differently two items on classroom student discussions may operate
in a research study.

Science Teacher Question

19 (F2): How often do you do each of the following activities in this science
class?
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Demonstrate an experiment or lead students in systematic observations?

Have students do an experiment or observation individually or in small groups?
Require students to turn in written reports on experiments or observations?
Have students use computers for data collection and analysis?

copoT

Student Science Class Question
15B (F2) In your current or most recent science class, how often do/did you

e. Waitch the teacher demonstrate an experiment or lead you in observations?
f. Do an experiment or observation individually or in small groups?

h.  Write up reports on experiments or observations?

i.  Use computers for collecting and/or analyzing data?

It is important to note that the questions asked of teachers and students about instructional
practices in math and science classes are not as comparable as they appear on the surface. Teachers
were asked about the frequency with which they employ specific instructional practices in their
classrooms. Students, on the other hand, were asked not how often their teachers employed specific
instructional practices but rather how often they themselves participated in those activities. The
differences between the emphases of teacher and student items may lead to seemingly incomparable
reports about what happens in the classroom. A teacher might, for example, use computers in the
classroom once a week, but a student who watches another student work on a computer in this
classroom but does not work on the computer himself might not report that he works with computers
in that same classroom about once a week. In short, NELS:88 asked teachers to report about their
practices in the classroom, while students were asked about their own participation in the classroom.
Neither report alone accurately captures what actually occurs in the classroom.

Table 4.2A summarizes key measures of correspondence between student and teacher reports
for these items. With the exception of the item about computer use, student and teacher responses
about the instructional practices in math classes bear little resemblance to each other; the polychoric
correlations are around 0.1. To some extent, this divergence reflects the different perspectives that
the items encourage. The teacher items ask about classroom activities, while the student items may
encourage responses about the individual student’s participation in those activities. Students and
teachers may also have different referents—a student may consider whaadher tsays in
introducing an activity to be a “lecture,” while the teacher would not consider that to be a “lecture.”

However, the item on computer usage stands in stark contrast to the other two, with a
polychoric correlation of about 0.5. Examination of the full frequency table reveals that students and
teachers almost always agree when they report that they “never/rarely” use computers in the class.
Such agreement would be expected in classrooms in which no computer existed. It may be that,
under certain circumstances (i.e., when no computer is physically present) the item has a physical
referent in the classroom, and therefore relies less on student or teacher judgment.
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Table 4.2A— Comparison of teacher and student responses to items about instructional practices in math and
science classrooms

Number of  Polychoric Percent Mean Teacher Mean Student  StubDesmther

Response Pairs Correlation Match Response Response Difference

Math classes

Listen to lectures 4,640 0.10 33.3 3.97 4.30 0.33

Use computers 4,599 0.50 66.7 1.51 1.37 -0.14

Student discussions 4,599 0.12 40.5 1.62 2.03 0.41
Science classes

Teacher demonstration 3,435 0.17 31.8 2.60 3.05 0.45

Do an experiment 3,439 0.36 46.6 2.69 2.69 -0.00

Write reports 3,429 0.30 41.5 2.48 2.32 -0.15

Use computers 3,428 0.46 68.5 1.36 1.40 0.04

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Second Follow-up Student anei€her Surveys

The polychoric correlations between the four pairs of items about the instructional practices
in science classes ranged from a low of about 0.17 to a high of 0.46. Once again, the highest
communality was found in the responses to the item about computers, and student/teacher agreement
was quite high when they reported that computers were “never/rarely” used. Again, a computer in
a classroom is a concrete referent that requires little judgment to note its absence. The teacher and
student responses to the question about student experiments were also more highly correlated than
either the item about writing reports or the item about watching the teacher demonstrate experiments.
It seems reasonable to believe that actually conducting experiments or observations may provide
students with more concrete referents than would merely watching a teacher conduct an experiment.
Determining whether or not a teacher’'s demonstration constitutes an experiment requires student
judgment, and watching an experiment may simply be less memorable than conducting one.

The examination of nonresponse combined instrument nonresponse and item nonresponse
to identify overall rates of missing data. As in the previous section, likely nonresponse biases were
examined by looking at the teacher reports for which student data were missing, and vice-versa.
These results are tabulated in Table 4.2B.

Table 4.2B— Comparison of teacher and student nonresponse rates to items about classroom practices

Percent Teacher Teacher Percent Student Student
Omissions Omission Bias Omissions Omission Bias

Math classes

Listen to lectures 16.3 -0.08 3.3 0.02

Use computers 16.8 0.01 3.6 -0.01

Student discussions 16.9 0.00 35 0.06
Science classes

Teacher demonstration 10.6 -0.01 2.8 0.09

Do an experiment 10.6 -0.10 2.7 0.08

Write reports 10.7 -0.06 2.8 0.02

Use computers 10.9 0.03 2.7 -0.05

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Second Follow-up Student aneather Surveys.
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As Table 4.2B illustrates, about 3 percent of the student data and between 11 and 17 percent
of the teacher data were missing. The examination of potential biases revealed no obvious biases.
This finding, however, does not necessarily suggest that respondents were substauitialtp s
nonrespondents. The low communalities between the student and teacher reports could be taken as
an indication of poor measurement of one or both items in each pair. If neither item provides a good
measure, then observed differences would be rare, especially in small samples (for instance, the
sample in which a report from one source is available and a report from another source is missing).

The correspondence between student and teacher responses to each of the item-pairs was
examined separately for groups defined by sex, SES, and base year reading scores. Analyses were
done separately for math classes and science classes. Table 4.2C summarizes the results of these
analyses.

First, looking at the comparison of student responses with those of their math teachers,
greater disagreement in the mean appears between females and their teachers than males and their
teachers. In particular, in comparison to males, females seem to report more frequent lectures in their
math classes. The mean difference between the teachers’ and the girls’ reports is 0.42; the mean
difference between the teachers’ and the boys’ reports ist8£2%4]. However, the difference in
the wording of the teacher and student items may support the conclusion that girls were simply
reporting spending more tintisteningto lectures than boys were. At the same time, the difference
between girls’ reports of the frequency of computer usage in math classes and their teachers’ reports
also tends to be greater, in the opposite direction, than the difference between boys’ and teachers’
reports {=-5.26]. This difference suggests that girls may be using the computers less frequently than
boys in the class.

A similar pattern emerges in the comparison between reatiér reports on lecturing and
the reports of students whose base year reading scores are above and below the median. The
differences between student and teacher reports tend to be larger for students with high eighth grade
reading scores (0.39) than for other students (0t28)47]. Again, on the question about listening
to lectures, higher eighth grade reading scores students may be reporting thstethayore not
necessarily that the teacHectures moreAlso, students with higher eighth grade reading scores
reported less frequent computer usage in comparison with their teachers (-0.18) than other students
did (-0.07) [=-3.55]. Whether this difference is related to differences (a) in the math classes these
students are taking, (b) in the experiences they are having with computers in the same classes, or (c)
in their perceptions of the same experiences is not clear.

With respect to teacher and student reports on science classroom practices, students with
lower eighth grade reading scores tended to report more of each of the four types of activities,
relative to their teachers, than did those with higher eighth grade reading seér&%,4.50, 2.46,

2.86]. Again, these may be differences in perception or differences in experience.
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Table 4.2C— Response characteristics on items about classroom practides population subgroups

8th Grade
SES Sex reading
Low High Male Female Low High
Polychoric Correlations
Math classes
Listen to lectures 0.10 0.10 0.09 0.11 0.08 0.12
Use computers 0.43 0.51 0.49 0.52 0.48 0.50
Student discussions 0.11 0.11 0.13 0.10 0.10 0.13
Science classes
Teacher demonstration 0.15 0.18 0.16 0.17 0.15 0.18
Do an experiment 0.37 0.35 0.38 0.34 0.36 0.36
Write reports 0.29 0.31 0.28 0.31 0.23 0.34
Use computers 0.44 0.46 0.47 0.45 0.42 0.49
Average Differences
Math classes
Listen to lectures 0.32 0.37 0.25 0.42 0.26 0.39
Use computers -0.14 -0.15 -0.06 -0.21 -0.07 -0.18
Student discussions 0.46 0.36 0.38 0.44 0.66 0.26
Science classes
Teacher demonstration 0.46 0.41 0.46 0.44 0.60 0.38
Do an experiment 0.00 -0.01 0.03 -0.03 0.10 -0.06
Write reports -0.20 -0.12 -0.14 -0.17 -0.09 -0.18
Use computers 0.05 0.03 0.07 0.00 0.11 0.00
Pct. Student Nonresponse
Math classes
Listen to lectures 3.1 2.6 3.6 2.9 3.7 2.6
Use computers 3.5 2.8 3.6 3.5 4.1 29
Student discussions 3.4 29 3.8 3.2 4.2 2.8
Science classes
Teacher demonstration 2.3 2.6 3.0 2.6 3.4 25
Do an experiment 2.0 2.5 29 25 3.3 24
Write reports 25 25 3.0 2.6 3.4 25
Use computers 2.0 2.5 2.9 2.5 3.3 2.4

Note: Comparisons between mathematics and science are not meaningful for these items.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Second Follow-up Student and Teacher Surveys.

Turning to relations to outcome measures, the associations between classroom practices and
outcomes were assessed (a) when the practices were reported by teachers and (b) when the practices
were reported by students. The frequencies of practices were dichotomized between “rarely or
never” and the other four alternatives. Table 4.2D presents these results.

Table 4.2D reveals that the teacher and student reports frequently do not identify the same
significant differences between groups experiencing different levels of instructional practice usage on
the outcome measures. At the same time, however, there is only one case in which teacher and
student reports yield contradictory significant results (in more difficult curricula, teachers indicate
having more student-led discussions but students indicate participating in fewer student discussions).
This table clearly indicates that researchers should not choose lightly between student and teacher
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reports about classroom practices, and in particular, differences between “participating in student
discussions” and “having student-led discussions” should not be ignored. Indeed, in light of the low
levels of agreement between teachers and students about classroom practices, it is unclear whether
eitherreport is an accurate measure of what is occurring in the classroom.

Table 4.2D— Statistically significant associations of classrom practices, based on teacher and student reports,
with selected NELS:88 outcomes

12th  Educ. Occu- Course Grade Locus  Self-
Grade Aspr.& pation Diffi- Point of Con-
Math Expect Expect culty Avg. Control  cept

Math classes

Listen to lectures + + + + S+ S+
Use computers + . " T+ + T+
Student discussions S- . . T+S- S- T+ +

Science classes
Teacher demonstration

Do an experiment T+ + T+ " T+ S+

Write reports . S+ " . . S+ S+

Use computers T+ + + T+ + T+ S+
Note: “+” and “-" refer to the direction of relation, T and S indicate that the relation is signiclrfor data from that source (teacher
or student), and “. .” indicates that no significant relation was found.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Second Follow-up Student and Teacher Surveys.

Student’s High School Track

The final set of items on which teacher and student reports were compared indicated the
student’s high school track. The curriculum track items on the teacher and student questionnaires,
like other items analyzed, were not perfectly matched: teachers were asked about the high school
track of the course they taught, and students were asked in general about their high school track.
However, since the teachers were teachers of mathematics and science, to the extent that a student’s
math and science courses are indicative of his or her curriculum track, one might be considered
substitutable for the other if needed for a research analysis. This section assesses that substitutability.

Teacher Question
2_3 (F2)Which of the following describes the “track” this class is considered to be?

Remedial

General
Voc/Technical/Business
College Prep/Honors
AP

moow»

Student Question
12A (F2)Which of the following best describes your present high school program?
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A. General high school program
B. College prep, academic, or specialized academic (such as Science or Math)
C. Vocational technical, or business and career...
— Industrial arts/Technology education
— Agricultural occupations
— Business or office occupations
— Marketing or Distributive education
— Health occupations
— Home economics occupations
— Consumer and homemaking education
— Technical occupations
— Trade or industrial occupations
Other specialized high school program (such as Fine Arts)
Special Education Program
| don’t know
Alternative, Stay-in-School, or Dropout Prevention Program

ommo

An additional problem to be addressed in this comparison was that the response categories
were not identical for the student and teacher items. However, it was possible to collapse the
responses into general, vocational, and college preparatory tracks and limit the analyses to these three
tracks. Rather than utilize a single scale for these three items, the items were recoded to generate
three binary variables (coded 1 if the course/student is in the track and O otherwise) for each set of
respondents. Students in classes reported by teachers to be in a remedial track or by themselves to
be in special education, an alternative program, or a specialized program like fine arts were not
counted in these analyses. (That is, they were treated as legitimate skips for the trichotomy of main
tracks).

Table 4.3A presents key measures of correspondence between teacher and student reports
for these three variables. The polychoric correlations for these items were in the moderate range;
however, the convergence for the college preparatory track response (.59) was noticeably higher than
the otherstE3.72, 7.16]. That is, there appeared to be greater overlap of students in one track in
courses in another track for the vocational education and general tracks than for the academic track.

Most math and science teachers considered their courses to be college preparatory (75 percent
of students had teachers who reported their class to be college preparatory) , although they were open
to students not in those tracks (only 62 percent of students reported being in a college preparatory
track) i=24.07]. This finding may follow from the differences between the teacher and student items.
For instance, many students in a general or vocational high school track may take math or science
classes that teachers consider to be college preparatory. It is also possible that, depending upon how
apparent or unapparent track levels are in a school, students simply do not know which track they
belong to and simply report “general” because they believe they are taking the same courses their
peers are.
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track they belong to and simply report “general” because they believe they are taking the same
courses their peers are.

Table 4.3A— Comparison of teacher and student responses to items about students’ high school track

Number of Polychoric Percent Mean Teacher Mean Student  Stubesther

Response Pairs Correlation Match Response Response Difference
Vocational track 8,124 0.46 91.5 0.04 0.07 0.03
College prep. track 8,124 0.59 71.7 0.75 0.62 -0.13
General track 8,124 0.43 70.5 0.20 0.32 0.12

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Second Follow-up Student aneki€her Surveys.

The examination of nonresponse combined instrument nonresponse and item nonresponse
to identify overall rates of missing data. As in earlier sections, likely nonresponse biases were
examined by looking at the teacher reports where student data was missing, and vice-versa. These
results are tabulated in Table 4.3B.

Table 4.3B— Comparison of teacher and student nonresponse rates to items about high school track

Percent Teacher Teacher Percent Student Student
Omissions Omission Bias Omissions Omission Bias
Vocational track 10.1 0.03 4.2 0.05
College prep. track 10.1 -0.05 4.2 -0.26
General track 10.1 0.03 4.2 0.21

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Second Follow-up Student aneki€her Surveys.

Table 4.3B reveals that about 4 percent of the student responses and about 10 percent of the
teacher responses to the item on which these measures are based were missing. There is some
evidence that the students for whom responses are missing are less likely to be enrolled in a college
preparatory science or math class, according to the teacher tefdOrB8R]. Also, teachers who
omitted this item were less likely t@dch students who reported being enrolled in college
preparatory programs$42.23].

The match between student and teacher responses to this set of items was compared for the
subgroups defined by students’ sex, SES, and eighth grade reading scores, and whether the teacher
was a math or science teacher for the student. These comparisons revealed only two substantial
cross-group differences: student omission of this item was primarily among low SES students
[t=9.94] and students with low eighth grade reading sctr&8.82]. These figures are presented
in Table 4.3C.
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Table 4.3C— Response characteristics on items about students’ high school track, for population subgroups

8th Grade
SES Sex Reading Subject
Low High Male  Female Low High Math Science

Polychoric Correlations

Vocational track 0.38 0.49 0.47 0.44 0.35 0.53 0.43 0.53

College prep. track 0.65 0.48 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.49 0.61 0.57

General track 0.45 0.38 0.42 0.44 0.39 0.37 0.43 0.44
Average Differences

Vocational track 0.05 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.06 0.01 0.02 0.03

College prep. track -0.15 -0.12 -0.15 -0.13 -0.16 -0.12 -0.16 -0.10

General track 0.10 0.11 0.12 0.10 0.10 0.12 0.15 0.06
Pct. Student Nonresponse

Vocational track 6.8 2.3 4.9 3.5 8.0 1.9 4.3 4.1

College prep. track 6.8 2.3 4.9 3.5 8.0 1.9 4.3 4.1

General track 6.8 2.3 4.9 3.5 8.0 1.9 4.3 4.1

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Second Follow-up Student and Teacher Surveys.

The analysis of potential differences in findings on key outcome measures reveals no
substantial difference between using teacher and student reports for this item. The comparison of the
relationships between course and student track variables and the same outcomes investigated above
yields no important differences between students who are reported to be in a particular track (student
report) or in a math or science course in a particular track (teacher report). In all cases but one, both
measures Yyield results that are significant and in the same direction; for the only
discrepancy—vocational track students’ self concept—only the student report was associated with
a significant, negative effect. Table 4.3D presents the results of this analysis.

Table 4.3D— Statistically significant associations of students’ high school track, based on teacher and student
reports, with selected NELS:88 outcomes

12th  Educ. Occu- Course Grade Locus Self-

Grade Aspr.& pation Diffi- Point of Con-

Math Expect Expect culty Avg. Control cept
Vocational track - - - - - - S-
College prep. track + + + + + + +

General track - - - - -
Note: “+” and “-" refer to the direction of relation, T and S indicate that the relation is signdicrfor data from that source (teacher

or student), and “. .” indicates that no significant relation was found.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988

(NELS:88); Second Follow-up Student and Teacher Surveys.
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Summary

The combined results across the various topic areas discussed in this chapter are shown in the
following series of tables. First, in Figure 4.1 and Table 4.4A, the scatter of items in terms of two
measures of convergence, the teacher-student difference and the polychoric correlation, are shown.
As can be seen, the polychoric correlations vary from .10 to .86. Next, Table 4.4B summarizes the
impact of teacher and student nonresponse on the distribution of item responses. Table 4.5
summarizes the variations in polychoric correlations between various population subgroups. Table
4.6 shows the general pattern of agreement between teachers and students for population subgroups,
and Table 4.7 shows the pattern of student nonresponse to these items. (ltems pertaining to
classroom practices cannot be compared in Tables 4.5, 4.6, and 4.7 between the subpopulations of
students for whom math or science teacher responses are available because the items about math
classes do not match the items about science classes. Therefore, parts of these tables are left blank.)
Finally, Table 4.8 summarizes the comparisons of findings of statistically significant associations with
outcome measures, when the predictive factors are based on teacher or student information.

Teacher and student responses to the NELS:88 items under consideration tend to differ,
sometimes quite dramatically. Even seemingly straightforward items, such as the question of whether
or not English is a student’s native language, yield reports from teachers and students that differ
noticeably from one another.

In some cases of difference between teacher and student reports, the differences may be
attributed, at least in part, to differences in the wording of items or to the ways in which the student
and teacher are likely to understand the items. Among such cases, instances with the highest
correspondence tend to be those with a fairly concrete referent (e.g., the physical presence of a
computer in a classroom; the student’s recollection of conducting an experiment in science class).

Based upon findings presented in this chapter, researchers employing data about classroom
practices are likely to obtain different findings depending on specific item wordings and whether they
choose to rely on student or teacher reports of the practices researched (e.g, are student or student-
led discussions as effective as lectures in a high school math class?). Student and teacher data diverge
so significantly on these items that one must carefully scrutinize conclusions that are based on reports
by teachers and students about classroom activities to determine whether they are warranted. Student
and teacher responses provide different perspectives on high school, and research to combine them
into more effective pictures of school processes would be valuable.

Given the data available, researchers should not make the choice between student and teacher
reports of classroom practices lightly, and indeed, perhaps should not make the choice in that form
at all. The incomparability oeacher and student data on these items shows clearly that researchers
using these data must clearly define what they intend to measure and develop an explicit model of the
relation that the data bear to that construct. Such models might include data from multiple sources,
as well as specification of the error structure of the model.
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On the other hand, the NELS:88 items that point to students’ and math and science class track
appear to lead (at least in the examples considered here) to substantively similar conclusions. Despite
the fact that these items set out to measure different things (i.e., the teacher measure identifies the
track of the particular class while the student reports on his or her overall academic track), these
reports appear to be close enough to yield substantially similar results. This finding, however, comes
with limitations. The items’ estimated mean differences, while generally significant and in the same
direction, were almost always different from each other, as would be correlation and regression
coefficients. Accurate estimates of effect size would almost certainly require explicit models of the
measurement process.
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Figure 4.1— Joint distribution of polychoric correlations and mean differences for
student—teacher item pairs
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Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education
Longitudinal Study, 1988 (NELS:88) Ssw Follow-up Teacher and Student Surveys.
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Table 4.4A— Comparison of student and teacher responses to NELS:88 items

Number of Polychoric Percent Mean Teacher Mean Student Stubesather

Response Pairs Correlation Match Response Response Difference

1.Is native language English 7,791 0.86 94.5 0.95 0.92 -0.03
2 Limited English Proficiency 728 0.27 80.8 0.03 0.18 0.15
Math classes

3.Listen to lectures 4,640 0.10 33.3 3.97 4.30 0.33

4.Use computers 4,599 0.50 66.7 151 1.37 -0.14

5.Student discussions 4,599 0.12 40.5 1.62 2.03 0.41
Science classes

6.Teacher demonstration 3,435 0.17 31.8 2.60 3.05 0.45

7.Do an experiment 3,439 0.36 46.6 2.69 2.69 -0.00

8.Write reports 3,429 0.30 415 2.48 2.32 -0.15

9.Use computers 3,428 0.46 68.5 1.36 1.40 0.04
10.Vocational track 8,124 0.46 91.5 0.04 0.07 0.03
11.College prep. track 8,124 0.59 71.7 0.75 0.62 -0.13
12.General track 8,124 0.43 70.5 0.20 0.32 0.12

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Second Follow-up Student and Teacher Surveys.

Table 4.4B— Comparisons of teacher and student nonresponse rates to NELS:88 items

Percent Teacher Teacher Percent Student Student
Omissions Omission Bias Omissions Omission Bias

Is native language English 20.5 -0.14 0.4 -0.36
Limited English Proficiency 10.0 0.03 225 0.04
Math classes

Listen to lectures 16.3 -0.08 3.3 0.02

Use computers 16.8 0.01 3.6 -0.01

Student discussions 16.9 0.00 3.5 0.06
Science classes

Teacher demonstration 10.6 -0.01 2.8 0.09

Do an experiment 10.6 -0.10 2.7 0.08

Write reports 10.7 -0.06 2.8 0.02

Use computers 10.9 0.03 2.7 -0.05
Vocational track 10.1 0.03 4.2 0.05
College prep. track 10.1 -0.05 4.2 -0.26
General track 10.1 0.03 4.2 0.21

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Second Follow-up Student and Teacher Surveys.
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Table 4.5— Polychoric correlations between student and teacher responses, for population subgroups

8th Grade
SES Sex Reading Subject
Low High Male Female Low High Math Science

Is native language English 0.89 0.75 0.85 0.87 0.88 0.84 0.86 0.87
Limited English Proficiency 0.17 0.52 0.44-0.09 0.17 0.30 0.14 0.36
Math classes

Listen to lectures 0.10 0.10 0.09 0.11 0.08 0.12

Use computers 0.43 0.51 0.49 0.52 0.48 0.50

Student discussions 0.11 0.11 0.13 0.10 0.10 0.13
Science classes

Teacher demonstration 0.15 0.18 0.16 0.17 0.15 0.18

Do an experiment 0.37 0.35 0.38 0.34 0.36 0.36

Write reports 0.29 0.31 0.28 0.31 0.23 0.34

Use computers 0.44 0.46 0.47 0.45 0.42 0.49
Vocational track 0.38 0.49 0.47 0.44 0.35 0.53 0.43 0.53
College prep. track 0.65 0.48 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.49 0.61 0.57
General track 0.45 0.38 0.42 0.44 0.39 0.37 0.43 0.44

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Second Follow-up Student and Teacher Surveys.

Table 4.6— Average teacher-student response differences, for population subgroups

8th Grade
SES Sex Reading Subject
Low High Male Female Low High Math Science

Is native language English  -0.03 -0.02 -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.02 -0.02 -0.03
Limited English Proficiency 0.16 0.13 0.16 0.14 0.20 0.10 0.15 0.15
Math classes

Listen to lectures 0.32 0.37 0.25 0.42 0.26 0.39

Use computers -0.14 -0.15 -0.06 -0.21 -0.07 -0.18

Student discussions 0.46 0.36 0.38 0.44 0.66 0.26
Science classes

Teacher demonstration 0.46 0.41 0.46 0.44 0.60 0.38

Do an experiment 0.00 -0.01 0.03 -0.03 0.10 -0.06

Write reports -0.20 -0.12 -0.14 -0.17 -0.09 -0.18

Use computers 0.05 0.03 0.07 0.00 0.11 0.00
Vocational track 0.05 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.06 0.01 0.02 0.03
College prep. track -0.15 -0.12 -0.15 -0.13 -0.16 -0.12 -0.16 -0.10
General track 0.10 0.11 0.12 0.10 0.10 0.12 0.15 0.06

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Second Follow-up Student and Teacher Surveys.
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Table 4.7—

Percentage of student nonresponse for studéaacher item pairs, for population subgroups

8th Grade
SES Sex Reading Subject
Low High Male Female Low High Math Science

Is native language English 0.5 0.3 0.5 0.3 0.7 0.2 0.4 0.4
Limited English Proficiency  26.2 155 26.9 18.1 29.3 12.7 253 182
Math classes

Listen to lectures 3.1 2.6 3.6 29 3.7 2.6

Use computers 3.5 2.8 3.6 3.5 4.1 2.9

Student discussions 3.4 2.9 3.8 3.2 4.2 2.8
Science classes

Teacher demonstration 2.3 2.6 3.0 2.6 3.4 25

Do an experiment 2.0 2.5 29 25 3.3 24

Write reports 2.5 25 3.0 2.6 3.4 25

Use computers 2.0 25 2.9 2.5 3.3 2.3
Vocational track 6.8 2.3 4.9 3.5 8.0 1.9 4.3 4.1
College prep. track 6.8 2.3 4.9 3.5 8.0 1.9 4.3 4.1
General track 6.8 2.3 4.9 3.5 8.0 1.9 4.3 4.1

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988

(NELS:88); Second Follow-up Student and Teacher Surveys

Table 4.8— Comparison of significant association of teacher and student measures with selected NELS:88
outcomes
12th Educ. Occu- Course Grade Locus Self-
Grade Aspr.& Pation Diffi- Point of Con-
Math Expect Expect culty Avg. Control cept
Is native language English + . T+ T+ T+ S+
Limited English Proficiency T- T- T-S+ T- -
Math classes
Listen to lectures + + + + S+ S+
Use computers + T+ + T+ .
Student discussions -S T+S- S- T+ +
Science classes
Teacher demonstration .
Do an experiméent + T+ T+ S+ "
Write reports . S+ " . . S+ S+
Use computers T+ + + T+ + T+ S+
Vocational track - - - - - - S-
College prep. track + + + + + + +

General track

Note: “+" and “-" refer to the direction of relation, T and S indicate that the relation is significinfor data from that source (teacher

or student), and “. .” indicates that no significant relation was found.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Second Follovup Student and Teacher Surveys.
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Chapter 5
Comparison of Second Follow-up Student Responses with Earlier Responses

In efforts to improve education through research, analysts have explored ever-increasingly
complex models of relations among various measures of student attitudes, behaviors, choices, and
performance. Students’ homework behavior, television-watching, self-esteem, sense of what is
important, and educational expectations interact in different ways for different students to affect
performance in high school.

In many studies, single-time measures of attitudes, behaviors, and choices are correlated with
single-time measures of performance. Questions of whether attitudes and behaviors are specific to
a particular grade level and whether the age at which they are measured determines whether they are
correlated with high school performance are rarely considered because the data to address them are
rarely available. NELS:88 offers a unique opportunity to address these questions, betdausag
overlapping survey items were administered two or three times to students between eighth and
twelfth grades.

In this chapter, NELS:88 responses at the second follow-up, when most participants were in
twelfth grade, are compared to base year (eighth grade) or first follow-up (tenth grade) responses
on similar tems. These items range from family interactions, including language use and discussions;
to personal attitudes and expectations, including self-esteem, locus of control, and occupational and
educational expectations; to behaviors that might be related to performance in school, such as
television viewing, homework, course selection, and extracurricular activities; and finally, to feelings
about the student’s school. NELS:88 data are used to determine how stable these items are across
the high school years, how response patterns change, and how these measures taken at different times
have different relations to outcome variables. The stability of NELS:88 cognitive measures across
years is discussed in a sepafsgchometric Repofor the NELS:88 Base Year Through Second
Follow-up (Rock et al. 1995).

Most of the measures examined in this chapter are expected to change between eighth grade
and twelfth grade or between tenth grade and twelfth grade because the teenagers are growing and
the environment around them is changing. Therefore, findings of lack of convergence are not
necessarily a sign that the items were poorly designed or that students misunderstood the items.
Discrepancies between the measures only constitute measurement error for analyses that make the
assumption that the measures are constant across the four years. The results in this chapter indicate
the extent to which it is reasonable to characterize individual differences among teenagers and their
environments as constant traits from eighth to twelfth grades. Can a teenager be characterized as a
television watcher, as a church goer, as a homework completer, or as having high educational and
occupational expectations, or do different students have these characteristics at eighth, tenth, and
twelfth grades? Do eighth graders who attend schools where they feel that they are unsafe, that
teachers are not interested in students, and that crimes occur feel the same way about their schools
in twelfth grade?
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If these characteristics change, and especially if they change only for important subpopulation
groups, such as low SES students, and if those changes affect the relations between characteristics
and outcomes, such as twelfth grade measures of performance and self-concept, then use of these
characteristics in educational development models must acknowledge their mutability over time. If
these characteristics remain consistent, on the other hand, then use of the measure at one time as an
indicator of a teenager’s status throughout the period from eighth to twelfth grade is appropriate.

This chapter contains comparisons for 18 sets of items. The first 10 sections focus on
behavior outside of the school context, interactions with parents, self-perceptions, and expectations.
The final 8 sections focus on in-school behavior and attitudes. Comparisons are made either between
base year and second follow-up responses or between first and second follow-up responses.

Television Viewing Habits

Television viewing has been linked by educational research to performance in
schools—students who report watching more television tend to obtain lower test$cores. Of some
interest is the reliability and stability of student reports of television watching behavior: is television
watching reported the same in twelfth grade as in eighth grade? The NELS:88 base year and second
follow-up surveys both asked about television viewing with the same item, providing the basis for
assessing whether the two items are equivalent. If they are equivalent, then researchers can make
broader generalizations from one-time surveys; however, if the response distributions are not
equivalent, then either television viewing habits change over the high school years or twelfth grade
students interpret and respond to the item differently from eighth graders (e.g., students at one grade
or the other may be more motivated to report watching less television).

In the base year survey and in the second follow-up survey, students were asked to indicate
how many hours per day, both on weekdays and on weekends, they spent watching television during
the school year. The items analyzed were:

Base Year, Second Follow-up
42A(BY), 35A (F2) During the school year, how maoyrs a day do you usually watch TV
on weekdays?

42B (BY), 35B (F2) During the school year, how maoyrs a day do you usually watch TV
on weekends?

For the base year items, the response options were (a) don’t watch TV, (b) less than 1 hour per day,
(c)1-2,(d)2-3,(e)3-4, ()4 -5 hours per day, or (g) over 5 hours per day of television
watching. At second follow-up, response options (e) and (f) were combined (“3-5 hours”).

13 see, for example, Mullis, I.V.S., Campbell, J. R., and Farstrup, RAEP 1992: Reading report card for the

nation and the Statepp. 171-174.
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Therefore, for these analyses, base year response options (e) and (f) were combined to produce the
same scale, from 0 to 5, as in the second follow-up.

The results from comparison of students’ responses over the two waves of the survey are
shown in Table 5.1A. The polychoric correlations were 0.42 and 0.37 for weekday hours and
weekend hours, respectively, indicating only a moderate degree of convergence for students’
responses between eighth and twelfth grades; and the raw percentages of matched responses were
29.2 percent and 29.8 percent. Students on average reported slightly more hours of TV watching on
the base year survey than they did on the second follow-up survey (3.8 hours versus 2.5 hours on
weekdaystF-37.3] and 3.5 hours versus 3.0 hours on weekenrd83.1]). Whether the lack of
convergence and change in mean values indicate changing behavior on the part of students or merely
changing responses to the item, these data suggest that television watching is not a stable trait
measured over time.

There was a higher level of missing data (approximately 10 percent) from students in the base
year than at the second follow-up (less than 5 percent2(.2,-22.0, for weekday and weekend
hours], as shown in Table 5.1B. Moreover, the omission bias for the base year was noticeably
positive for both items (0.38 and 0.19); that is, base year nonrespondents tended to report greater
amounts of television viewing=49.63, 4.79] at the second follow-up than did other students, on
average. At eighth grade, these nonrespondents may have been avoiding the response of more
television watching by omitting the item. Thus, it is unlikely that the drop in average reported
television watching {0.46, in Table 5.1A) is due to differential nonresponse. Moreover, a similar
omission bias wasot found at the second follow-up, which suggests that if there was a tendency to
avoid reporting a large amount of television watching, it was more noticeable at the eighth grade than
at the twelith grade. Taken together, the results on omissions indicate that the apparent drop in
television viewing from the base year to the second follow-up was more likely a reflection of actual
behavior, rather than a differential tendency of twelfth graders to avoid saying that they watched a
great deal of television.

Table 5.1A— Comparison of second follow-up and base year student responses to items about television viewing

Number of Polychoric  Percent Mean Base Year Mean Second  2nd Follow-up - Earlier
Response Pairs  Correlation Match Response  Follow-up Response Difference
Weekday TV hours 1333 0.42 29.2 3.00 2.54 -0.46
Weekend TV hours 1296 0.37 29.8 3.51 3.05 -0.46

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

14 Average scaled responses are referred to as “hours” to provide meaning for the comparisons. Although a more

accurate scaling might subtract .5 from the values, it may be that students perform that subtraction in generating their
responses.
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Table 5.1B— Comparison of second follow-up and base year student nonresponse rates to items about
television viewing

Percent Base Year Base Year Percent 2nd Follow-up ~ 2nd Follow-up
Omissions Omission Bias Omissions Omission Bias
Weekday TV hours 9.5 0.38 3.8 -0.09
Weekend TV hours 11.5 0.19 4.7 -0.12

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

The characteristics of these differential responses among different population subgroups are
shown in Table 5.1C. This table focuses on polychoric correlations, average changes in response
from eighth to twelfth grade, and nonresponse rates in the second follow-up. The polychoric
correlations were somewhat lower for lower SES studernfsq7, 3.55] and students with relatively
low eighth grade reading scorésd.68, 5.27] on both the weekday and weekend items. For example,
with respect to weekday TV watching, the correlations were 0.34 versus 0.46 for lower and higher
SES students, respectively; and 0.33 versus 0.46 for students with low and high eighth grade reading
scores, respectively. Unlike the correlations, the average differences between base year and second
follow-up responses were similar across groups. Thus, differences in television viewing that
researchers might find between SES and eighth grade reading groups would not be greatly affected
by the timing of the survey item. Finally, students from lower SES backgrot#%d4,[6.8] and
students with relatively low eighth grade reading scarek2[6, 15.2] were less likely to respond to
these items at second follow-up.

Table 5.1C— Response characteristics on items about television viewing, for population subgroups

8th Grade
SES Sex Reading
Low  High Male Female Low High
Polychoric Correlations
Weekday TV hours 0.34 0.46 0.39 0.44 0.33 0.46
Weekend TV hours 0.33 0.39 0.37 0.36 0.32 0.40
Average Differences
Weekday TV hours 0.48 0.45 0.45 0.47 0.42 0.50
Weekend TV hours 0.42 0.50 0.52 0.40 0.39 0.51
Pct. 2nd Follow-up Nonresponse
Weekend TV hours 4.7 29 4.8 2.9 6.0 2.0
Weekday TV hours 5.9 3.4 5.7 3.8 7.6 2.3

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Excessive television watching has been hypothesized to be detrimental to students’ academic
achievement. In order to investigate the relations between television watching and educational
outcomes, researchers might use the NELS:88 data to determine whether such a statistically
significant relation exists, and the question arises as to whether the same conclusions would be
reached by researchers who used the eighth and twelith grade responses. Table 5.1D displays the
relationship between television watching and twelfth grade mathematics scores and other outcome
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measures, as measured by weighted t-tests comparing two groups: those who reported watching three
or more hours versus those who reported watching fewer than three hours.

The entries in Table 5.1D and subsequent tables of relations to outcome measures have the

following meanings:
B+  base year or first follow-up item has a significant positive relation

B-  base year or first follow-up item has a significant negative relation
S+ second follow-up item has a significant positive relation
S- second follow-up item has a significant negative relation

+ both items have a significant positive relation
- both items have a significant negative relation
B-S+ base year item has a significant negative relation, second follow-up item
has a positive relation
B+S- base year item has a significant positive relation, second follow-up item
has a negative relation
neither source shows a significant relation

Table 5.1D— Statistically significant associations of base year and second follow-up student responses about
television viewing with selected NELS:88 outcomes

12th Educ. Occu- Course Grade Locus Self- Enroll-

Grade Aspr.& pation Diffi- Point of Con- ment

Math Expect Expect culty Avg. Control cept Status
Weekday TV hours (3+) - - - - - - - (--)
Weekend TV hours (3+) S . . B+ S - . (--)

() Entry not appropriate because no second follow-up dropout questionnaire data were included for television watching.

Note: “+” and “-" refer to the direction of relation, B and S indicate that the relation is significgrfor data from that source

(base year or second follow-up), and “. .” indicates that no significant relation was found.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

As Table 5.1D shows, the relations between student outcomes and relative high numbers of
hours of television watching on weekdays (three or more hours per day) is consistently negative and
significant for six of the eight outcome measures. This is true no matter which student response is
used. However, the story for weekend television watching is different: only one of the outcome
measures (locus of control) was negatively related to weekend television watching, as measured at
the base year; and one was significantly positively related (curriculum program difficulty). On the
other hand, three outcome measures (twelfth grade math scores, grade point average, and locus of
control) were negatively related at the second follow-up. Researchers using the NELS:88 student

15 A note about twelfth grade enrollment status as an outcome: for the television viewing items, unlike most other
analyses in this chapter, only student questionnaires were used, not dropout questionnaires, due to differences in the
questionnaires. As a result, although there were a few dropouts (based on the transcript information) who returned
student questionnaires, it would be much more difficult to detect a significant effect of these measures at second follow-
up on enrollment status than to detect an effect of the base year measures.
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reports of television watching would find different results if they measured weekend television
viewing at eighth or twelfth grade.

English Language Competency

English language competency is an important goal of American schools, and its achievement
is related both to many contextual factors and to many outcomes. Knowledge about changes in this
measure between eighth grade and twelith grade can help researchers interpret results of analyses that
use the measure at one time or the other. In the base year and second follow-up NELS:88 surveys,
students were asked questions about their native language; help received in learning English; how well
they understood, spoke, read, and wrote English; and about their knowledge of other languages. The
items analyzed were:

Base Year
17 Before you started going to school, did you speakamyulage other than English?
18 What was the first language you learned to speak as a child?

27 How well do you (A) understand spoken, (B) speak, (C) ezatl(D) write English?
(Very well, Pretty well, Well, Not very well)

29 Were you ever enrolled in an English language/language assistance program, that
is, a program for students whose native language is not English?

Second Follow-Up

107 Is English your native language (the first language you learned to speak when you
were a child)?

109 Howwell do you (A) understand spoken, (B) speak, (C) read, and (D) write English?
(Very well, Well, Not well, Not at all)

110A Since the fall of 1989, have you received special help in school in reading, writing,
or speaking English?

For this analysis, the two base year items, 17 and 18, were used together to indicate whether
the student’s native language was English. They were coded “1" for English and “0" for non-English
for this analysis, to facilitate interpretation of means as percentages. The ability (“how well?”)
responses were scored 4, 3, 2, and 1, respectively. The special help items were scored “2" for
receiving assistance and “1" for no assistance, but for this analysis they are rescored as 1 and 0
respectively. The questions on receiving services had different referent periods, which must be
considered in evaluating differences in responses to the items. Finally, the ability and special help
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items were to be skipped, at base year, if English was the only language spoken in the home, and at
second follow-up, if the student was a native English speaker.

The results presented in Table 5.2A indicate that student reports of whether English was the
native language are highly convergent, even though the specific wording of the items changed
between the base year and second follow-up surveys. With a polychoric correlation of 0.95 and, as
shown in Table 5.2B, a response rate greater than 99 percent, this information should be considered
very accurate, whichever source is used. The ratings of English language competency, which were
made only by those students who were not native English speakers, were reasonably convergent; but
the average ratings by twelfth graders were much closer to the ceiling of 4.0 than the ratings of eighth
graderst=8.50, 9.17, 8.58, 6.12], possibly due to the differences in response labeling. As a result,
the eighth grade ratings may provide more sensitive information on English language limitations for
use in research than the twelfth grade ratings. Furthermore, a relatively large percentage, about 19
percent, of the second follow-up students who should have responded to this item omitted it. The
omission bias figures in Table 5.3B indicate that those who omitted this item on second follow-up
tend to have made lower self-ratings of English competeéne& 19,-3.82,-3.41,-3.95] as eighth
graders. That is, those who had less proficiency in English in the base year were those who omitted
the ratings in the second follow-up.

Turning to the two special help items, which explicitly referred to nonoverlapping periods in
the students’ life (prior to grade 8 and after grade 8), the results in Table 5.2A exhibit very little
convergence. Thus, researchers should avoid generalizing from data indicating that students had
assistance in elementary or middle school to conclude that they were more likely to receive assistance
in high school, or vice versa. More than three times as many students reported assistance prior to
eighth grade as reported assistance after eighth grade.{£.39], and these were generally different
students.

Table 5.2A— Comparison of second follow-up and base year student responses to items about English
language competence

Number of Polychoric  Percent Mean Base Year Mean Second  2nd Follow-up - Earlier

Response Pairs  Correlation Match Response  Follow-up Response Difference
English is native language 367 0.95 95.0 0.88 0.90 0.01
Understand English 1,281 0.54 75.9 3.70 3.84 0.14
Speak English 1,280 0.58 70.5 3.60 3.77 0.16
Read English 1,280 0.64 72.9 3.61 3.76 0.15
Write English 1,279 0.62 70.3 3.58 3.70 0.11
Received special help 21,2 0.19 69.2 0.30 0.08 -0.21

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Convergence of the self-ratings of English competence between base year and second follow-
up was higher for (non-native speaking) students with higher eighth grade readingts¢odds [
5.08, 4.52, 5.51], as shown in Table 5.2C. Generally, patterns of relations to eighth grade reading
scores and to SES were similaetrh other throughout this study. However, unlike the pattern for
other items, the reading level effects and SES level effects on self-ratings of English competence were
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different from each other— although there were reading level effects, there was no tendency for
higher convergence among higher SES students. It may be that SES and reading level are

Table 5.2B— Comparison of second follow-up and base year student nonresponse rates to items about
English language competence

Percent Base Year  Base Year Percent 2nd Follow-up  2nd Follow-up

Omissions Omission Bias Omissions Omission Bias
English is native language 0.6 0.01 0.5 -0.39
Understand English 2.0 -0.44 18.6 -0.13
Speak English 21 -0.04 18.6 -0.18
Read English 2.1 -0.26 18.6 -0.16
Write English 2.1 0.00 18.7 -0.19
Received special help 10.9 0.06 18.2 -0.01

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study,
1988 (NELS:88); Base Year and $ad Follow-up Student Surveys.

Table 5.2C— Response characteristics on items about English language competence, for population subgroups
8th Grade
SES Sex Reading
Low  High Male Female Low High
Polychoric Correlations
English is native language 0.95 0.92 0.94 0.95 0.94 0.96
Understand English 0.47 0.37 0.48 0.59 0.46 0.62
Speak English 0.57 0.45 0.48 0.59 0.51 0.70
Read English 0.62 0.63 0.64 0.64 0.57 0.72
Write English 0.60 0.57 0.59 0.64 0.53 0.72
Received special help 0.21 0415 0.17 0.21 0.16 0.35
Average Differences
English is native language 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Understand English 0.17 0.07 0.15 0.13 0.22 0.03
Speak English 0.19 0.08 0.17 0.16 0.26 0.03
Read English 0.15 0.09 0.17 0.13 0.22 0.05
Write English 0.13 0.07 0.16 0.08 0.17 0.04
Received special help -0.21 -0.19 -0.22 -0.21 -0.19 -0.25
Pct. 2nd Follow-up Nonresponse
English is native language 0.5 0.3 0.6 0.4 0.8 0.2
Understand English 20.1 13.9 21.9 15.3 215 12.9
Speak English 20.0 13.7 221 15.2 215 12.9
Read English 20.1 13.7 21.9 15.3 215 12.9
Write English 20.1 13.9 22.2 154 21.7 131
Received special help 20.0 14.2 21.8 14.7 20.6 13.4

(a): The negative polychoric correlation was not significantly different from zero.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

different factors for the subpopulation of non-native English speakers than for students in general or
that the self-ratings of language proficiency are especially sensitive to variations in reading levels.

On the other hand, the differences in average levels (possibly indicating improvements in English
competence from base year to second follow-up, according to self-ratings) were primarily among
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students with low eighth grade reading scote8.[/2, 6.29, 4.81, 3.47],—other students were
already near the ceiling of the measure in eighth grade. Finally, as for other items, the percentages
of omissions of self-estimates of English competence at second follow-up were noticeably higher for
low SES {=2.8, 2.9, 2.8, 2.6] and low eighth grade reading ability grow@s4, 4.4, 4.4, 3.7].

English language competence is important for many educational outcomes. However, as
shown in Table 5.2D, the patterns of significance found in NELS:88 depend on the time at which that
competence is estimated. First, being a native English speaker was positively related to twelfth grade
math scores and high school grade point average when assessed at both time points but significant
relations to the difficulty rating of the high school program, locus of control, and dropping out
depended on the time at which the response was obtained. Furthermore, self-ratings of English
competence were only correlated with educational and occupational aspirations and grade point
average if measured at the eighth grade. Among the outcomes studied, only math scores, locus of
control, and self-concept were clearly related to self-rated English competence at both grades.

Table 5.2D— Statistically significant associations of second follow-up and base year student responses about
English language competence with selected NELS:88 outcomes

12th Educ.  Occu- Course Grade Locus Self- Enroll-
Grade Aspr.&  pation Diffi- Point of Con- ment
Math Expect Expect culty Avg. Control cept Status
English is native language + . . B+ + S+ . S+
Understand English + B+ B+ + B+ + + B+
Speak English + B+ B+ . B+ + +
Read English + B+ B+ + B+ + +
Write English + B+ B+ B+ B+ + +
Received special help - . . S- . - . .
Note: “+” and “-" refer to the direction of relation, B and S indicate that the relation is signiicerfor data from that source (base year
or second follow-up), and “. .” indicates that no significant elation was found.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Religious Attitude

For many students, religion plays an important role in shaping values which, in turn, guide
behavior in and out of school that affects educational outcomes. An important question for
researchers is whether measures of religious attitude and church attendance obtained in a paper-and-
pencil survey capture reliable variation in behavior between individuals. With NELS:88, it is possible
to address this question because in the first and second follow-up surveys, students were asked to
indicate how often they attended religious services and whether or not they viewed themselves as
religious. The items analyzed were:

First Follow-Up, Second Follow-up
82 (F1), 106 (F2) In the past year, about how often have you attended religious services?

83 (F1), 105(F2)Do you think of yourself as a religious person?
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In both surveys, students were given six choices regarding attendance at religious services, ranging
from (1) “more than once per week” to (6) “not at all’. With respect to being a religious person,
students could respond (1) “very,” (2) “somewhat,” or (3) “not at all.” For both items, the scales
were reversed before conducting the analyses.

As shown in Table 5.3A, the polychoric correlations for both items were 0.71, which shows
fairly strong agreement in students’ responses between tenth grade and twelith grade, whether the
guestion is couched as a self-image rating or as a report of frequency of behavior. The rate of
matches for the religious self-image question was higher (68.9 percent) than for the attendance
guestion (46.9 percent), but this was due to the difference in number of response options (3 versus
6). Although the two items had similar convergence, the average response to the question about
attendance changed between tenth and twelith grades (from 3.53 td=3.22.%]), while the
average response to the self-image question remained stable (1.83 and 1.82).

Table 5.3A— Comparison of first and second follow-up student responses to items about religious attitudes

Number of  Polychoric Percent Mean First Mean Second  2nd Follow-up -
Earlier
Response Pairs Correlation Match Follow -Up Response Follow-up Response  Difference
Religious person 13,625 0.71 68.9 1.83 1.82 -0.02
Attending services 13,612 0.71 46.9 3.53 3.22 -0.31

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); First and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

A noticeable percentage of students in both surveys did not respond to either item (Table
5.3B). Data from students in the first follow-up were not available for about 7 percent of the cases
for each item; and data from students in the second follow-up were not available for about 12 percent
[t=17.26, 18.15]. Although there was very little omission bias in the twelfth grade items, those who
omitted the question about attending services in tenth grade were likely at twelfth grade to indicate
slightly less attendance, on average, than other students (a difference af02149].

Table 5.3B— Comparison of first and second follow-up student nonresponse rates to items about religious

attitudes
Percent Earlier First Follow-up  Percent 2nd Follow-up ~ 2nd Follow-up
Omissions Omission Bias Omissions Omission Bias
Religious person 6.9 -0.01 12.5 -0.00
Attending services 6.8 -0.14 12.7 -0.03

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); First and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Comparisons of the responses among different subgroups of students are shown in Table
5.3C. The polychoric correlations on both items are fairly high across subgroups, although they are
highest for high SES students10.4, 11.4] and students with relatively high eighth grade reading
scores f=13.8, 15.4]. Otherwise, there are no substantial differences in responses between the
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Table 5.3C— Response characteristics on items about religious attitudes, for population subgroups

8th Grade
SES Sex Reading
Low  High Male Female Low High
Polychoric Correlations
Religious person 0.66 0.76 0.68 0.73 0.63 0.76
Attending services 0.67 0.77 0.71 0.71 0.63 0.77
Average Differences
Religious person -0.02 -0.02 -0.03 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02
Attending services -0.29 -0.34 -0.33 -0.29 -0.27 -0.35
Pct. 2nd Follow-up Nonresponse
Religious person 13.7 11.0 15.3 9.8 15.8 9.4
Attending services 13.9 11.1 15.5 9.9 16.1 9.5

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); First and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

subgroups, although fewer students with high eighth grade reading ssd24[12.6] and fewer
female student4$10.7, 10.8] omitted the item at twelfth grade.

For all but one outcome measure, the relationship between having a religious self-image and
attending religious services is positive and significant at both tenth and twelfth grades (Table 5.3D).
In general, both of these measures appear to be reliable correlates of educational outcomes, no matter
at which grade level the item is asked.

Table 5.3D— Statistically significant associations of first and second follow-up student responses about religious
attitudes with selected NELS:88 outcomes

12th Educ. Occu- Course Grade  Locus Self- Enroll-
Grade Aspr.& pation  Diffi- Point of Con- ment
Math Expect Expect culty Avg.  Control cept Status
Religious person F+ + + + + + + +
Attending services + + + + + + + +

Note: “+” and “-” refer to the direction of relation, F and S indicate that the relation is signdiclgrfor data from that source (first
follow-up or second follow-up), and “. .” indicates that no significant relation was found.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); First and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Views on Parental Trust

A variety of questions about interactions with parents were asked in NELS:88, and several
of them were repeated over time. Do these questions tap the same underlying trait, or does each
repetition tap a new aspect of the teenager’s personality as it develops? The stability of the responses
to these items is an important consideration in planning their use in educational research, as well as
in designing new surveys of members of this age group. Two examples of these items are examined
in this and the following section.
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In the base year survey and in the second follow-up survey, students were asked to indicate
the extent to which three statements about their relationships with their parents were true. The
statements were as follows:

Base Year
39 Are the following statements mostly true for you and your parents or mostly false
for you and your parents?

Second Follow-up
100 How true are the following statements for you and your parent(s)/guardian(s)?

A. My parents trust me to do what they expect without checking up on me.
B. I often do not know WHY | am supposed to do what my parents tell me to do.
C. | often count on my parents to solve many of my problems.

In the base year survey, students could respond in one of two ways, true or false. For this
analysis, true is coded as 1, false as 0; and data for statement B are reversed, so that all three items
are scored in a positive direction. In the second follow-up, students were given a choice based on a
6-point scale, ranging from “true” to “false”. In order to make comparisons, the second follow-up
6-point scale was collapsed to a 2-point scale (1, 2, 3 vs. 4, 5, 6) to correspond to the base year scale.

Comparisons of student responses over the two waves of the survey are shown in Table 5.4A.
The polychoric correlations (0.30, 0.25, and 0.31 for statements A, B, and C, respectively) indicate
a low level of convergence. It is of some interest that a substantial majority of students responded
with a positive attitude about parents for the first two of the items (87 and 74 percent, at second
follow-up) but disagreed with it for the other item (only 19 percent agreed). This is a positive
indicator that students were responding to each item independently, not as repeated, redundant
guestions about their relations with their parents.

Also, for two of the items, the percentage of students responding “false” changed little
between eighth and twelfth grades, but for the question about parents “checking up,” the percentage
of students responding “false” dropped from 20 percent to 13 percent (i.e., the mean response
changed from .80 to .87AH17.64]. In the second follow-up, more students on average believed that
their parents trusted them to do what they [their parents] expected, without checking up. One might
suppose that this is an indicator of growth on the personal characteristic tapped by this item, but the
low correlation (0.31) suggests that growth is not a reliable measure at the individual level: many
students changed from “false” to “true,” but many also changed from “true” to “false”.
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Table 5.4A— Comparison of second follow-up and base year student responses to items about views on
parental trust

Number of Polychoric Percent Mean Base Year Mean 2nd Follow-up-Earlier
Response Pairs  Correlation Match Response Follow-up Response  Difference
Do what is expected 13,201 0.30 76.3 0.80 0.87 0.07
Aware of parental reasons 13,108 0.25 66.3 0.73 0.74 0.01
Parents solve problems 13,083 0.31 73.5 0.21 0.19 -0.02

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Although student nonresponse on these items in the base year was very low, student
nonresponse in the second follow-up survey was very tigi8[0, 58.1, 57.1]. Nearly 20 percent
of teenagers omitted these items in the twelfth grade survey (Table 5.4B). Fortunately, for the use
of these items in research, the data indicate that second follow-up respondents who omitted the item
were not very different from others, as measured by their base year responses to thdase iteé58s |
-2.79, 4.88]. The tendency for nonrespondents to have indicated earlier that they counted on parents
to solve their problems, although statistically significant, was only 4 percent greater than the
corresponding likelihood for respondents.

Table 5.4B— Comparison of second follow-up and base year student nonresponse rates to items about views
on parental trust

Percent Base Year Base Year Percent 2nd Follow-up 2nd Follow-up
Omissions Omission Bias Omissions Omission Bias
Do what is expected 0.9 -0.02 19.2 -0.01
Aware of parental reasons 11 -0.05 19.7 -0.02
Parents solve problems 1.3 0.06 19.7 0.04

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Levels of convergence between base year and second follow-ups differed somewhat across
population subgroups, as shown in Table 5.4C. However, the convergence was low in all of the
subgroups shown in the table. With respect to average differences in student responses between the
two surveys, there was a small but noticeable trend for the item concerning awareness of parents’
reasons for telling them what to do; increases from 3 to 4 percent occurred among hith8SHSE [
high reading ability=3.63], and female respondents4.99], compared to no increases for other
respondents.

Similar to other items with substantial numbers of omissions, omission rates for all three of
these items at second follow-up were related to subgroups. High-SEB P.8, 9.8], high eighth
grade reading level§18.4, 18.4, 18.4], and female teenager6.p, 6.6, 6.8] omitted the items less
frequently than students in the other subgroups.
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Table 5.4C— Response characteristics on items about views on parental trust, for population subgroups

8th Grade
SES Sex Reading
Low  High Male Female Low High
Polychoric Correlations
Do what is expected 0.25 0.34 0.26 0.33 0.29 0.32
Aware of parental reasons 0.22 0.28 0.22 0.27 0.21 0.26
Parents solve problems 0.27 0.32 0.30 0.32 0.28 0.31
Average Differences
Do what is expected 0.08 0.07 0.08 0.07 0.08 0.07
Aware of parental reasons  -0.01 0.03 -0.01 0.04 -0.01 0.03
Parents solve problems -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02
Pct. 2nd Follow-up Nonresponse
Do what is expected 21.7 154 21.2 17.2 25.2 13.8
Aware of parental reasons 22.2 15.8 21.7 17.6 25.7 14.2
Parents solve problems 22.2 15.8 21.8 17.6 25.7 14.2

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

As shown in Table 5.4D, responses at both base year and second follow-up were significantly
correlated with outcome measures. Even though the outcome measures were selected from the
second follow-up, there was no tendency for the measures to be more correlated with second follow-
up responses than base year responses. The findings of negative correlations between “counting on
parents to solve problems” and the outcome measures, plus the finding (in Table 5.4A) that relatively
few respondents said this was true, suggest that this item is qualitatively different from the other two
items. In fact, at the second follow-up, the correlation between responses to statements B and C
(both coded to be positive, as indicated above) was significantly negative,
-0.24, p<.0001).

unweﬁﬁted

Table 5.4D— Statistically significant associations of base year and second follow-up student responses about
views on parental trust with selected NELS:88 outcomes

12th Educ. Occu- Course Grade Locus Self- Enroll-

Grade Aspr.& pation Diffi- Point of Con- ment

Math Expect  Expect culty Avg. Control cept Status
Do what is expected + + B+ + + + + B+
Aware of parental reasons + + + + + + + B+

Parents solve problems - - - - - B-

Note: “+” and “-" refer to the direction of relation, B and S indicate that the relation is signiicerfor data from that source (base year

or second follow-up), and “. .” indicates that no significant relation was found.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.
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Discussions with Parents

The other item concerning interactions with parents asked for recall of the frequency of
discussions on school-related topics. In the base year survey and in the first and second follow-up
surveys, students were asked how often they had discussed certain topics with either or both of their
parents or guardians. The question in the base year survey asked how often the students had
discussed the topics “since the beginning of the school year,” with response options of “not at all,”
“once or twice,” or “three or more times.” The question in the first follow-up survey asked the
students to indicate how frequently they had discussed these topics “in the first half of the school
year;” and the question in the second follow-up survey asked how frequently this had occurred “in
the first semester or term of the school year.” Both follow-up items had response options of “never,”
“sometimes,” and “often.”

The topics were as follows:

Base Year

36 A. Selecting courses or programs at school.
B. School activities or events of particular interest to you.
C. Things you've studied in class.

First Follow-Up, Second Follow-up
105 (F1), (99) (F2)
A. Selecting courses or programs at school.
B. School activities or events of particular interest to you.
C. Things you've studied in class.
D. Your grades

The polychoric correlations, shown in Table 5.5A, indicate a low level of convergence
between the base year and second follow-up, similar to the levels seen mecewiny section. In
this case, however, an additional potential source of divergence is the change of schools that took
place for virtually all of the students between the two surveys (i.e., from middle school to high
school). The convergence between tenth and twelfth grade measures was somewhat higher, although
it can still only be called moderate. Unfortunatelgduse the response options were different for
the base year, it is impossible to determine whether the difference in convergence levels is related to
wording changes or to the fact that there was a change in the frequency of discussions with parents
between eighth grade and tenth grade but not between tenth grade and twelfth grade. On the other
hand, the large mean differences-b6.7,-76.0,-67.2] shown in Table 5.5A between base year and
follow-up are probably due to the change in wording: many would interpret “sometimes” to include
part of the region referred to by “three or more times.” The average changes between first and
second follow-up were relatively small, although taken together they indicate slightly less frequent
conversations with parents about school at the twelfth gtad24.95,-11.12,-6.95,-16.40].
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Table 5.5A— Comparison of second follow-up and earlier student responses to items about discussions with

parents
Number of Polychoric  Percent  Mean Earlier Mean Second 2nd Follow-up -Earlier
Response Pairs  Correlation Match Response Follow-up Response Difference

vs Base Year

Courses 12,964 0.25 41.7 2.31 1.90 -041

School events 19271 0.32 39.0 2.55 2.01 -0.54

Class topics 12,937 0.33 40.3 2.47 1.99 -0.47
vs First Follow-up

Courses 12,199 0.43 56.6 2.06 1.90 -0.16

School events 1769 0.46 54.5 2.10 2.02 -0.08

Class topics 12,142 0.48 58.6 2.05 2.00 -0.04

Grades 12,111 0.40 57.7 2.44 2.33 -0.11

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and First and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

As shown in Table 5.5B, there were substantial percentages of omissions of these items at the
first (9 percent) and second (12 percent) follow-ups. With the exception of discussions about grades,
those who omitted the items on the second follow-up tended to have indicated fewer conversations
with parents when they responded to the base year or other follow-up survey than other students did
[t (second follow-up)=5.44,-8.15,-5.23,-3.33-3.04,-2.95-0.76]. Therefore, estimates of
frequency based only on respondents are probably slight overestimates.

There were no substantial subpopulation differences in either convergence or mean level of
response, as shown in Table 5.5C. There were, however, noticeable variations in tendency to omit
the item. Fewer students from high SES households [8evamged from 6.1 to 6.7], students with
high eighth grade reading scores [seemanged from 14.3 to 15.3], and female students [d&ven
ranged from 9.7 to 10.0] omitted the item than other students.

Table 5.5B— Comparison of second follow-up and earlier student nonresponse rates to items about
discussions with parents

Percent Earlier Earlier Percent 2nd Follow-up ~ 2nd Follow-up
Omissions Omission Bias Omissions Omission Bias
vs Base Year
Courses 1.6 -0.10 12.4 -0.09
School events 1.3 -0.11 125 -0.13
Class topics 14 -0.06 12.7 -0.09
vs First Follow-up
Courses 8.8 -0.04 12.4 -0.06
School events 8.9 -0.10 125 -0.06
Class topics 8.9 -0.09 12.7 -0.05
Grades 8.9 -0.05 12.9 -0.01

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and First and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.
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Table 5.5C— Response characteristics on items about discussions with parents, for population subgroups

8th Grade
SES Sex Reading
Low High Male Female Low High
Polychoric Correlations
vsBase Year
Courses 0.25 0.19 0.22 0.26 0.24 0.24
School events 0.27 0.31 0.28 0.35 0.26 0.33
Class topics 0.29 0.31 0.31 0.33 0.27 0.34
vs First Follow-up
Courses 0.40 0.41 0.39 0.45 0.40 0.45
School events 0.41 0.46 0.42 0.48 0.40 0.47
Class topics 0.43 0.49 0.43 0.51 0.41 0.52
Grades 0.39 0.40 0.35 0.44 0.36 0.43
Average Differences
vsBase Year
Courses -0.42 -0.39 -0.42 -0.41 -0.33 -0.47
School events -0.56 -0.50 -0.56 -0.52 -0.55 -0.53
Class topics -0.45 -0.48 -0.50 -0.45 -0.40 -0.52
vs First Follow-up
Courses -0.17 -0.15 -0.18 -0.14 -0.14 -0.18
School events -0.08 -0.06 -0.10 -0.06 -0.09 -0.06
Class topics -0.04 -0.04 -0.08 -0.01 -0.06 -0.03
Grades -0.09 -0.10 -0.14 -0.08 -0.10 -0.11
Pct. 2nd Follow-up Nonresponse
Courses 14.0 10.5 151 9.8 16.7 8.9
School events 14.2 10.6 15.2 9.9 16.9 9.0
Class topics 14.4 10.7 154 10.0 17.2 9.0
Grades 14.8 10.9 15.6 10.3 17.6 9.1

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and First and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Finally, as shown in Table 5.5D, students who reported having frequent discussions with their
parents had significantly more positive outcomes, and these relations held whether the assessments
of frequency were made at the twelfth grade or earlier. The exception to this, the enrollment status
indicator, is artifactual, because this item was not included in the second follow-up dropout
guestionnaire. Although there were 3tGdentquestionnaires (with F2ZPNLWT greater than zero)
from individuals with a negative value on the enrollment status indicator (i.e., dropp&¥opt [
aged out [2], or died [4]), most dropouts returned dropout questionnaires, not student questionnaires.
Significant effects on enrollment status would thus be hard to detect based solely on those who
completed a student questionnaire.
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Table 5.5D—  Statistically significant associations of earlier and later student responses about discussions with
parents with selected NELS:88 outcomes

12th Educ. Occu- Course Grade Locus Self- Enroll-
Grade Aspr.& pation Diffi- Point of Con- ment
Math Expect  Expect culty Avg. Control cept Status
Base Year
Courses + + + + + + + B+
School events + + + + + + + +
Class topics + + + + + + + B+
First Follow-up
Courses + + + + + + + F+
School events + + + + + + + +
Class topics + + + + + + + .
Grades . + + + + + + +
Note: “+” and “-" refer to the direction of relation, B, F, and S indicate that the relation is signifidgrfor data from that source (base
year, first follow-up, or second follow-up), and “. .” indicates that no significant relation was found.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and First and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Self-Esteem and Locus of Control ltems

In the base year survey and in each follow-up survey, students were asked to indicate the
extent to which they agreed or disagreed with 13 statements about themselves. These statements
were combined into two composites, “locus of control” and “self-concept,” which provide a bridge
to other social research efforts, including the NLS-72 and HS&B surveys. The statements were as
follows:

Base Year; First Follow-up; Second Follow-up

44 (BY), 62 (F1), 66 (F2)

| feel good about myself

| don’t have enough control over the direction my life is taking.

In my life, good luck is more important than hard work for success.
| feel | am a person of worth, the equal of other people.

| am able to do things as well as most other people.

Every time | try to get ahead, something or somebody stops me.
My plans hardly ever work out, so planning only makes me unhappy.
On the whole, | am satisfied with myself.

| certainly feel useless at times.

At times | think | am no good at all.

When | make plans, | am almost certain | can make them work.

| feel | do not have much to be proud of.

Chance and luck are very important for what happens in my life.

SrACTIOTMMOO®>
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In each NELS:88 survey, students could respond “strongly agree,” “agree,” “disagree,” or
“strongly disagree” (coded as 1, 2, 3, and 4, respectively, on the NELS:88 CD-ROM) to the
statements regarding their opinions and attitudes about themselves. The coding on the CD-ROM
yields higher scores for disagreement with the statements as presented on the questionnaire. For this
analysis, the responses of positive items (A, D, E, H, and K) were reversed, so that all responses were
scaled with higher numerical scores for internal locus of control and high self-esteem. Results are
shown separately for all 13 items, rather than for the two composites, to provide the basis for
comparing a set of parallel survey items that differ in wording complexity, in serial position in a list,
in positive or negative orientation, and in the construct they are measuring (locus of control or self-
esteem). Together, they shed light on how these factors are associated with convergence, omission,
subpopulation differences, and relations to outcome measures, when responses of eighth- and tenth-
graders are compared to their twelfth grade responses.

The convergence between eighth grade and twelfth grade measures was low, as shown in
Table 5.6A, and the convergence between tenth and twelfth grade measures was only slightly higher.
Convergence was slightly higher for the first item on the list, which is also the most simply stated
item; and as can be seen in Table 5.6B, slightly fewer respondents omitted this item than later items.
This might reflect a tendency for respondents to consider the first of the list of items more attentively,
thinking that the other items are essentially redundant. On the other hand, variation in the complexity
of wordings of these items affects the consistency of responses over time. For example, items B and
K, which have the lowest convergence, have among the most complex wordings. These results
suggest that use of the composite self-esteem and locus of control measures for research is preferable
to analyses based on the individual items that make up the scales.

The average responses to these items were in the upper mid-range of the 1-to-4 scale,
between 2.55 and 3.34. Changes in the measures between earlier and second follow-up
administrations were generally small. However, for one of the items (M), “chance and luck are very
important for what happens in my life,” the mean change from base year to second follow-up was
0.19; that is, on average, 19 percent of the respondents responded one unit more positively (i.e.,
disagreeing with the statement) at the second follow-up than at base year. Because the self-esteem
items (A, D, E, H, I, J, and L) as a whole had more positive responses at second follow-up (3.33,
3.34, 3.33, 3.20, 2.67, 2.88, and 3.18) than at first follow-up (3.24, 3.25, 3.24, 3.11, 2.58, 2.79, and
3.14) [severt’'s range from 7.19 to 15.59], interpretation of results from studies of teenagers using
this scale should take into account their specific age levels. The locus of control items, on the other
hand, did not exhibit a corresponding change from first to second follow-up.
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Table 5.6A— Comparison of second follow-up and earlier student responses to items about self-esteem and locus
of control

Number of Polychoric  Percent  Mean Earlier Mean Second  2nd Follow-up - Earlier
Response Pairs  Correlation Match Response Follow-up Response Difference

versus Base Year

Feel good about self BE6 0.41 58.1 3.27 3.33 0.06
In control 14,789 0.23 44.0 3.10 3.01 -0.09
Work better than luck 14,730 0.29 50.2 3.30 3.21 -0.09
Person of worth 14,562 0.27 54.0 3.33 3.34 0.02
Do as well as others 14,631 0.30 54.4 3.31 3.33 0.02
Efforts not disrupted 14,710 0.30 49.4 2.86 2.89 0.03
Plans work out 14,679 0.31 48.7 3.06 2.99 -0.07
Satisfied with self 14,633 0.31 51.9 3.22 3.20 -0.01
Don't feel useless 14,621 0.30 42.8 2.55 2.67 0.12
Don't think no good at all 1386 0.32 41.1 2.77 2.88 0.12
Can make plans work 14,633 0.25 52.2 2.98 3.00 0.02
Proud 1421 0.29 48.5 3.30 3.18 -0.11
Unimportance of luck 14,687 0.36 42.7 2.76 2.95 0.19
versus First Follow-up
Feel good about self BP1 0.52 62.4 3.24 3.33 0.08
In control 14,203 0.31 49.2 3.00 3.01 0.01
Work better than luck 14,162 0.39 56.4 3.20 3.21 0.01
Person of worth 14,109 0.41 60.0 3.25 3.34 0.09
Do as well as others 14,081 0.42 60.3 3.24 3.34 0.09
Efforts not disrupted 14,151 0.41 54.9 2.87 2.90 0.03
Plans work out 14,067 0.40 54.7 2.97 3.00 0.03
Satisfied with self 14,095 0.44 56.6 3.11 3.21 0.10
Don't feel useless 14,071 0.45 51.0 2.58 2.67 0.09
Don't think no good at all 1@41 0.48 49.3 2.79 2.88 0.09
Can make plans work 14,050 0.35 57.8 291 3.00 0.09
Proud 1426 0.41 54.8 3.14 3.19 0.05
Unimportance of luck 14,036 0.45 51.4 2.91 2.96 0.05

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and First and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.
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Table 5.6B— Comparison of second follow-up and earlier student nonresponse rates to items about self-esteem
and locus of control

Percent Earlier Earlier Percent 2nd Follow-up  2nd Follow-up
Omissions Omission Bias Omissions Omission Bias
versus Base Year
Feel good about self 0.9 -0.04 9.1 -0.03
In control 1.0 0.12 9.5 0.05
Work better than luck 1.3 -0.23 9.6 -0.12
Person of worth 2.0 0.06 10.0 0.04
Do as well as others 1.6 0.01 9.9 0.02
Efforts not disrupted 1.2 -0.12 9.8 -0.06
Plans work out 1.2 -0.22 10.0 -0.09
Satisfied with self 1.6 0.08 9.9 0.03
Don't feel useless 1.8 0.08 9.8 -0.01
Don't think no good at all 1.6 0.10 10.2 0.02
Can make plans work 1.5 0.02 10.0 0.01
Proud 15 0.15 10.1 0.10
Unimportance of luck 1.2 -0.21 10.0 -0.13
versus First Follow-up
Feel good about self 5.2 0.01 9.1 -0.01
In control 5.6 -0.10 9.5 -0.06
Work better than luck 5.8 -0.09 9.6 -0.06
Person of worth 5.7 -0.08 10.0 -0.01
Do as well as others 6.0 -0.07 9.9 -0.03
Efforts not disrupted 5.7 -0.18 9.8 -0.06
Plans work out 6.0 -0.17 10.0 -0.07
Satisfied with self 6.0 -0.08 9.9 -0.02
Don't feel useless 6.2 0.01 9.8 -0.00
Don't think no good at all 6.1 -0.03 10.2 -0.01
Can make plans work 6.1 -0.01 10.0 -0.01
Proud 6.2 -0.13 10.1 -0.08
Unimportance of luck 6.3 -0.24 10.0 0.08

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and First and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Convergence between first and second follow-up responses was somewhat greater (by about
0.10) for respondents with relatively high eighth grade reading scores, compared to respondents with
low reading score$46.0, 5.8, 5.4, 9.6, 6.5, 7.4, 5.8, 12.0, 8.3, 6.9, 7.2, 6.2, 4.6], as shown in Table
5.6C. Otherwise, convergence was fairly similar across population subgroups. Also, with the
exception of the item concerning importance of luck, mean differences between earlier and second
follow-up responses were nearly uniform across population subgroups. For perceptions of the
importance of luck (item M), mean positive changes from base year to second follow-up were twice
as great for low SES45.25], female£10.57], and low eighth grade readdrs3[58] as for other
respondents. Finally, second follow-up omissions were noticeably more frequent for low eighth grade
readers [thirteetis ranged from 10.0 to 11.6], males [thirt¢'enranged from 6.4 to 7.3], and low
SES respondents [thirte€s ranged from 2.45 to 3.33].
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Table 5.6C— Response characteristics on items about self-esteem and locus of control, for population subgroups

8th Grade
SES Sex Reading
Low  High Male Female Low High
Polychoric Correlations
vs.Base Year
Feel good about self 0.40 0.42 0.36 0.41 0.40 0.42
In control 0.22 0.24 0.22 0.24 0.19 0.25
Work better than luck 0.27 0.30 0.27 0.30 0.26 0.25
Person of worth 0.23 0.32 0.26 0.27 0.22 0.30
Do as well as others 0.27 0.32 0.26 0.31 0.24 0.34
Efforts not disrupted 0.28 0.31 0.28 0.33 0.24 0.31
Plans work out 0.29 0.31 0.28 0.34 0.25 0.31
Satisfied with self 0.27 0.35 0.26 0.36 0.26 0.36
Don't feel useless 0.28 0.34 0.27 0.30 0.27 0.33
Don't think no good at all 0.31 0.34 0.28 0.34 0.28 0.36
Can make plans work 0.27 0.23 0.22 0.28 0.24 0.26
Proud 0.26 0.31 0.28 0.31 0.23 0.31
Unimportance of luck 0.32 0.37 0.32 0.41 0.30 0.34
vs. First Follow-up
Feel good about self 0.52 0.54 0.47 0.55 0.49 0.56
In control 0.28 0.33 0.28 0.34 0.26 0.35
Work better than luck 0.37 0.41 0.35 0.42 0.33 0.41
Person of worth 0.36 0.46 0.38 0.43 0.33 0.47
Do as well as others 0.37 0.46 0.38 0.44 0.36 0.46
Efforts not disrupted 0.39 0.42 0.38 0.44 0.33 0.44
Plans work out 0.37 0.41 0.36 0.43 0.33 0.42
Satisfied with self 0.38 0.50 0.40 0.47 0.35 0.52
Don't feel useless 0.42 0.49 0.41 0.47 0.39 0.50
Don't think no good at all 0.46 0.52 0.45 0.49 0.43 0.52
Can make plans work 0.34 0.38 0.32 0.36 0.29 0.40
Proud 0.38 0.43 0.39 0.43 0.35 0.44
Unimportance of luck 0.41 0.47 0.39 0.50 0.39 0.45
Average Differences
vs. Base Year
Feel good about self 0.07 0.05 0.03 0.08 0.08 0.04
In control -0.07 -0.11 -0.13 -0.05 -0.07 -0.11
Work better than luck -0.06 -0.11 -0.13 -0.05 -0.04 -0.13
Person of worth 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.00
Do as well as others 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.01
Efforts not disrupted 0.02 0.05 -0.00 0.07 0.03 0.05
Plans work out -0.07 -0.07 -0.10 -0.03 -0.05 -0.07
Satisfied with self -0.01 -0.02 -0.05 0.02 -0.01 -0.01
Don't feel useless 0.14 0.10 0.12 0.12 0.16 0.09
Don't think no good at all 0.15 0.09 0.04 0.18 0.15 0.10
Can make plans work 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.02
Proud -0.10 -0.12 -0.16 -0.07 -0.08 -0.13
Unimportance of luck 0.24 0.14 0.10 0.28 0.27 0.13
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Table 5.6C— Response characteristics on items about self-esteem and locus of control, for population

subgroups—Continued
8th Grade
SES Sex Reading
Low  High Male Female Low High
versusFirst Follow-up
Feel good about self 0.08 0.09 0.10 0.08 0.10 0.07
In control 0.02 0.01 -0.01 0.03 -0.00 0.03
Work better than luck 0.02 0.00 -0.00 0.02 0.00 0.02
Person of worth 0.10 0.08 0.11 0.08 0.11 0.08
Do as well as others 0.10 0.08 0.10 0.09 0.11 0.08
Efforts not disrupted 0.02 0.04 0.01 0.06 0.00 0.06
Plans work out 0.02 0.04 -0.00 0.06 0.01 0.05
Satisfied with self 0.09 0.10 0.08 0.12 0.10 0.10
Don't feel useless 0.07 0.10 0.06 0.11 0.09 0.08
Don't think no good at all 0.10 0.09 0.05 0.14 0.10 0.09
Can make plans work 0.08 0.09 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.08
Proud 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.07 0.06 0.05
Unimportance of luck 0.06 0.04 0.02 0.08 0.06 0.05
Pct. 2nd Follow-up Nonresponse

Feel good about self 9.2 7.8 10.6 7.7 11.6 6.9
In control 9.5 8.1 11.0 8.0 12.0 7.2
Work better than luck 9.6 8.2 11.1 8.1 12.0 7.3
Person of worth 10.0 8.6 11.5 85 12,5 7.7
Do as well as others 10.0 8.5 115 8.3 12.3 7.6
Efforts not disrupted 9.9 8.3 11.4 8.1 12.3 7.4
Plans work out 10.1 8.6 11.6 84 12.6 7.5
Satisfied with self 10.0 8.4 11.5 8.3 12.5 7.4
Don't feel useless 9.9 8.4 115 8.2 124 7.4
Don't think no good at all 10.1 8.9 11.9 8.5 12.9 7.7
Can make plans work 10.1 8.6 11.7 8.4 12.9 7.4
Proud 10.1 8.7 11.8 8.5 12.8 7.6
Unimportance of luck 10.1 8.5 11.7 8.3 12.7 7.5

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and First and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

As shown in Table 5.6D, nearly all of these items were significantly and positively related to
outcome measures at all three time periods. There were exceptions, however. In five cases, relations
are significant when measured at base year or first follow-up but not significant at second follow-up:
relations between item A (“l feel good about myself’) and grade point average and enrollment status,
relations between item E (“I can do things as well as others”) and occupational expectation and
enroliment status, and the relation between item H (“I am satisfied with myself’) and occupational
expectation. In these cases, the eighth or tenth grade measures have more variance in common with
the outcomes. On the other hand, in three cases, relations are significant when measured at the
second follow-up but not at one of the other measurements. Item A (“l feel good about myself’) is
significantly positively related to twelfth grade math scores, but not when item A is administered at
the tenth grade; occupational expectations are significantly positively related to item K (“I am almost
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certain | can make my plans work”) and | (“I [don’t] feel useless at times”) at the second follow-up
but not at first follow-up for both K and I; and base year for item I.

The major finding with respect to the 13 items making up the two composites is that, except
for the first item, there are few systematic differences among them. The first item (I feel good about
myself) stands out as having both (1) greater convergence across time and (2) relations with outcome
measures that change in ways different from the other items.

Table 5.6D— Statistically significant associations of earlier and later student responses about self-esteem and
locus of control with selected NELS:88 outcomes

12th  Educ. Occu- Course Grade Locus Self- Enroll-
Grade Aspr.& pation Diffi- Point of Con- ment
Math Expect Expect culty Avg. Control cept Status

versus Base Year

Feel good about self + + . + B+ + + B+
In control + + + + + + + +
Work better than luck + + + + + + + +
Person of worth + + + + + + + +
Do as well as others + + B+ + + + + B+
Efforts not disrupted + + + + + + + +
Plans work out + + + + + + + +
Satisfied with self + + B+ + + + + +
Don't feel useless + + S+ + + + + +
Don't think no good at afl + + + + + + +
Can make plans work + + + + + + + +
Proud + + + + + + ¥ +
Unimportance of luck + + + + + + + +
versus First Follow-up
Feel good about self S+ + ) + F+ + + F+
In control + + + + + + + +
Work better than luck + + + + + + + +
Person of worth + + + + + + + +
Do as well as others + + F+ + + + + .
Efforts not disrupted + + + + + + + +
Plans work out + + + + + + + +
Satisfied with self + + . + + + + +
Don't feel useless + + S+ + + + + +
Don't think no good at atl + + + + + + +
Can make plans work + + S+ + + + + +
Proud + + + + + + + +
Unimportance of luck + + + + + + + +
Note: “+” and “-" refer to the direction of relation, B, F, and S indicate that the relation is signifidgrfor data from that source (base
year, first follow-up or second follow-up), and “. .” indicates that no significant relation was found.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and First and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.
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Educational Expectations

In this and the following three sections, the stability of teenagers’ expectations for education,
for occupation, and for various aspects of quality of life, as well as of the importance they place on
aspects of quality of life, are examined. Because NELS:88 amkitat sjuestions at multiple time
points, these data provide new information on the extent of change in these important measures over
a crucial developmental period.

Educational expectations are both an indicator of a teenager’s self-image and, to the extent
that self-image reflects an objective assessment of the likelihood of future events, a predictor of
educational outcomes. These expectations are based on many factors, and they may be related to
teenagers’ perceptions of their parents’ expectations for them. Whether these expectations as
measured in eighth grade are as valid as later assessments of expectations is of importance to
researchers who would use them in models of educational development. In the base year and second
follow-up surveys, students were asked how far in school they thought they would get. The item
was:

Base Year, Second Follow-up
45 (BY), 43 (F2)As things stand now, how far in school do you think you will get?

In the base year survey, students were given six choices: “won’t finish high school”, “will
finish high school”, “will attend vocational, trade, or business school after high schottilgttend
a four-year college”, “will finish college”, and “will attend a higher level of school after graduating
from college”, scored 1 to 6, respectively. In the second follow-up survey, students were given
eleven choices. The first ten choices ranged from “less than high school graduation” to “Ph.D., M.D.,
or other professional degree,” and the last response alternative was “don’t know.” The second
follow-up item was recoded for this analysis onto the base year scale.

In both surveys, students were also asked to indicate how far in school they thought their
father and their mother would want them to reach. The statements were as follows:

Base Year (48); Second Follow-up (42)
48 (BY), 42 (F2A. How far in school do you think your father (or mgileardian) wants
you to get [go]?

B. How far in school do you think your mother (or female guardian)
wants you to get [go]?

The word “get” was used in base year survey, whereas “go” was used in the second follow-
up. Inthe base year survey, students were given the same six response alternatives as in the question
about their own expectations, plus an “I don't know” alternative. In the second follow-up survey,
the response options for the parental aspirations items were the same as for the expectations item,
with the addition of a “does not apply” option, presumably for the case of absent parents. Second
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follow-up responses were also scaled to match the base year scale in this analysis. For this analysis,
the responses “l don’t know” were treated as omissions of information; and “does not apply” was
deleted from analysis as a legitimate skip.

As shown in Table 5.7A, a student’s educational expectations were moderately convergent,
with a polychoric correlation of 0.57; and they were stable, on average, slightly below the level of
expecting to graduate from a four-year college. Furthermore, the rates of omissions were low (0.7
percent and 3.8 percent) for base year and second follow-up respectively, as shown in Table 5.7B.
With the low omission rates, the omission bias figures are not of concern. The negative omission bias
reflects the fact that those who omitted the item tended to have lower eighth grade reading scores
[t=11.4] and lower SES45.2], and so were less likely to attend and graduate from college, as shown
in Table 5.7C. The finding that males omitted the item nearly twice as frequently as females is
noticeable {=7.5], but even among males, the omission rate was low.

Teenagers’ perceptions of their parents’ aspirations for them were less stable. The
convergence was lowet=+8.63, -11.94], and the average perceptions decreasddi, -4.70];
however, the major difference was the greater percentage of omissions. As shown in Table 5.7B,
more than 12 percent of the responses were omitted at both times, and the omission bias indicates that
those who omitted the item had lower perceptions of their parents’ aspirations fotth&ghg7,
-11.78,-15.7,-14]. As with the self-expectations, the negative omission biases reflect the fact that
those who omitted the item tended to have lower eighth grade reading $e@te4d, 21.01] and
lower SES {=20.14, 15.97], and so were less likely to attend and graduate from college. Omission
rates were also somewhat lower for girls than bty$.25,t=7.22].

Table 5.7A— Comparison of second follow-up and base year student responses to items about educational

expectations
Number of Polychoric  Percent Mean Base Year Mean Second  2nd Follow-up - Earlier
Response Pairs  Correlation Match Response Follow-up Response Difference
Educational self-expectation 14,891 0.57 43.3 4.68 4.69 0.01
Father’s aspiration 11,194 0.47 47.6 4.96 4.90 -0.05
Mother’s aspiration 12,290 0.43 46.9 4.96 4.91 -0.05

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Table 5.7B— Comparison of second follow-up and base year student nonresponse rates to items about educational

expectations
Percent Base Year  Base Year Percent 2nd Follow-up  2nd Follow-up
Omissions Omission Bias Omissions Omission Bias
Educational self-expectation 0.7 -0.38 3.8 -0.48
Father’s aspiration 15.6 -0.42 17.4 -0.41
Mother’s aspiration 12.4 -0.38 14.6 -0.36

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.
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Table 5.7C— Response characteristics on items about educational expectations, for population subgroups

8th Grade
SES Sex Reading
Low  High Male Female Low High

Polychoric Correlations
Educational self-expectation 0.48 0.53 0.57 0.56 0.45 0.55
Father’s aspiration 0.38 0.45 0.47 0.46 0.38 0.46
Mother’s aspiration 0.36 0.42 0.44 0.43 0.35 0.44
Average Differences
Educational self-expectation -0.02 0.05 0.01 0.01 -0.03 0.04
Father’s aspiration -0.15 0.03 -0.05 -0.05 -0.16 0.02
Mother’s aspiration -0.14 0.04 -0.05 -0.06 -0.16 0.02
Pct. 2nd Follow-up Nonresponse
Educational self-expectation 4.6 2.9 5.0 2.7 5.6 2.1
Father’s aspiration 23.8 10.9 18.7 16.1 24.4 11.2
Mother’s aspiration 18.9 9.6 16.6 12.6 20.7 9.0

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Finally, as shown in Table 5.7D, both base year and second follow-up expectations,
dichotomized at the point of finishing college or not, near the midpoint of the distribution of
expectations, were significantly related to outcome measures. Students’ perceptions of their parents’
aspirations for them are also significantly related to educational outcomes, whether measured at base
year or second follow-up, with the exception that perceptions of fathers’ aspirations at base year were
not significantly related to self-concept measured at second follow-up. Overall, it appears that
educational self-expectations can be assessed at either eighth or twelfth grade without distorting their
use in research, but some caution is needed in generalizing about perceptions of parents’ aspirations
across years.

Table 5.7D— Statistically significant associations of base year and second follow-up student responses about
educational expectations with selected NELS:88 outcomes

12th Educ.  Occu- Course Grade Locus Self- Enroll-
Grade Aspr.& pation Diffi- Point of Con- ment
Math  Expect Expect culty Avg. Control cept Status
Educational self-expectation + (--) + + + + + +
Father’s aspiration + + + + + + S+ +
Mother’s aspiration + + + + + + + +

Note: (--) indicates that the assessment of effects of second follow-up educational aspiration and expectation on itself would be
meaningless. The corresponding effect for the base year measure was significantly positive, as indicated by the correlation of 0.57
between the two measures, shown in Table 5.7A.

Note: “+" and “-" refer to the direction of relation, B and S indicate that the relation is significlyrfor data from that source (base year

or second follow-up), and “. .” indicates that no significant relation was found.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.
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Expected Occupation

In the base year, first, and second follow-up surveys, students were asked questions about
their current or most recent jobs and about the jobs they expected or planned to have in the future.
The items analyzed were:

Base Year

52. What kind of work do you expect to be doing when you are 30 years old? (MARK
THE ANSWER THAT COMES CLOSEST TO WHAT YOU EXPECT TO BE DOING.
IF YOU HAVE TWO OR THREE THINGS YOU THINK YOU MAY BE DOING, DO
NOT CHOOSE MORE THAN ONE ANSWER. INSTEAD, MAKE GEET
GUESS))

First Follow-up; Second Follow-up

53B (F1), 64B (F2)
Which of the categories below comes closest to describing the job or occupation
that you expect or plan to have ... when you are 30 years old? Even if you are not
sure, circle your best guess.

Eleven separate occupational categories were provided in the base year item, and 16 were
provided in the follow-up items. The categories were re-ordered to match the standard occupational
prestige coding (Stevens and Cho 1985), and the follow-up categories were collapsed to match the
base year categories for the base year comparisons. The resulting 11 categories were scored from
1 to 11 in the following increasing order: professions such as law; professions such as science or
engineering; teacher or homemaker; technical; office work or sailéary or police; small business
owner; farmer; craftsperson or machine operator; service worker; and laborer. See appendix Table
B4 for further details. Dropouts were not included in this analysis.

As shown in Table 5.8A, the convergence between tenth and twelfth grade measures was
moderate, higher than the convergence between eighth grade and twelfth grade measures. This
difference may be due to either or both the change in response alternatives and developmental factors
between eighth and tenth grades. As can be seen in Table 5.8B, there were more omissions of this
item in the earlier surveys than in the second followtap48.25,-29.33]. Those who omitted the
item tended to have low eighth grade reading scoxd$ 2] and low SES$7.4] and to be male
[t=4.4], as shown by the second follow-up omission rates in Table 5.8C, and this is reflected in the
direction of the omission bias (Table 5.8B): those who omitted the item at any point tended to select
lower SES occupations and those requiring lower reading skills when they responded at another time
point [t= 7.81, 9.03, 6.96, 8.51].

As shown in Table 5.8D, measurements of expected occupation at all three times were

significantly positively related to the educational outcomes considered. For this purpose, the
occupations were dichotomized into the professions (the first two categories) versus the rest of the
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occupations. Those who reported that they were expecting to be in a profession had significantly
higher outcomes.

Table 5.8A— Comparison of second follow-up and earlier student responses to items about expected occupation

at 30
Number of Polychoric Percent Mean Earlier Mean 2nd 2nd Follow-up -
Response Pairs Correlation Match Response Follow-up Response Earlier Difference
Occupation (BY) 9,346 0.35 27.3 3.60 3.42 -0.18
Occupation (F1) 10,192 0.48 39.7 4.30 4.30 0.01

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and First and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Table 5.8B— Comparison of second follow-up and earlier student nonresponse rates to items about expected
occupation at 30

Percent Earlier Earlier Percent 2nd Follow-up ~ 2nd Follow-up

Omissions Omission Bias Omissions Omission Bias
Occupation (BY) 15.8 0.88 5.4 0.98
Occupation (F1) 16.2 0.97 5.4 1.58

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and First and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Table 5.8C— Response characteristics on items about expected occupation at 30, for population subgroups

8th Grade
SES Sex Reading
Low  High Male Female Low High
Polychoric Correlations
Occupation (BY) 0.34 0.30 0.39 0.27 0.32 0.29
Occupation (F1) 0.43 0.47 0.51 0.41 0.41 0.46
Average Differences
Occupation (BY) -0.24  -013 -0.25 -0.11 -0.24 -0.17
Occupation (F1) 0.06 -0.04 -0.04 0.05 0.11 -0.06
Pct. 2nd Follow-up Nonresponse
Occupation (BY) 6.7 3.7 6.2 4.5 8.8 2.8
Occupation (F1) 6.7 3.7 6.2 4.5 8.8 2.8

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and First and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.
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Table 5.8D— Statistically significant associations of base year and second follow-up student responses about
expected occupation at 30 with selected NELS:88 outcomes

12th  Educ. Occu- Course Grade Locus Self- Enroll-
grade aspr.& pation diffi-  point of con- ment
math expect expect culty avg. control cept status

Occupation (BY) + + (--) + + + + +
Occupation (F1) + + (--) + + + + +

Note: “+” and “-" refer to the direction of relation, B and S indicate that the relation is signiicerfor data from that source (base year

or second follow-up), and “. .” indicates that no significant relation was found. Association with expected occupation is not meaningful.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and First and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Quality of Life Expectations

During teenage years, individuals are developing expectations for many aspects of quality of
life, and it is of interest to know how stable these expectations are. In the base year survey and
follow-up surveys, students were asked to indicate how sure they were that they would graduate from
high school, and in the follow-ups, they were asked to estimate the chances that they would have
various positive aspects of quality of life in the future including high school graduation. The items
analyzed were:

Base Year
46. How sure are you that you will graduate from high school?

First Follow-Up, Second Follow-Up
64 (F1), 67 (F2) What are the chances that ...

You will have graduated from high school?

You will go to college?

You will have a job that pays well?

You will be able to own your own home?

You will have a job that you enjoy doing?

You will have a happy family life?

You will stay in good health most of the time?

You will be able to live wherever you want in the country?
You will be respected in your community?

You will have good friends you can count on?

Life will turn out better for you than it has for your parents?
Your children will have a better life than you had?

FrACTIOMMOO®>

In the base year survey, students could respond “very sure”, “probably”, “probably won't”,
or “very sure | won't” with respect to graduating from high school. For this analysis, these were
coded as 5, 4, 2, and 1, respectively. In the follow-up surveys, students were given five choices
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regarding the probability of events occurring in their futures: “very low,” “low,” “fifty-fifty,” “high,”
and “very high,” coded as 1 to 5.

The convergence of expectations of going to college (0.72) between tenth and twelfth grades
was noticeably higher than the other ratings provided by teenagers, and convergence between tenth
and twelfth grades for chances of graduating from high school were nearly as high (0.66). The other
items were moderately convergent. The moderate convergence of most of these items suggests that
they are at least partially tapping different or changing constructs between tenth and twelfth grades;
however, separate factor analyses of these items at the two grades, both weighted and unweighted,
indicate that the same two factors account for 57 to 58 percent of the variance in these 12 items at
both grades®

Table 5.9A— Comparison of second follow-up and earlier student responses to items about quality of life

Number of Polychoric  Percent  Mean Earlier Mean Second  2nd Follow-up - Earlier
Response Pairs  Correlation Match Response Follow-up Response Difference

versus Base Year

Graduate high school 14,724 0.46 75.3 4.81 4.63 -0.18
versus First Follow-up

Graduate high school 08 0.66 75.7 4.66 4.66 0.00

Go to college 14,159 0.72 58.8 4.11 4.25 0.13

Have well paying job 14,123 0.50 51.2 4.15 4.14 -0.01

Own a home 14,147 0.51 50.2 411 4.09 -0.02

Enjoy job 14,124 0.45 51.2 4.22 4.28 0.06

Happy family life 14,112 0.45 51.2 4.19 4.21 0.02

Healthy 14,091 0.45 49.6 412 4.10 -0.01

Live where want to 14,107 0.39 41.1 3.84 3.76 -0.08

Respected in community 14,060 0.44 48.7 3.98 3.96 -0.01

Have friends can count on Q%2 0.42 51.0 4.26 4.21 -0.05

Better life than parents 13,993 0.45 46.8 3.81 3.83 0.02

Child has better life 13,984 0.45 46.4 3.88 3.90 0.03

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and First and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Although few eighth graders omitted the base year item, about 5 percent omitted these items
at the first follow-up, and 10 percent omitted the item at the second follow-up, as shown in Table
5.9B. Except for the estimation of whether the student’s children would have a better life than the
student, there was a tendency for those who omitted an estimate to respond with a lower certainty
at the other time period §ssion Bias at First Follow-up~21-23, -18.77, -8.94, -7.78, -1.85, -3.91, -4.49,
-5.95, -5.81, -7.81, -3.78, +3.30, for the 12 outcomes, respectivelyoaidon sias at Second Follow-up
=-8.24, -8.16, -5.48, -3.77, -4.31, -3.76, -3.75, -1.70, -2.29, -3.62, -2.01, +1.38, for the 12 outcomes,
respectively ]. The largest effect was for the college attendance item, in which those who omitted
the item at first follow-up but responded at second follow-up had a mean score nearly one unit lower

18 Based on a varimax rotation, the first two items (A and B) were indicators of one factor and the last two (K and
L) were indicators of the others, and all others were roughly equal combinations of the two factors.
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(-0.87) on the item; and those who omitted the item at the second follow-up had a mean score 0.27
units lower than others at the first follow-up.

Table 5.9B—Comparison of second follow-up and earlier student nonresponse rates to items about quality of

life
Percent Earlier Earlier Percent 2nd Follow-up 2nd Follow-up
Omissions Omission Bias Omissions Omission Bias
versus Base Year
Graduate high school 0.9 -0.41 10.0 -0.07
versus First Follow-up
Graduate high school 5.0 -0.78 10.0 -0.17
Go to college 5.3 -0.87 10.0 -0.27
Have well paying job 5.3 -0.30 10.3 -0.12
Own a home 5.3 -0.28 10.1 -0.09
Enjoy job 5.3 -0.31 10.2 -0.10
Happy family life 54 -0.12 10.2 -0.08
Healthy 55 -0.14 10.3 -0.08
Live where want to 55 -0.23 10.2 -0.04
Respected in the community 5.7 -0.19 10.3 -0.05
Have friends can count on 5.6 -0.24 10.3 -0.08
Life better than parents 5.9 -0.13 10.5 -0.05
Child has better life 5.9 0.11 10.7 0.03

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and First and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

The polychoric correlations were noticeably lower for respondents with lower eighth grade
reading scored$4.62, 7.48, 9.57, 9.23, 5.88, 6.65, 8.34, 6.42, 8.60, 4.74, 9.63, 6.26, for the 12
dimensions, respectively], as shown in Table 5.9C. Thus, for these respondents, the measurements
at the two time periods are less likely to be measuring the same construct reliably. Furthermore, these
respondents were more likely than others to omit the items at the second follow-up (13 percent vs.
about 7 percent) [all twelvgs were significant, ranging narrowly between 10.6 and 12.1, because
omission tended to be “all or none”]. Also, it should be noted that male respondents were more likely
to omit these items than female respondents (12 percent vs. 8 percent) [alt'tswelere significant,
ranging between 7.6 and 8.3].

Among seven of the dimensions of expectation, there was very little difference in the relations
of outcomes to expectations measured at second follow-up or first follow-up, as shown in Table
5.9D. All of these relations were significantly positive. For each of the other five expectations, there
was at least one outcome significantly related to the second follow-up measure but not to the first
follow-up measure. This may have been the result of growth in the ability to interpreiaantor
these other items, which involve somewhat more complex, relational expectations, or expectations
which teenagers may not have considered. In particular, the comparisons of the expected quality of
their own lives with those of their parents were significantly positively related to occupational
expectations, curriculum choice, grade point average, locus of control, and avoiding dropping out,
only when measured at the second follow-up. Finally, the estimation of whether one’s children’s lives
would be better than one’s own stood out as tapping a different dimension from the other items,
positively related to some outcomes and negatively to others.
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Table 5.9C— Response characteristics on items about quality of life, for population subgroups

8th Grade
SES Sex Reading
Low  High Male Female Low High
Polychoric Correlations
Base Year
Graduate high school 0.43 0.42 0.45 0.47 0.38 0.39
First Follow-up
Graduate high school 0.63 0.63 0.66 0.66 0.59 0.64
Go to college 0.66 0.68 0.72 0.72 0.64 0.71
Have well paying job 0.45 0.51 0.48 0.51 0.42 0.54
Own home 0.46 0.54 0.51 0.52 0.44 0.56
Enjoy job 0.40 0.48 0.44 0.47 0.40 0.48
Happy family life 0.40 0.49 0.44 0.46 0.40 0.49
Healthy 0.41 0.48 0.44 0.45 0.38 0.50
Live where want to 0.36 0.43 0.38 0.40 0.34 0.43
Respected in community 0.40 0.47 0.44 0.44 0.38 0.50
Have friends can count on 0.39 0.42 0.39 0.45 0.38 0.45
Life better than parents 0.42 0.47 0.43 0.47 0.38 0.51
Child has better life 0.41 0.46 0.42 0.47 0.39 0.48
Average Differences
Base Year
Graduate high school -0.32 -0.05 -0.21 -0.15 -0.30 -0.07
First Follow-up
Graduate high school -0.04 0.03 -0.01 0.01 -0.01 0.01
Go to college 0.16 0.11 0.12 0.15 0.14 0.13
Have well paying job 0.00 -0.04 -0.01 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02
Own home -0.01 -0.03 -0.03 -0.01 -0.04 -0.00
Enjoy job 0.11 0.02 0.09 0.03 0.11 0.02
Happy family life 0.04 0.02 -0.01 0.05 0.03 0.02
Healthy -0.01 -0.02 -0.03 -0.00 -0.01 -0.02
Live where want to -0.11 -0.06 -0.10 -0.07 -0.12 -0.06
Respected in community -0.04 0.01 -0.02 -0.01 -0.04 0.00
Have friends can count on -0.06 -0.03 -0.02 -0.07 -0.06 -0.05
Life better than parents 0.04 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.03
Child has better life 0.06 -0.01 0.02 0.04 0.03 0.02
Pct. 2nd Follow-up Nonresponse
Graduate high school 10.1 8.5 11.8 8.1 12.8 7.3
Go to college 10.1 8.5 12.0 8.1 12.9 7.3
Have well paying job 10.3 8.8 121 8.5 13.2 7.5
Own home 10.0 8.6 11.9 8.2 12.9 7.4
Enjoy job 10.2 8.7 12.0 8.4 13.2 7.4
Happy family life 10.1 8.8 12.2 8.3 13.1 7.6
Healthy 10.2 8.9 12.2 8.4 13.2 7.6
Live where want to 10.2 8.7 12.1 8.3 13.1 7.5
Respected in community 104 8.8 12.3 8.4 13.2 7.6
Have friends can count on 10.3 8.8 12.2 8.4 13.2 7.6
Life better than parents 104 9.2 12.5 8.6 13.3 8.0
Child has better life 10.5 9.5 12.6 8.8 134 8.2

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.
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Table 5.9D— Statistically significant associations of earlier and later student responses about quality of life with
selected NELS:88 outcomes
12th  Educ. Occu- Course Grade Locus Self- Enroll-
Grade Aspr.& pation Diffi- Point of Con- ment
Math Expect Expect culty Avg. Control cept Status

versus Base Year

Graduate high school + + + + + + + +
versus First Follow-up
Graduate high school + + + + + + + +
Go to college + + + + + + + +
Have well paying job + + + + + + + +
Own a home + + + + + + + +
Enjoy job + + + + + + + +
Happy family life S+ + + + + + + +
Healthy + + + + + + + +
Live where want to + + S+ + + + + F+
Respected in communi§#+ + + + + + + S+
Have friends can count on + + + + + + + +
Life better than parents . + S+ S+ S+ S+ + S+
Child has better life - S+ .. - - FS+ + -
Note: “+” and “-" refer to the direction of relation, B, F, and S indicate that the relation is signifidgrfor data from that source (base
year, first follow-up , or second follow-up), and “. .” indicates that no significant relation was found.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and First and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Overall, these items give a picture of the kinds of expectations that teenagers have formed
opinions about by the time they are sophomores (such as graduating from high school and attending
college), indicated by moderately high convergence, versus expectations that are still emerging during
the high school years (such as family, job, amd@in the community). Measurement of most of
them at the sophomore level yields the same relations with outcomes as measures two years later.
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Views on Importance of Life Attainments

In the first and second follow-up surveys, students were presented with 13 statements and
asked to indicate the importance of each one to them in their lives. The statements were as follows:

First Follow-Up, Second Follow-up

46 (F1), 40 (F2)

A Being successful in my line of work

Finding the right person to marry and having a happy family life.
Having lots of money.

Having strong friendships

Being able to find steady work.

Helping other people in my community.

Being able to give my children better opportunities than I've had.
Living close to parents and relatives.

Getting away from this area of the country.

Working to correct social and economic inequalities.

Having children.

Having leisure time to enjoy my own interests.

Getting away from my parents.

SrACTIONIMOOD

In both surveys, the students were asked to choose either “not important”, “somewhat
important”, or “very important”, coded 1, 2, or 3, for each of the statements. The results presented
in Table 5.10A indicated that these responses have the same range of convergence as the items on
expectations, discussed in the preceding section. Although the average responses vary across a large
part of the 1-to-3 scale, from 1.66 for the importance of getting away from parents to 2.88 for the
importance of steady work, the polychoric correlations are all between .36 and .56. This low-to-
moderate level of convergence indicates that these measures are tapping constructs that are changing
over these two years. However, a factor analysis of the 13 measures, either weighted or unweighted,
yields the same clustering of the items at both first and second folléiv-up. The same four factors
account for virtually the same percentage of the variance at both follow-ups: 52.4 percent at the first
follow-up and 51.7 percent at the second follow-up. Thus, the change from first to second follow-up
indicated by the low-to-moderate polychoric correlations in Table 5.10A appears to indicate changes
at the factor level, rather than changes in individual measures.

As shown in Table 5.10B, very few teenagers omitted these items. Therefore, even though
some of the omission bias estimates are relatively large (e.g., students who omitted the item about
the importance of strong friendships at the first follow-up averaged responses of .19 less than others

Y The four factors that emerged from a varimax rotation of a principal component analysis, in which four
eigenvalues were greater than one, were: (1) marrying and having children; (2) steady work, success in work, and
having money; (3) helping the community and correcting inequalities; and (4) getting away from the area and from
parents.
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when asked this question at the second followtapd.22]), there should be little impact on
estimates for the entire population.

Table 5.10A— Comparison of first and second follow-up student responses to items about importance of life
attainments

Number of Polychoric  Percent  Mean Earlier Mean Second 2nd Follow-up -Earlier
Response Pairs  Correlation Match Response  Follow-up Response Difference

Success in work 16,140 0.39 80.7 2.83 2.87 0.04
Marrying the right person 16,146 0.50 73.4 271 2.76 0.04
Having lots of money 16,133 0.55 62.0 2.37 2.28 -0.09
Strong friendships 1621 0.46 75.9 2.79 2.78 -0.01
Steady work 16,104 0.36 79.9 2.82 2.88 0.05
Helping the community 16,094 0.45 60.3 2.23 2.26 0.03
Child having better future 16,082 0.48 713 2.69 2.71 0.02
Living close to parents 16,076 0.46 54.6 2.03 1.90 -0.13
Getting away from area 16,083 0.43 51.1 1.67 1.78 0.11
Correcting inequalities 1®45 0.36 51.0 1.89 1.93 0.05
Having children 16,093 0.56 57.6 2.27 2.28 0.01
Having leisure time 16,089 0.36 63.6 2.64 2.62 -0.02
Getting away from parents 16,097 0.44 53.6 1.72 1.66 -0.06

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); First and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Table 5.10B— Comparison of first and second follow-up student nonresponse rates to items about importance of
life attainments

Percent 1st Follow-up  1st Follow-up Percent 2nd Follow-up  2nd Follow-up

Omissions Omission Bias Omissions Omission Bias

Success in work 1.3 -0.16 0.9 -0.11
Marrying the right person 13 -0.06 0.9 -0.10
Having lots of money 13 0.05 0.9 -0.05
Strong friendships 1.4 -0.19 0.9 -0.03
Steady work 14 -0.06 1.0 -0.06

Helping the community 1.4 0.00 1.0 -0.07
Child having better future 15 0.07 1.0 -0.02
Living close to parents 1.6 0.12 1.0 -0.04
Getting away from area 1.5 0.05 1.0 0.08
Correcting inequalities 1.6 0.05 1.1 0.09
Having children 15 -0.14 1.0 -0.05

Having leisure time 15 -0.13 1.0 -0.05

Getting_] away from parents 1.4 -0.02 1.1 0.06

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); First and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

The convergence of items differed across subpopulations, as shown in Table 5.10C, although
the polychoric correlations remained in the low-to-moderate range for all of the subpopulations
displayed. The responses of teenagers with high eighth grade reading scores were more convergent
[t=2.58, 9.42, 8.37, 4.44, 6.20, 7.56, 12.1, 10.1, 9.65, 11.7, 12.0, 4.28, 6.01, respectively], as were
the responses of high SES respondert3.$5, 7.38, 6.58, 1.65, 5.67, 6.60, 7.00, 6.19, 4.32, 6.57,
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7.08, 3.86, 4.09, respectively] and of female responder0pP, 6.21, 6.86, 8.58, 3.97, -.27, 5.09,
1.76, 2.95, 2.82, 8.01, 1.89, 4.84, respectively].

Stability of some of the ratings but not others varied between subpopulations. Between first
to second follow-ups, respondents from low SES households and with low eighth grade reading
scores were more likely than others to perceive increasing importance of success tr o2k [
10.13], steady work$5.26, 7.52], and creating better opportunities for their childreh 11, 9.12].
Although the subpopulation differences in second follow-up omission rates were statistically
significant, it should be noted, the largest rate was still very small, 1.6 percent.

Finding significant relations between importance ratings and educational outcome measures
frequently depends on whether the importance ratings are gathered at the tenth or twelfth grade level.
As shown in Table 5.10D, for all but two of the importance dimensions, there is at least one outcome
that is significant at one time point but not the other. Most notable is the rating of importance of
being able to find steady work, which is positively related to second follow-up outcome measures if
measured at the first follow-up, but not if measured at the second follow-up.

Importance ratings at the two time periods therefore cannot be used interchangeably in
analyses of relations of student values and achievement in school. Changes in some importance
ratings vary systematically between population subgroups, and the relations between importance
ratings and outcomes changes.
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Table 5.10C— Response characteristics on items about importance of life attainments, for population subgroups

8th Grade
SES Sex Reading
Low  High Male Female Low High
Polychoric Correlations
Success in work 0.38 0.43 0.36 0.42 0.37 0.40
Marrying the right person 0.46 0.55 0.46 0.53 0.44 0.55
Having lots of money 0.51 0.59 0.49 0.57 0.49 0.58
Strong friendships 0.44 0.46 0.41 0.52 041 0.47
Steady work 0.32 0.40 0.33 0.38 0.31 0.40
Helping the community 0.41 0.49 0.44 0.43 0.40 0.50
Child having better future 0.41 0.51 0.45 0.51 0.38 0.54
Living close to parents 0.41 0.49 0.44 0.47 0.38 0.51
Getting away from area 0.40 0.46 0.41 0.45 0.36 0.49
Correcting inequalities 0.31 0.41 0.33 0.37 0.27 0.44
Having children 0.52 0.60 0.51 0.60 0.49 0.62
Having leisure time 0.32 0.38 0.35 0.37 0.32 0.38
Getting away from parents 0.42 0.47 0.41 0.47 0.39 0.47
Average Differences
Success in work 0.07 0.01 0.05 0.04 0.08 0.01
Marrying the right person 0.06 0.03 0.06 0.03 0.07 0.02
Having lots of money -0.06 -0.12 -0.09 -0.09 -0.06 -0.11
Strong friendships -0.02 -0.01 0.01 -0.04 -0.02 -0.01
Steady work 0.08 0.02 0.07 0.04 0.09 0.02
Helping the community 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.02 0.02 0.04
Child having better future 0.07 -0.03 0.04 0.00 0.07 -0.02
Living close to parents -0.11 -0.14 -0.15 -0.10 -0.12 -0.14
Getting away from area 0.10 0.11 0.12 0.09 0.10 0.11
Correcting inequalities 0.06 0.03 0.03 0.06 0.04 0.05
Having children 0.03 -0.00 -0.01 0.04 0.02 0.01
Having leisure time -0.01 -0.02 -0.00 -0.04 -0.00 -0.03
Getting away from parents -0.09 -0.05 -0.04 -0.08 -0.07 -0.05
Pct. 2nd Follow-up Nonresponse
Success in work 1.0 0.7 11 0.7 1.2 0.5
Marrying the right person 1.0 0.7 1.1 0.6 1.2 0.6
Having lots of money 11 0.7 1.2 0.7 13 0.6
Strong friendships 11 0.7 11 0.7 13 0.5
Steady work 1.2 0.7 1.2 0.7 1.4 0.6
Helping the community 13 0.7 1.3 0.8 1.4 0.6
Child having better future 1.2 0.8 13 0.8 1.4 0.7
Living close to parents 1.2 0.7 1.2 0.8 14 0.6
Getting away from area 1.2 0.8 1.3 0.8 1.4 0.7
Correcting inequalities 1.3 0.8 1.4 0.9 1.6 0.7
Having children 1.1 0.8 1.2 0.8 1.4 0.6
Having leisure time 1.2 0.8 1.2 0.8 15 0.6
Getting away from parents 1.3 0.8 1.3 0.8 1.5 0.6

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); First and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

134



Table 5.10D— Statistically significant associations of first and second follow-up student responses about
importance of life attainments with selected NELS:88 outcomes

12th  Educ. Occu- Course Grade Locus Self- Enroll-
Grade Aspr.& pation Diffi- Point of Con- ment
Math Expect Expect culty Avg. Control cept Status

Success in work + + + + + + + +
Marrying the right person + F+ + + + + + F+
Having lots of money - - - F - - S+ .
Strong friendships + + + + + + S+ +
Steady work F+S F+ F+ F+ F+ + + F+
Helping the community + + + . S+ + + .
Child having better future - S S - - . + -
Living close to parents - S+ .
Getting away from area - F . F - - - S
Correcting inequalities . + + + + F+ + .
Having children + + + + + + + +
Having leisure time + + + + + F+ + +
Getting away from parents - - - - - - =

SOURCE: NELS:88 First and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.
Note: “+" and “-" refer to the direction of relation, B, F, and S indicate that the relation is signdfidgrfor data from that source (base
year, first follow-up, or second follow-up), and “. .” indicates that no significant relation was found.

High School Program

Students were asked about their high school program on the first follow-up questionnaire and
again on the second follow-up questionnaire. The statements were as follows:

First Follow-up
20 Which of the following best describes your present program?

A. General high school program
B. College prep, academic, or specialized academic (such as Science or Math)
C. Vocational technical, or business and career

— Industrial arts/Technology education

— Agricultural occupations

— Business or office occupations

— Marketing or Distributive education

— Health occupations

— Home economics occupations

— Consumer and homemaking education

— Technical occupations

— Trade or industrial occupations

— Other specialized high school program (such as Fine Arts)
D. Other
E. Ildon’t know
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Students were asked a similar question in the second follow-up:

Second Follow-Up
12A  Which of the following best describes your present high school program?

A. General high school program
B. College prep, academic, or specialized academic (such as Science or Math)
C. Vocational technical, or business and career...
— Industrial arts/Technology education
— Agricultural occupations
— Business or office occupations
— Marketing or Distributive education
— Health occupations
— Home economics occupations
— Consumer and homemaking education
— Technical occupations
— Trade or industrial occupations
Other specialized high school program (such as Fine Arts)
Special Education Program
| don’t know
Alternative, Stay-in-School, or Dropout Prevention Program

ommo

For the following comparisons of first and second follow-up reports of high school academic
program, responses were collapsed into three dichotomous indicators: (C) vocational, (B) academic,
and (A) general. Students who selected response alternatives D,E,F, or G were counted in this
analysis as respondents indicating none of the main three tracks. Note that Fine Arts was not
included in the vocational track on either follow-up for this analysis.

Table 5.11A summarizes the correspondence between students’ first follow-up and second
follow-up reports of their high school programs.

Table 5.11A— Comparison of first and second follow-up student responses to items about students’ high school

program
Number of Polychoric  Percent  Mean Earlier Mean Second  2nd Follow-up - Earlier
Response Pairs  Correlation Match Response  Follow-up Response Difference
Vocational track 14,476 0.53 87.4 0.08 0.11 0.03
College prep. track 14,476 0.74 76.3 0.39 0.47 0.08
General track 14,476 0.50 68.1 0.41 0.35 -0.06

Note: The mean responses sum to less than 1.00 to the extent that students indicated one of the “other” programs (D, E, F, and G, above).
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); First and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

These results suggest that in both the first and second follow-up years, students most
frequently identified their high school program as either academic or general; and more of them were
likely to consider their program academic in the second followtap8[82]. The polychoric
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correlation was fairly high for the academic program indicator, but only moderate for the others.
Whether that is an indication of different rates of changing programs or of different levels of survey
item interpretation is not clear.

Table 5.11B reports nonresponse rates and statistics assessing the likely bias from
nonresponse. Very few data were missing for these two items—2 percent on the first follow-up and
less than 1 percent on the second follow-up. However, despite such high response rates, the statistics
suggest some nonresponse bias: at each follow-up, fewer of the nonrespondents than respondents (13
percent and 18 percent) indicated an academic track at the other folleéw4iB3(Q, -3.96].

Table 5.11B— Comparison of first and second follow-up student nonresponse rates to items about students’ high
school program

Percent 1st Follow-up  1st Follow-up  Percent 2nd Follow-up 2nd Follow-up

Omissions Omission Bias Omissions Omission Bias
Vocational track 2.0 0.07 0.8 0.13
College prep. track 2.0 -0.13 0.8 -0.18
General track 2.0 0.03 0.8 0.03

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); First and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

The analysis was repeated for various subgroups to determine whether students in different
groups demonstrated different response patterns on the two items. Table 5.11C reports the
associations between students’ first and second follow-up responses to this item pair by subgroup.
For the vocational and general program indicators, there was greater convergence for high SES
[t=4.21, 9.21] and high reading score studettS.85, 11.7]; however, this was not true for the
academic program indicator, indirectly suggesting that the higher readimg@f&cademic program
students are responsible for the greater convergence of the academic indicator.

Table 5.11C— Response characteristics on items about students’ school program, for population subgroups

8th Grade
SES Sex Reading
Low High Male Female Low High
Polychoric Correlations
Vocational track 0.49 0.54 0.54 0.52 0.46 0.54
College prep. track 0.74 0.71 0.74 0.74 0.70 0.69
General track 0.44 0.56 0.49 0.51 0.41 0.56
Average Differences
Vocational track 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.03 0.03
College prep. track 0.05 0.11 0.07 0.08 0.05 0.09
General track -0.03 -0.09 -0.04 -0.08 -0.00 -0.10
Pct. 2nd Follow-up Nonresponse
Vocational track 1.0 0.5 0.8 0.7 1.2 0.4
College prep. track 1.0 0.5 0.8 0.7 1.2 0.4
General track 1.0 0.5 0.8 0.7 1.2 0.4

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); First and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.
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All subgroups were more likely to consider their high school programs to be academic in their
senior year than in their sophomore year. However, the subgroup analysis reveals that high SES and
high base year reading score students were more likely than others to change their response from
“general” to “academic” than others{6.10, +7.54 for SES, and-11.29, +5.20 for reading].

Table 5.11D illustrates that few differences are likely to emerge from analyses of educational
outcomes that depend on the time at which the program indicator was gathered. Students’ first
follow-up and second follow-up reports of academic or general programs are both significantly
correlated with all of the outcomes tested. The vocational program indicator, on the other hand, was
not correlated with the measure of students’ self-concept at either time point, and its correlation with
enroliment status was only significant at the earlier follow-up.

Table 5.11D— Statistically significant associations of first and second follow-up student responses about students’
high school program with selected NELS:88 outcomes

12th Educ. Occu- Course Grade Locus Self- Enroll-
Grade Aspr.& pation Diffi- Point of Con- ment
Math Expect Expect culty Avg. Control cept Status
Vocational track - - - - - - . F-
College prep. track + + + + + + + +

General track - - - - - - - -

Note: “+” and “-" refer to the direction of relation, B, F, and S indicate that the relation is signifidgrfor data from that source (base

year, first follow-up, or second follow-up), and “. .” indicates that no significant relation was found.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); First and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Students’ Evaluation of School Atmosphere

Students were asked questions about school atmosphere on the base year, first follow-up, and
second follow-up questionnaires. It is important to note that, in most cases, students have changed
schools between the base year and the first follow-up: most students attend the eighth grade in a
middle school or junior high school, and therefore, by the time they participated in the first follow-up
study, they would have left that school for a high school. Therefore, similar responses on base year
and second follow-up questions about school atmosphere and interactions among students and
between teachers and students probably reveal more about individual students than they do about
schools. For this reason, one might expect students’ reports to be more similar on first and second
follow-up questionnaires than on base year and second follow-up questionnaires, for most students
will have been attending the same school at the time of the first and second follow-ups.

Base Year, First Follow-up, and Second Follow-up
59 (BY), 7 (F1), and 7 (F2) How much do you agree with each of the following statements
about your school and teachers?

BY F1 F2
B. B. A There is a real school spirit.
D. D. L. Discipline is fair.
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The teaching is good.

Teachers are interested in students.

| don’t feel safe at this school.

Disruptions by other students get in the way of my learning.

rXxXoOm
ZZTIT®
MMmMmOO

One of the items, “discipline is fair”, was not included in the second follow-up dropout survey
instrument. Otherwise, unlike subsequent sections on school-related measures in this chapter, this
analysis combines responses of students and dropouts. In all three surveys, students responded on
a four-point scale, with (1) Strongly agree, (2) Agree, (3) Disagree, and (4) Strongly disagree. For
this review, the coding was reversed for the first four items so that more desirable reports are
associated with greater numbers.

Table 5.12A summarizes the correspondence between students’ base year, first, and second
follow-up reports on six statements about their schools. This table reveals that although the means
are quite similar for base year and second follow-up reports, the polychoric correlations between the
base year and second follow-up are very low, all below 0.3. Finding very little convergence is not
surprising because different schools are being rated in eighth grade and twelfth grade in almost every
case. The convergence improves when comparing the first and second follow-ups, but the
correlations are modest, ranging from 0.30 to 0.44. Either the constructs being measured at different
years do not have a great deal of overlap, or the schools may have changed, as perceived by the
students.

Table 5.12A— Comparison of second follow-up and earlier student responses to items about the school climate

Number of Polychoric  Percent  Mean Earlier Mean Second  2nd Follow-up - Earlier
Response Pairs  Correlation Match Response  Follow-up Response Difference

versus Base Year

School spirit 1R74 0.18 43.4 2.86 2.79 -0.07

Discipline is fair 14,385 0.18 49.2 2.74 2.67 -0.07

Teaching is good 1865 0.28 54.0 2.98 2.98 0.00

Teachers are interested 165 0.28 49.8 2.92 2.95 0.03

Feel safe at school 5 0.24 49.5 3.27 3.32 0.05

Learning not disrupted 15,804 0.26 42.4 2.67 2.71 0.04
versus First Follow-up

School spirit 1582 0.38 50.1 2.82 2.79 -0.03

Discipline is fair 14,348 0.30 53.9 2.70 2.67 -0.03

Teaching is good 1608 0.44 61.2 2.92 2.98 0.06

Teachers are interested 353 0.42 56.1 2.86 2.95 0.09

Feel safe at school 0 0.39 56.7 3.37 3.33 -0.04

Learning not disrupted 15,606 0.36 47.1 2.65 2.72 0.07

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and First and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.
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Table 5.12B reports nonresponse rates and statistics assessing the likely bias from such
nonresponse. Rates of nonresponse were low for these items; however, those who omitted the item
on safety indicated less safety when they responded at another point in(biese[year)=3.66,t
(first follow-up)=-5.84,t (second follow-up)=2.76,-1.64]; and those who omitted the fairness
item at second follow-up had indicated a lower rating of fairness at the first follota-tG §4].

Table 5.12B— Comparison of second follow-up and earlier student nonresponse rates to items about the school

climate
Percent Earlier Earlier Percent 2nd Follow-up  2nd Follow-up
Omissions Omission Bias Omissions Omission Bias
versus Base Year
School spirit 2.0 -0.02 1.8 -0.05
Discipline is fair 2.6 -0.05 1.6 -0.05
Teaching is good 25 -0.05 2.0 0.00
Teachers are interested 25 -0.09 2.0 -0.04
Feel safe at school 2.4 -0.14 1.9 -0.12
Learning not disrupted 2.4 -0.06 1.8 -0.05
versus First Follow-up
School spirit 3.3 -0.05 1.8 -0.05
Discipline is fair 3.8 0.03 1.6 -0.16
Teaching is good 3.6 -0.12 2.0 0.01
Teachers are interested 3.7 -0.09 2.0 -0.07
Feel safe at school 3.7 -0.18 1.9 -0.07
Learning not disrupted 3.7 -0.10 1.8 0.04

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and First and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Examining various groups separately reveals that some types of students provide more stable
reports than others. Table 5.12C summarizes the reports of students from various groups.
Polychoric correlations indicate that ratings of teaching, teachers, and safety were somewhat more
convergent across survey years for high SES respondents [saxged from 5.42 to 7.91] and for
high eighth grade reading score respondentg’spanged from 5.12 to 8.22] than for others. High
SES students also generated more convergent ratings of class disripd@&; [7.09].

Changes in the average ratings from an earlier survey to the second follow-up survey did not
vary greatly among population subgroups, with four exceptions: declining ratings of school spirit
after eighth grade were primarily among female respondent6.[L8] and among high eighth grade
readers f=-4.27]; ratings that teachers were interested in students increased after eighth grade
primarily for high SES respondents=$.88]; and ratings of safety increased after eighth grade
primarily for male respondents=b.91]. Finally, second follow-up nonresponse was about twice as
great among male respondents fsxranged from 3.9 to 4.7] and among low eighth grade readers
[six t's ranged from 3.3 to 5.7] as among other respondents.

Given the nature of these data, it is impossible to know the extent to which these differences

stem from differences in the reliability with which students from various backgrounds report school
characteristics, or differences in the stability of the environments in which these students find
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themselves. In any case, research that makes use of these student ratings of school climate must take
into account the changes in these measures that occur over the 4 years following eighth grade.

Table 5.12C— Response characteristics on items about the school climate, for population subgroups

8th Grade
SES Sex Reading
Low  High Male Female Low High
Polychoric Correlations
vs. Base Year
School spirit 0.19 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.19
Discipline is fair 0.16 0.19 0.17 0.19 0.16 0.19
Teaching is good 0.23 0.33 0.28 0.27 0.21 0.32
Teachers are interested 0.23 0.33 0.28 0.29 0.24 0.32
Feel safe at school 0.19 0.28 0.25 0.24 0.16 0.27
Learning not disrupted 0.21 0.29 0.25 0.26 0.23 0.26
vs. First follow-up
School spirit 0.38 0.40 0.37 0.39 0.35 0.40
Discipline is fair 0.29 0.32 0.30 0.31 0.27 0.34
Teaching is good 0.38 0.49 0.44 0.43 0.37 0.48
Teachers are interested 0.37 0.46 0.41 0.43 0.35 0.46
Feel safe at school 0.35 0.43 0.37 0.42 0.32 0.43
Learning not disrupted 0.31 0.41 0.35 0.36 0.30 0.38
Average Differences
vs. Base Year
School spirit -0.07 -0.08 -0.02 -0.11 -0.04 -0.10
Discipline is fair -0.11 -0.05 -0.07 -0.08 -0.07 -0.07
Teaching is good -0.02 0.02 0.01 -0.01 0.01 0.00
Teachers are interested -0.02 0.07 0.03 0.03 0.01 0.05
Feel safe at school 0.06 0.06 0.10 0.01 0.08 0.03
Learning not disrupted 0.03 0.05 0.07 0.02 0.05 0.04
vs. First Follow-up
School spirit -0.05 -0.02 -0.01 -0.05 -0.03 -0.04
Discipline is fair -0.04 -0.04 -0.03 -0.04 -0.02 -0.04
Teaching is good 0.05 0.08 0.07 0.05 0.06 0.06
Teachers are interested 0.09 0.11 0.11 0.09 0.08 0.11
Feel safe at school -0.04 -0.03 -0.02 -0.06 -0.04 -0.03
Learning not disrupted 0.06 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.08 0.06
Pct. 2nd Follow-up Nonresponse
School spirit 1.9 1.6 2.3 1.4 2.4 1.2
Discipline is fair 1.5 1.6 2.0 1.2 2.0 1.3
Teaching is good 2.2 1.7 25 1.6 2.6 1.4
Teachers are interested 2.2 1.7 24 15 2.5 1.4
Feel safe at school 2.0 1.6 24 1.4 24 13
Learning not disrupted 2.0 1.6 2.3 1.4 2.4 1.2

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988

(NELS:88); Base Year and First and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Although these ratings tap different constructs in the different surveys, their relations to
educational outcome variables are fairly independent of the time at which they are asked. Generally,
they are positively related to outcomes, as shown in Table 5.12D. The most notable exception is that
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while base year ratings of school spirit were positively related to six of the eight twelfth grade
outcomes, later ratings of school spirit are positively related only to the self-concept and locus of
control scores. This, coupled with the low convergence of school spirit ratings between base year
and second follow-up (.18) and subgroup differences in changes in the mean ratings, indicate that
school spirit ratings are only related to other survey measures in very indirect paths.

Table 5.12D— Statistically significant associations of earlier and later student responses about the school climate
with selected NELS:88 outcomes

12th Educ. Occu- Course Grade Locus Self- Enroll-
Grade Aspr.& pation Diffi- Point of Con- ment
Math Expect Expect culty Avg. Control cept Status

versus Base Year

School spirit . B+ S B+ B+ + + B+
Discipline is fair + + + + + + + +
Teaching is good + + S+ + + + + +
Teachers are interested + + + + + + + +
Feel safe at school + + + + + + + +
Learning not disrupted + + + + + + S+ +
versus First Follow-up
School spirit . . S .. . + +
Discipline is fair + + + + + + + +
Teaching is good + + + + + + + +
Teachers are interested + + + + + + + +
Feel safe at school + + + + + + + +
Learning not disrupted + S+ + + + + S+ +
Note: “+” and “-" refer to the direction of relation, B and S indicate that the relation is signiicerfor data from that source (base year
or second follow-up), and “. .” indicates that no significant relation was found.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and First and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Crime at School

NELS:88 collected data on crime at school in the base year and the second follow-up. Two
items were reasonably consistent across years. On the base year questionnaire, students were asked:

Base Year
57. During the first semester of the current school year, how many times have any of the
following things happened to you?

A. | had something stolen from me at school.
B. Someone offered to sell me drugs at school.

Second Follow-up

8. In the first semester or term of the current school year, how many times did any of
the following things happen to you?
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A. | had something stolen from me at school.
B. Someone offered to sell me drugs at school.

On both items, students selected from three alternative responses: 0 = Never, 1 = Once or twice, 2
= More than twice.

Table 5.13A reports the correspondence between base year and second follow-up reports to
the two crime items. As the table makes clear, these responses are not very stable over time.
Students report being less likely to have had something stolen during twelfthtgra@® (7], but
more likely to have been offered drugsZ6.98]. In addition, fairly low polychoric correlations
suggest that these mean differences do not tell the whole story. The polychoric correlation between
the base year and second follow-up is 0.23 for the question about theft, and 0.41 for the question
about drugs. Because responses on these two items in most cases reflect students’ experiences at two
different schools, the middle or junior high school and the high school, expectations of stability over
time are hard to establish.

Table 5.13A— Comparison of second follow-up and base year student responses to items about crime at school

Number of Polychoric Percent Mean Base Year Mean Second 2nd Follow-up - Base Year

Response Pairs Correlation Match Response Follow-up Response Difference
Had something stolen 14,489 0.23 52.5 0.56 0.35 -0.21
Was offered drugs 14,471 0.41 80.4 0.10 0.23 0.13

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

As shown in Table 5.13B, nonresponse on these items was below 3 percent. With such high
response, the opportunity for nonresponse bias is small. Table 5.13B reveals no evidence of
nonresponse bias.

Table 5.13B— Comparison of second follow-up and base year student nonresponse rates to items about crime at

school
Percent Base Year Base Year Percent 2nd Follow-up  2nd Follow-up
Omissions Omission Bias Omissions Omission Bias
Had something stolen 2.1 0.01 14 0.05
Was offered drugs 2.2 0.08 1.5 0.03

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Table 5.13C reports the convergence statistics separately for several subgroups. Examination
of the polychoric correlations and average differences reveals that the increase in reports of offers of
drugs at second follow-up occurred primarily among male studeniH[4].
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Table 5.13C— Response characteristics on items about crime at school, for population subgroups

8th Grade
SES Sex Reading
Low  High Male Female Low High
Polychoric Correlations
Had something stolen 0.24 0.21 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22
Was offered drugs 0.39 0.45 0.41 0.38 0.40 0.43
Average Differences
Had something stolen -0.23 -0.19 -0.22 -0.20 -0.23 -0.20
Was offered drugs 0.11 0.15 0.21 0.06 0.14 0.13
Pct. 2nd Follow-up Nonresponse
Had something stolen 1.4 1.3 1.7 1.1 1.8 1.0
Was offered drugs 1.5 1.3 1.7 1.2 1.9 1.1

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Table 5.13D presents the results of the analysis of the association between students’ base year
and second follow-up reports and several key outcome measures. The table reveals the general
negative relationship between these events and educational outcomes, but the relations to self-concept
depend on when the reports were given. Having something stolen is negatively related to self-
concept, but only when reported at the second follow-up, and being offered drugs is negatively
related to self-concept, but only when reported at the base year. In both cases, at the time reports
of the crime were more frequent, there was no significant relation to self-concept.

Table 5.13D— Statistically significant associations of base year and second follow-up student responses about
crime at school with selected NELS:88 outcomes

12th Educ. Occu- Course Grade Locus Self-  Enroll-
Grade Aspr.& pation Diffi- Point of Con- ment
Math Expect Expect culty Avg. Control  cept Status
Had something stolen - . . - - - S- B-
Was offered drugs - - - - - - B- -
Note: “+” and “-" refer to the direction of relation, B and S indicate that the relation is signiicerfor data from that source (base year
or second follow-up), and “. .” indicates that no significant relation was found.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Student Participation in Special Programs

Students were asked during both the base year and the second follow-up about their
participation in special academic programs. These items were not identical on the two questionnaires.
Students were asked two separate questions during the base year:

Base Year
68. Are you enrolled in any of the following special programs/services?
A. Classes for gifted or talented students
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B. Special instruction for those whose first language is not English—for
example, bilingual education or English as a second language (not regular
English classes)

66.  Are you enrolled in advanced, enriched, or accelerated courses in any of the
following areas?

A English (language arts)
B Social studies

C. Science

D Mathematics

Second Follow-up
13. Have you ever been in any of the following kinds of courses or programs in high

school?
D. English as a Second Language program
E. Advanced placement program

J. A program for the gifted and talented

Responses are coded on the NELS:88 CD-ROM data file as 1, for reported participation, and 2, for
reported nonparticipation, but for the present analyses, nonparticipation was recoded as 0.

Analysis of correspondence between these items is problematic on several accounts. First of
all, the items asking about enrollment in advanced courses are very dissimilar, and therefore do not
necessarily indicate comparable academic programs aeagigof the two years: for purposes of the
present analysis, a student’s affirmative response to any of the four items in question 66 was
considered a “yes” and compared to students’ high school enrollment in an advacesdept
program (item 13E). Second, the base year questionnaire asks students about their enrollment in
special programs during the school year when the survey was administered. The second follow-up
guestionnaire, however, asks students to report their participation in special programs during any of
their high school years. Finally, there may be real changes in participation, and the extent to which
the instability follows from real change versus poor measurement is not clear.

As with many of the other items in this chapter, this item, reported accurately, should change
over time. As students make their way through high school, they encounter additional opportunities
to enter a special program. Also, students need only to enroll in such a program during one year of
high school to respond affirmatively to these items at the second follow-up; therefore, it would be
expected that more students would respond affirmatively to the second follow-up items than to the
similar base year items. Similarly, students enrolled in an English as a second language program
during the base year may no longer require the services of such a program in subsequent years. (Also,
it seems likely that, for the most part, students not enrolled in an ESL program during the base year
will not be enrolled in such a program during high school.) Nevertheless, whether events are
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changing or there is error in measurement, lack of convergence of responses calls for different
interpretations of the measures if taken at different times.

Looking at Table 5.14A, there appears to be little convergence for reports of English as a
second language instruction, but there is substantial stability concerning participation in a gifted and
talented program. The high frequency of positive responses to the item about AP courses is curious,
since about 7 percent of students nationally participate in such courses. In NELS:88, however, 41
percent of students in the second follow-up reported participation in AP courses (the weighted
percentage was 37 percent). It is possible that some students did not understand the question,
perhaps responding positively if they had been placed in any higher-level class, such as algebra.
Clearly, researchers should be cautious in their use of this item.

Table 5.14A— Comparison of second follow-up and base year student responses to items about special educational

programs
Number of Polychoric  Percent Mean Base Year Mean Second  2nd Follw-up - Base
Response Pairs Correlation  Match Response  Follow-up Response Year Difference
English as a 2nd language 632 0.23 90.7 .04 .06 0.02
Advanced placement ;1 0.41 62.2 .54 41 -0.13
Gifted and talented 13,859 0.64 80.7 21 .19 -0.02

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Table 5.14B presents nonresponse statistics for these items. With the exception of the ESL
items, nonresponse remained below 5 percent, leaving little opportunity for nonresponse bias. The
ESL item had 5.6 percent nonresponse in the base year. Among these nonrespondents were a
disproportionate number who later reported participation (in the second follow=8®({]. Base
year nonrespondents to the other two items were less likely to have reported participation advanced
placementt=-4.97] or a gifted and talented program-{3.77] at the second follow-up than were
base year respondents.

Table 5.14B— Comparison of second follow-up and base year student nonresponse rates to items about special
educational programs

Percent Base Year Base Year Percent 2nd Follow-up 2nd Follow-up
Omissions Omission Bias Omissions Omission Bias
English as a 2nd language 5.6 0.04 4.1 0.03
Advanced placement 4.0 -0.11 3.4 -0.04
Gifted and talented 4.4 -0.06 3.7 -0.03

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Table 5.14C reports the convergence statistics for various subgroups. Hig=3R3,
4.96] and eighth grade reading score studéni®[5, 16.0] provided more consistent responses than
other students to the accelerated course/advanced placement and gifted and talented items. On the
other hand, low SES students provided more consistent responses to the ESL items. Generally,
higher polychoric correlations were obtained for subpopulations more likely to participate in the
program. Similarly, the decline from participation ancelerated courses in the base year to
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participation in advanced placement in high school was primarily among lowtSES709] and low
eighth grade reading studertts42.80]. These students, along with males, were also more likely to
omit the item about advanced placement at the second follow38y2[ 4.4, 8.4].

Table 5.14C— Response characteristics on items about special educational programs, for population subgroups

8th Grade
SES Sex Reading
Low  High Male Female Low High
Polychoric Correlations
English as a 2nd language 0.25 0.15 0.23 0.23 0.16 0.17
Advanced placement 0.35 0.46 0.40 0.42 0.27 0.46
Gifted and talented 0.60 0.65 0.59 0.68 0.46 0.65
Average Differences
English as a 2nd language 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.01
Advanced placement -0.21 -0.05 -0.15 -0.11 -0.26 -0.03
Gifted and talented -0.03 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.03 -0.01
Pct. 2nd Follow-up Nonresponse
English as a 2nd language 4.0 4.0 4.9 3.4 4.9 3.4
Advanced placement 3.8 2.8 4.1 2.8 4.7 2.2
Gifted and talented 3.8 3.4 4.5 3.1 4.9 2.7

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Participation in advanced placement and gifted and talented programs is positively related to
educational outcomes, and participation in an ESL program is negatively related to five or six of the
outcomes. Table 5.14D reveals only one difference in the significance of the associations of program
participation with educational outcomes that depends on the year of report. That exception is that
reporting participation in an ESL program is not related to educational expectations at the base year
but is at the second follow-up. This result makes sense, as students participating in ESL in the eighth
grade may not have felt limited in their educational expectations, while twelfth grade ESL participants
may have felt more limited.

Table 5.14D— Statistically significant associations of base year and second follow-up student responses about
special educational programs with selected NELS:88 outcomes

12th Educ.  Occu- Course Grade  Locus Self-  Enroll-
Grade Aspr.&  pation Diffi- Point of Con- ment
Math Expect Expect culty Avg. Control  cept Status
English as a 2nd language - S- - - - - . .
Advanced placement + + + + + + + +
Gifted and talented + + + + + + + +
Note: “+” and “-" refer to the direction of relation, B and S indicate that the relation is signiicerfor data from that source (base year
or second follow-up), and “. .” indicates that no significant relation was found.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.
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Homework

There can be no question that doing homework increases the impact of schooling on a
student’s achievement, but in modeling educational development, can one characterize a student as
a homework completer, or is doing homework a characteristic that varies from course to course and
year to year? Students were asked on both the base year and second follow-up questionnaires about
the frequency with which they complete their homework and about the amount of time they spend
working on homework each week. The items weérdlas on the two questionnaires. On the base
year questionnaire, students were asked:

Base Year
78. How often do you come to class and find yourself WITHOUT these things?

C. Your homework done (when assigned)
79. In the following subjects, about how much time do you spend on homework
EACH WEEK?
A. Mathematics homework
B. Science homework
C. English homework
D. Social studies homework

Second Follow up
24. How often do you come to class WITHOUT these things?

C. Your homework done

25. In the following subjects and overall, about how much time do you spend on
homework EACH WEEK, both in and out of school?

Time spent on mathematics homework each week
Time spent on science homework each week
Time spent on English homework each week
Time spent on history/social studies each week

ocow»

The item about attending class without homework completed was scored from 1 to 4 for
usually, often, seldom, and never. The questions about time on homework each week had different
response options for base year and second follow-up, but they were collapsed to the same six
categories for these analyses, scored 0 to 5: none, less than 1 hour, 1 to 3 hours, 4 to 6 hours, 7 to
9 hours, and 10 or more hours. Students who reported an additional category, “not taking ... ,” were
omitted from the analysis for that type of course.
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It seems reasonable to expect that, in general, students who reported during the base year that
they were regularly well-prepared for class (i.e., came to class with their homework completed) and
that they spent a fair amount of time on their homework would continue to report these types of
habits during the second follow-up. However, it is also reasonable to expect changes over time on
these items, and in particular on the items asking about time spent completing homework. Students
may simply report that they spend more time on homework during the second follow-up because they
are asked to do more homework as high school students than they were asked to do in the eighth
grade.

Table 5.15A presents statistics about the correspondence between student reports at these two
time points. These figures reveal little convergence between eighth grade reports and twelfth grade
reports. Not only did the amount of time spent on homework increase substantially from base year
to second follow-uptE18.6, 30.4, 45.4, 22.6], but there was little communality between which
students spent a great deal of time on homework at eighth grade and which spent a great deal of time
at twelfth grade, as indicated by the range of polychoric correlations from .18 to .23. This lack of
convergence was also apparent for the frequency with which students reported attending class
without homework completed: the polychoric correlation was only .27. Also to be noted in Table
5.16A is that although time spent on homework increased, the average response to the item about
having completed homework before class declined from eighth grade to twelfth gradl@3],
possibly because teachers’ expectations for homework increased over the period.

Table 5.15A— Comparison of second follow-up and base year student responses to items about homework

Number of  Polychoric  Percent Mean BaseYear Mean Second 2nd Follow-up - Base

Response Pairs Correlation Match Response  Follow-up Response  Year Difference
Homework completed 13,923 0.27 49.5 3.06 3.02 -0.04
Homework time for math 9,623 0.23 32.0 1.63 1.90 0.27
Homework time for science 8,033 0.20 32.3 1.33 1.80 0.47
Homework time for English 14,057 0.22 31.6 1.42 1.94 0.52
Homework time for history 10,358 0.18 33.7 1.42 1.71 0.30

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Again, it is hard to know what to make of the instability of this measure. Students’ homework
habits probably change as they progress through school. However, it is difficult to believe that the
students who do the most mathematics homework in the eighth grade are not heavily represented
among those who do the most homework in their senior year (among those taking mathematics or
science). Cohen et al. (1996) reviewed the néfiabf the homework measures and concluded that
most of the variance in this item did not reflect actual time spent doing homework.

As shown in Table 5.15B, about 5 percent of students omitted these items, with the exception
that only 2 percent of twelfth graders omitted the item about attending class without completing
homework. Generally, students who omitted the items tended to respond at the other survey point
in time indicating fewer homework hours than other studéritsage year math)=2.83,t(second
follow-up)=-4.10,-3.44,-2.80,-2.16].
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Table 5.15B— Comparison of second follow-up and base year student nonresponse rates to items about homework

Percent Base Year Base Year Percent 2nd Follow-up  2nd Follow-up
Omissions Omission Bias Omissions Omission Bias
Homework completed 55 -0.05 21 -0.08
Homework time for math 4.3 -0.19 45 -0.18
Homework time for science 4.5 -0.10 5.3 -0.15
Homework time for English 4.8 -0.06 4.2 -0.10
Homework time for history 4.8 -0.03 5.1 -0.08

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Increases in amount of time spent on homework were also greatest for high SES students
[t=3.79, 6.89, 5.95, 2.80], for female studemts8[31, 4.11, 7.76, 2.38], and in science and English,
for students with high eighth grade reading scores.11, 6.42]. Therefore, the finding that the
decline in homework completion between eighth and twelfth grades was limited to high SES students
[t=-7.74] and students with high eighth grade reading scéred(.47] suggests that greater
demands for homework are being made on these groups. Finally, most of the students who omitted
the items on hours spent on homework each week at the second follow-up had low eighth grade
reading scoreg’s ranged from 13.1 to 13.7], were from low SES househb&lsanged from 8.0
to 9.0], and were malé’§ ranged from 4.2 to 5.8].

Table 5.15C— Response characteristics on items about homework, for population subgroups

8th Grade
SES Sex Reading
Low  High Male Female Low High

Polychoric Correlations

Homework completed 0.24 0.30 0.23 0.29 0.23 0.31

Homework time for math 0.24 0.21 0.19 0.26 0.17 0.24

Homework time for science 0.21 0.20 0.17 0.22 0.17 0.20

Homework time for English 0.17 0.24 0.21 0.22 0.15 0.23

Homework time for history 0.15 0.19 0.17 0.18 0.15 0.19
Average Differences

Homework completed 0.04 -0.10 -0.05 -0.02 0.07 -0.11

Homework time for math 0.19 0.31 0.15 0.39 0.26 0.28

Homework time for science 0.32 0.55 0.41 0.54 0.37 0.54

Homework time for English 0.43 0.58 0.43 0.60 0.43 0.58

Homework time for history 0.24 0.32 0.27 0.33 0.29 0.30
Pct. 2nd Follow-up Nonresponse

Homework completed 2.0 2.0 2.6 15 2.8 15

Homework time for math 6.2 2.7 5.4 3.6 7.9 2.2

Homework time for science 7.7 3.2 6.7 3.8 9.7 2.6

Homework time for English 5.6 2.6 51 3.3 6.7 2.2

Homework time for history 7.2 3.1 6.1 4.1 8.4 2.6

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.
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As illustrated in Table 5.15D, the items asking about students’ habits of coming to class with
their homework complete is significantly associated, for both base year and second follow-up reports,
with the key outcome measures: students who come to class relatively often without having
completed their homework exhibit lower scores on the outcome measures than do students who come
to class with their completed homework. In this sense, the base year and second follow-up items are
in agreement.

The four measures of time spent on homework, however, are not as consistently associated
with the key outcomes for the two points in time. The amounts of time students report spending on
math homework and English homework are consistently associated with the key outcomes (only one
outcome measure—student’s self-concept—is significantly associated with time spent on math and
English homework at second follow-up but not at the base year). For time spent on science
homework, however, there is a significant association between students’ second follow-up reports
and all of the key outcomes, but only one significant association between base year reports and an
outcome (the locus of control measure). On the other hand, time spent on social studies and history
homework in eighth grade is associated with high school grade point average, curricular difficulty,
and twelfth grade math scores, but time spent in twelfth grade is not.

Clearly, the meanings of responses to the homework items are complex, and research to assess
the impact of homework on differential educational attainment must take into account the specific
courses the students are taking and teachers’ indications of homework loads, as well as tendencies
of students to over- or under-state their homework.

Table 5.15D— Statistically significant associations of base year and second follow-up student responses about
homework with selected NELS:88 outcomes

12th Educ. Occu- Course Grade Locus Self- Enroll-

Grade Aspr.& pation  Diffi- Point of Con- ment

Math Expect Expect culty Avg. Control  cept Status
Homework completed + + + + + + + +
Homework time for math + + + + + + S+ +
Homework time for science S+ S+ S+ S+ S+ + S+ S+
Homework time for English + + + + + + S+
Homework time for hist@y + + B+ B+ + .
Note: “+” and “-" refer to the direction of relation, B and S indicate that the relation is signiicerfor data from that source (base year
or second follow-up), and “. .” indicates that no significant relation was found.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Cutting Classes
Students were asked about the frequency with which they cut class on both the base year and

second follow-up surveys. The two items were similar but not identical. On the base year survey,
students were asked:
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Base Year
76. How often do you cut or skip classes?

Second Follow-up

9. How many times did the following things happen to you in the first semester or
term of the current school year?

B. | cut or skipped classes.

On the base year survey, students could respond “never/almost never”, “less than once a
week”, “at least once a week”, and “daily’. On the second follow-up survey, students were asked
to report the number of times during the semester they had cut class: never, 1-2 times, 3-6 times, 7-9
times, 10-15 times, and over 15 times. For this analysis, the correspondence of students’ base year
and second follow-up reports was examined for those students who said that they “never” cut class
and for those students who reported any other frequency of cutting class.

Table 5.16A presents statistics about the correspondence between base year and second
follow-up reports about whether students cut or skipped classes. As with many of the other items
in this chapter, the meaning of stability or indtigtover time is not clear cut. We would expect that
students who cut classes in the eighth grade would be more likely than others to skip school in their
senior year, but we cannot spea@fyriori how much more likely we would expect them to be.

Table 5.16A— Comparison of second follow-up and base year student responses to items about cutting class

Number of Polychoric  Percent Mean Base Year Mean Second 2nd Follow-up - Base Year
Response Pairs Correlation  Match Response Follow-up Response Difference
Cut class 15,484 0.37 72.9 0.08 0.28 0.20

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Table 5.16A reveals a polychoric correlation of about 0.37, with about 73 percent of students
providing the same report in the base year and second follow-up. Students were much more likely
to report skipping class at the second follow4#®1.5] than in the base year.

Nonresponse does not pose a significant problem for this item, with overall nonresponse at
4 percent for the base year and 2 percent for the second follow-up. However, those who omitted the
item at second follow-up were more likely to have reported skipping class in the eighth grade than
were second follow-up respondents3d.59]. The second follow-up omission bias of .06 indicates
that 13.3 percent of nonrespondents had indicated earlier that they had cut class frequently, compared
to 7.8 percent of respondents. This is a case in which the differences in distribution between base
year and second follow-up are so large that the measurement of omission bias based on the other year
underestimates the likely bias.
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Table 5.16B— Comparison of second follow-up and base year student nonresponse rates to items about cutting

class
Percent Base Year Base Year Percent 2nd Follow-up  2nd Follow-up
Omissions Omission Bias Omissions Omission Bias
Cut class 4.1 0.02 2.1 0.06

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Table 5.16C, which reports the correspondence statistics separately for subgroups, reveals
only minor cross-group differences in the correspondence of reports over time. Convergence is
slightly higher for female students-8.13], but the polychoric correlations were all in the low range.
Reports of frequency of cutting class appear to be similarly distributed across subpopulations in
eighth grade and twelfth grade.

Table 5.16C— Response characteristics on items about cutting class, for population subgroups

8th Grade
SES Sex Reading
Low  High Male Female Low High
Polychoric Correlations
Cut class 0.38 0.35 0.34 0.39 0.36 0.36
Average Differences
Cut class 0.20 0.19 0.21 0.18 0.21 0.19
Pct. 2nd Follow-up Nonresponse
Cut class 2.3 1.8 2.5 1.7 2.8 14

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Table 5.16D reveals no difference between the associations with students’ base year and
second follow-up reports of their class cutting habits and the key outcomes: for student reports at
both points in time, there is a positive and significant association between reporting that one “almost
never” cuts class and the outcome measures. Overall, although convergence is not high, both eighth
and twelfth grade responses concerning cutting class have similar relations to other variables,
including both subpopulation indicators and outcomes.

Table 5.16D— Statistically significant associations of base year and second follow-up student responses about
cutting class with selected NELS:88 outcomes

12th  Educ. Occu- Course Grade Locus Self- Enroll-
Grade Aspr.& pation Diffi- Point of Con- ment
Math Expect Expect culty Avg. Control cept Status
Cut class - - - - - - - -

Note: “+” and “-" refer to the direction of relation, B and S indicate that the relation is signiicerfor data from that source (base year

or second follow-up), and “. .” indicates that no significant relation was found.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.
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Students’ Preparedness for Class

Students were asked to report how often they come to class unprepared. The questions were
similar on the base year and second follow-up questionnaires.

Base Year
78. How often do you come to class and find yourself WITHOUT these things?

A. Pencil or paper (when needed)
B. Books (when needed)

Second follow-up
24.  How often do you come to class WITHOUT these things?

A. Pencil or paper
B. Books?

(Note that these items were asked in conjunction with the items about homework completion,
examined in an earlier section.) Students responded to these items on a four-point scale, ranging from
(1) usually, (2) often, (3) seldom, and (4) never.

Table 5.17A reports the correspondence between base year and second follow-up reports
about the two items about preparedness for class. As with many of the other items examined in this
chapter, these items might reasonably be expected to change over time. In the aggregate, students
report attending class without a pencil or paper less frequently at the time of the second follow-up
than in the base year=§0.5]. This is not the case for attending class without books: the average
responses in both the base year and second follow-up indicate that students almost never attended
class without books. The low polychoric correlation for the item about books (0.22) suggests that
this item may be more related to particular course requirements than habits of individual students.

Table 5.17A— Comparison of second follow-up and base year student responses to items about preparing for class

Number of PolychoridVi¢zerdese Year Mean Second 2nd Follow-up - Base

Response Pairs Correlation Match Responsdrollow-up Response Year Difference
Never attend w/out pencil/paper Q80 0.35 45.4 3.03 3.37 0.34
Never attend w/out book 13,912 0.22 51.4 3.40 3.40 0.00

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Base year nonresponse to these items was slightly greater than second-follow-up nonresponse
[t=-12.00-16.01] (see Table 5.17B). Even in the base year, nonresponse was just over 5 percent
overall. Examination of the omission bias statistics reveals no likely substantial bias from
nonresponse.
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Table 5.17B— Comparison of second follow-up and base year student nonresponse rates to items about preparing

for class
Percent Base Year  Base Year Percent 2nd Follow-up  2nd Follow-up
Omissions Omission Bias Omissions Omission Bias
Never attend w/out pencil/paper 4.4 -0.08 20 0.02
Never attend w/out book 5.6 -0.06 2.1 -0.12

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Table 5.17C presents the correspondence statistics separately for various subgroups. This
table reveals a few cross-group differences. Although still low, the polychoric correlations for reports
of attending class without paper and pencil were somewhat higher for high SES ste&et®$ §nd
students with high eighth grade reading scorre4.83]. The decrease that occurred between eighth
and twelfth grades in reporting attending class without paper and pencils was much more pronounced
for female students than for male studett3 [67]. Finally, there were set=B.9, 4.3] and reading
level [t=5.1, 5.5] differences in the tendency to omit these items at the second follow-up.

Table 5.17C— Response characteristics on items about preparing for class, for population subgroups

8th Grade
SES Sex Reading
Low  High Male Female Low High
Polychoric Correlations
Never attend w/out pencil/paper 0.31 0.39 0.34 0.32 0.31 0.38
Never attend w/out book 0.24 0.23 0.21 0.23 0.21 0.24
Average Differences
Never attend w/out pencil/paper 0.33 0.35 0.27 0.40 0.36 0.33
Never attend w/out book 0.00 0.00 -0.02 0.03 0.03 -0.01
Pct. 2nd Follow-up Nonresponse
Never attend w/out pencil/paper 1.9 1.9 25 1.6 2.7 15
Never attend w/out book 2.0 1.9 2.6 1.6 2.8 1.5

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Table 5.17D illustrates that, for the most part, student reports on the two class preparedness
items are consistently associated with key outcomes across the two points in time. A few differences
appear, however. For example, students’ propensity to come to class during the base year period
with pencil and paper is not significantly associated with their math score on the second follow-up,
while their second follow-up preparedness on this item is. On the other hand, the base year
preparedness item is associated with students’ occupational expectations, curricular difficulty, and
enroliment status while the second follow-up item is not. It is unclear why this would be the case.
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Table 5.17D— Statistically significant associations of base year and second follow-up student responses about
preparing for class with selected NELS:88 outcomes

12th  Educ. Occu- Course Grade Locus Self- Enroll-
Grade Aspr.& pation Diffi- Point of Con- ment
Math Expect Expect culty Avg. Control cept Status

Never attend w/out pencil/paper S+ + + + + + + B+
Never attend w/out book . + B+ B+ + + + B+

Note: “+” and “-" refer to the direction of relation, B and S indicate that the relation is signiicerfor data from that source (base year
or second follow-up), and “. .” indicates that no significant relation was found.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Participation in Extracurricular Activities

Students were asked about their participation in extracurricular activities on both the base year
and second follow-up questionnaires. Many of the items were very similar on the two surveys.

Base Year

82. Have you or will you have participated in any of the following school activities
during the current school year, either as a member, or as an officer (for example,
vice-president, coordinator, team captain)?

Intramural sports (playing against teams from your own school)
School varsity sports (playing against teams from other schools)
Cheerleading

Drama club

Student council

Academic Honors Society

Vocational education club

COmZOWO

Second Follow up

30A. Please circle one response for EACH type of interscholastic sport/activity in which
you have participated THIS SCHOOEAR. (INTERSCHOLASTIC means your
school’'s team competes with othehaols’ teams.) Circle the highest number that
applies on each line.

A. A team sport (baseball, basketball, football, soccer, hockey, etc.)
C. Cheerleading, pompon, drill team

30B. Please mark one for each activity in which you have participated THIS SCHOOL
YEAR. Circle the highest number that applies on each line.

J. An intramural team sport (baseball, basketball, football, soccer, hockey, etc.)
B. Drama club, school play or musical
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C. Student government

D. National Honor Society, other academic honor society

l. Future Teachers of America, Future Homemakers of America, Future
Farmers of America or other vocational education or professional clubs

On both questionnaires, students were asked to identify if they (1) participated,
(2) participated as an officer, captain, etc., or (3) did not participate. For the present analysis, these
were scored on a 0-to-2 scale: (not participate, participate, lead).

Again, as with most of the topics considered in this section, one might expect students’
participation in extracurricular activities to change over time, especially between the eighth and
twelith grades, and especially when they move from junior high school to high school where, in many
cases, more activities will be available to them. i#tabf student reports on these items may better
reflect students’ continued interest or lack of interest in particular types of activities than it reflects
the reliability or unreliability of students’ reports on these items. (In some cases it may also reflect
the unavailability of certain extracurricular activities. However, as only the second follow-up
guestionnaire allowed students to respond that their school did not offer a particular activity, this
factor was not incorporated into the analysis.)

Table 5.18A presents the correspondence statistics for these items. A couple of items stand
out here. First, participation in cheerleading has a high polychoric correlation relative to the other
items—0.53. Second, students’ participation in almost all of the activities under consideration, with
the exception of sports, increased between the base year and the second falte@2uf2] -17.12,

14.79, 22.55, 10.19, 16.15, 38.18, respectively]. Again, this may result from the availability of
activities at the high school level that were not available at the junior high school level.

Table 5.18A— Comparison of second follow-up and base year student responses to items about extracurricular

activities
Number of Polychoric  Percent  Mean Earlier Mean Second  2nd Follow-up - Earlier
Response Pairs  Correlation Match Response  Follow-up Response Difference

Intramural sports 11,740 0.25 55.6 0.47 0.31 -0.15
Interscholastic sports 12,719 0.46 55.1 0.55 0.44 -0.11
Cheerleading 11,903 0.53 84.6 0.12 0.23 0.11

Drama 12,414 0.27 79.3 0.09 0.20 0.11
Government 12,262 0.34 77.0 0.17 0.23 0.06

Honor society 1364 0.42 75.9 0.16 0.25 0.08

Career clubs 11,192 0.14 78.2 0.04 0.26 0.21

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Table 5.18B reports nonresponse rates and statistics for these items. Overall nonresponse
rates on these items were similar at the two time points; nonresponse ranged from 7.4 percent to 9.2
percent on the base year items and from 6.9 to 9.4 percent on the second follow-up items, levels that
are somewhat higher than for other items concerning school-related behavior. Nonresponse on the
base year item on participation in academic honor societies seems to introduce significant bias
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[t=-5.94] in that those who omitted the item tended to report not participating at the time of the
second follow-up.

Table 5.18B— Comparison of second follow-up and base year student nonresponse rates to items about
extracurricular activities

Percent Base Year Base Year Percent 2nd Follow-up ~ 2nd Follow-up

Omissions Omission Bias Omissions Omission Bias
Intramural sports 8.1 0.02 7.5 -0.00
Interscholastic sports 7.4 -0.02 7.4 0.00
Cheerleading 8.4 -0.03 9.4 -0.02
Drama 8.8 -0.03 6.9 0.03
Government 9.2 -0.03 7.2 -0.01
Honor society 9.0 -0.09 7.3 -0.01
Career clubs 9.2 0.01 7.7 0.02

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Table 5.18C— Response characteristics on items about extracurricular activities, for population subgroups

8th Grade
SES Sex Reading
Low  High Male Female Low High
Polychoric Correlations
Intramural sports 0.27 0.24 0.18 0.29 0.28 0.23
Interscholastic sports 0.44 0.46 0.44 0.44 0.45 0.46
Cheerleading 0.49 0.57 0.31 0.46 0.49 0.56
Drama 0.25 0.28 0.26 0.27 0.23 0.28
Government 0.33 0.34 0.33 0.33 0.25 0.36
Honor society 0.43 0.39 0.44 0.40 0.35 0.38
Career clubs 0.17 0.11 0.16 0.15 0.13 0.11
Average Differences
Intramural sports -0.14 -0.17 -0.09 -0.21 -0.12 -0.18
Interscholastic sports -0.13 -0.10 -0.04 -0.18 -0.12 -0.12
Cheerleading 0.08 0.13 -0.02 0.19 0.07 0.14
Drama 0.08 0.14 0.11 0.11 0.05 0.15
Government 0.03 0.09 0.05 0.07 0.01 0.10
Honor society 0.04 0.14 0.04 0.12 -0.01 0.15
Career clubs 0.27 0.16 0.16 0.27 0.25 0.19
Pct. 2nd Follow-up Nonresponse
Intramural sports 6.4 7.1 8.4 6.6 8.9 6.3
Interscholastic sports 6.3 7.0 8.1 6.7 8.7 6.3
Cheerleading 7.8 9.3 11.4 7.4 10.9 8.0
Drama 6.1 6.4 7.8 6.0 8.6 55
Government 6.3 6.6 8.0 6.3 8.8 5.8
Honor society 6.4 6.8 8.2 6.4 8.8 6.0
Career clubs 6.5 7.4 8.6 6.7 9.1 6.4

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.
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Table 5.18C presents the correspondence statistics for key subgroups. For the most part, the
polychoric correlations are not appreciably different between subgroups. However, the polychoric
correlation for cheerleading is substantially higher for female students than for male stzrd@n®, [
indicating that for females more than males, participation in cheerleading is likely to be characteristic
of the entire period if at all.

Increases in participation in drama, student government, and honor societies from eighth to
twelfth grade were greater for high SES studetx8.(, 4.3, 9.0] and high eighth grade readers
[t=7.2, 6.8, 6.4]; but increases in participation in career clubs were lower for these ¢ro03, [

-4.7].

Table 5.18D illustrates significant associations between base year and second follow-up
reports of participation in extracurricular activities and key outcome measures. With some
exceptions, such as academic honor societies, base year and second follow-up reports of participation
in particular extracurricular activities are not consistently associated with the same outcome
measures. For example, participation in drama is a positive indicator, but only at the twelfth grade
level; participation in intramural sports in eighth grade, but not in twelfth grade, is a positive indicator
of twelfth grade math scores, grade point average, and locus of control; and participation in career
clubs is associated with lower educational and occupational aspirations, but only when measured at
the second follow-up.

Table 5.18D— Statistically significant associations of base year and second follow-up student responses about
extracurricular activities with selected NELS:88 outcomes

12th Educ. Occu- Course Grade Locus Self- Enroll-
grade aspr.& pation diffi- point of con- ment
math expect expect culty avg. control cept status
Intramural sports B+ + . + B+ B+ + +
Interscholastic sports + + . + + B+ + +
Cheerleading - + S+ S+ + . .
Drama S+ + S+ S+ S+ S+ S+ .
Government + + + + + + + S+
Honor society + + + + + + + +
Career clubs - S S- - - B- . B-
Note: “+” and “-" refer to the direction of relation, B and S indicate that the relation is signiicerfor data from that source (base year
or second follow-up), and “. .” indicates that no significant relation was found.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Summary

A total of 112 pairs of repeated NELS:88 measures, between base year and second follow-up
or between first and second follow-ups, were examined in this chapter. These included 77 pairs of
measures that are related to the teenager’s family, home, and general attitudes and plans, displayed
in Tables 5.1 through 5.10, and 35 pairs that are related to the school(s) attended by the teenager,
displayed in Tables 5.11 through 5.18.
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Convergence.A summary of the results presented in Tables 5.1A through 5.10A is shown
in Table 5.19A and Figure 5.1. A corresponding Table and Figure, Table 5.19B and Figure 5.2,
combine Tables 5.11A through 5.18A. Numbers presented in the figures correspond to the row
numbers shown in Tables 5.19A and 5.19B. Note that the use of “A” and “B” in these table numbers
differs from their use elsewhere in this report: other “B” tables contain information about omissions,
not convergence.

Generally, the polychoric correlations are of modest size, suggesting that the interpretations
of NELS:88 items generally depend on the age level at which they were administered. The most
notable pattern in these data is that the polychoric correlation coefficients, which measure the
convergence of the pairs, are generally higher for pairs that include first and second follow-up
measures. This is to be expected because the interval that separates those pairs is only half the length
of the interval that separates the base year from the second follow-up. One might expect the
difference to be even more striking for the measures relating to schools, because most teenagers
attend the same school in tenth and twelith grades, while nearly all change schools between eighth
and twelfth grades. However, the median polychoric correlations do not reflect this interaction.
Compared to second follow-up measures, the median polychoric correlations are .45 and .39 for first
follow-up measures related to home and school, respectively, and .32 and .26 for base year measures
related to home and school, respectively.

Not all of the polychoric correlations were modest. Teenagers responded nearly identically
at base year and second follow-up to the question about whether English was their native language;
and they were fairly stable in indicating whether the curriculum they were engaged in was intended
to prepare them for college and whether they planned to go to college. Their indications of religiosity
were also much more stable than the other measures examined, whether asked as a self-perception
or as an explicit behavioral indicator (frequency of attendance). While reported attendance at services
dropped off, the correlation between years was high.

For these analyses, all measures were rescaled, if necessary, to a small number of discrete
response categories. On that scale, a mean increase or decrease of 1.0 would indicate a large shift
between the earlier and later response distribution. Most of the changes in mean values were much
less than one half unit on the measure’s response scale, but as shown in Figures 5.1 and 5.2, several
were on the order of .5 or -.5. Most notable were reports of decreases in discussions about school
with parents, in television watching, and in attending religious services and of increases in time spent
on homework and remembering to bring pencil and paper to class. Whether these changes in reports
reflect real changes in behavior or merely different interpretations of the same behavior by teenagers
cannot be determined directly from these data. In either case, interpretations of the reported
frequencies of these behaviors should take into account the age at which the reports were made.
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Figure 5.1—Joint distribution of polychoric correlations and mean differences for second
follow-up and earlier student responses to personal and family background items
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Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study,
1988 (NELS:88) Base Year, First Follow-up, and@ecFollow-up Student Surveys.
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Figure 5.2—Joint distribution of polychoric correlations and mean differences for second
follow-up and earlier student responses to school-related items
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Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study,
1988 (NELS:88) Base Year, First Follow-up, and@ecFollow-up Student Surveys.
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Table 5.19A—

family attitudes and behaviors

Comparison of second follow-up and earlier student responses to items about personal and

Number of Polychoric  Percent  Mean Earlier Mean Second  2nd Follow-up - Earlier

Response Pairs  Correlation Match Response  Follow-up Response Difference
Base Year
1. Weekday TV hours 13,233 0.42 29.2 3.00 2.54 -0.46
2. Weekend TV hours 12,896 0.37 29.8 3.51 3.05 -0.46
3. English is native language 16,317 0.95 95.0 0.88 0.90 0.01
4. Understand English 1,281 0.54 75.9 3.70 3.84 0.14
5. Speak English 1,280 0.58 70.5 3.60 3.77 0.16
6. Read English 1,280 0.64 72.9 3.61 3.76 0.15
7. Write English 1,279 0.62 70.3 3.58 3.70 0.11
8. Received special help 1,212 0.19 69.2 0.30 0.08 -0.21
9. Do what is expected 13,201 0.30 76.3 0.80 0.87 0.07
10. Aware of parental reasons 13,108 0.25 66.3 0.73 0.74 0.01
11. Parents solve problems 13,083 0.31 73.5 0.21 0.19 -0.02
Parent discussion:
12. Courses 12,964 0.25 41.7 231 1.90 -0.41
13. School events 12,971 0.32 39.0 2.55 2.01 -0.54
14. Class topics 12,937 0.33 40.3 2.47 1.99 -0.47
15. Feel good about self 14,856 0.41 58.1 3.27 3.33 0.06
16. In control 14,789 0.23 44.0 3.10 3.01 -0.09
17. Work better than luck 14,730 0.29 50.2 3.30 3.21 -0.09
18. Person of worth 14,562 0.27 54.0 3.33 3.34 0.02
19. Do as well as others 14,631 0.30 54.4 3.31 3.33 0.02
20. Efforts not disrupted 14,710 0.30 49.4 2.86 2.89 0.03
21. Plans work out 14,679 0.31 48.7 3.06 2.99 -0.07
22. Satisfied with self 14,633 0.31 51.9 3.22 3.20 -0.01
23. Don't feel useless 14,621 0.30 42.8 2.55 2.67 0.12
24. Don't think no good at all 14,586 0.32 41.1 2.77 2.88 0.12
25. Can make plans work 14,633 0.25 52.2 2.98 3.00 0.02
26. Proud 14,621 0.29 48.5 3.30 3.18 -0.11
27. Unimportance of luck 14,687 0.36 42.7 2.76 2.95 0.19
28. Educational self-expectation 14,891 0.57 43.3 4.68 4.69 0.01
29. Educ.: Father’s aspirations 11,194 0.47 47.6 4.96 4.90 -0.05
30. Educ.: Mother’s aspirations 12,290 0.43 46.9 4.96 491 -0.05
31. Occupational expectation 9,346 0.35 27.3 3.60 3.42 -0.18
32. Graduate high school 14,724 0.46 75.3 4.81 4.63 -0.18
First Follow-up
33. Religious person 13,625 0.71 68.9 1.83 1.82 -0.02
34. Attending services 13,612 0.71 46.9 3.53 3.22 -0.31
Parent discussions:
35. Courses 12,199 0.43 56.6 2.06 1.90 -0.16
36. School events 12,169 0.46 54.5 2.10 2.02 -0.08
37. Class topics 12,142 0.48 58.6 2.05 2.00 -0.04
38. Grades 12,111 0.40 57.7 2.44 2.33 -0.11
39. Feel good about self 14,321 0.52 62.4 3.24 3.33 0.08
40. In control 14,203 0.31 49.2 3.00 3.01 0.01
41. Work better than luck 14,162 0.39 56.4 3.20 3.21 0.01
42. Person of worth 14,109 0.41 60.0 3.25 3.34 0.09
43. Do as well as others 14,081 0.42 60.3 3.24 3.34 0.09
44. Efforts not disrupted 14,151 0.41 54.9 2.87 2.90 0.03
45. Plans work out 14,067 0.40 54.7 2.97 3.00 0.03
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Table 5.19A— Comparison of second follow-up and earlier student responses to items about personal and
family attitudes and behaviors—Continued

Number of Polychoric  Percent  Mean Earlier Mean Second  2nd Follow-up - Earlier
Response Pairs  Correlation Match Response  Follow-up Response Difference

46. Satisfied with self 14,095 0.44 56.6 3.11 3.21 0.10
47. Don't feel useless 14,071 0.45 51.0 2.58 2.67 0.09
48. Don't think no good at all 14,041 0.48 49.3 2.79 2.88 0.09
49. Can make plans work 14,050 0.35 57.8 291 3.00 0.09
50. Proud 14,026 0.41 54.8 3.14 3.19 0.05
51. Unimportance of luck 14,036 0.45 51.4 291 2.96 0.05
52. Occupational expectation 10,192 0.48 39.7 4.30 4.30 0.01
53. Graduate high school 14,208 0.66 75.7 4.66 4.66 0.00
54. Go to college 14,159 0.72 58.8 411 4.25 0.13
55. Have well paying job 14,123 0.50 51.2 4.15 4.14 -0.01
56. Own a home 14,147 0.51 50.2 411 4.09 -0.02
57. Enjoy job 14,124 0.45 51.2 4.22 4.28 0.06
58. Happy family life 14,112 0.45 51.2 4.19 421 0.02
59. Healthy 14,091 0.45 49.6 412 4.10 -0.01
60. Live where want to 14,107 0.39 41.1 3.84 3.76 -0.08
61. Respected in community 14,060 0.44 48.7 3.98 3.96 -0.01
62. Have friends can counton 14,072 0.42 51.0 4.26 421 -0.05
63. Better life than parents 13,993 0.45 46.8 3.81 3.83 0.02
64. Child has better life 13,984 0.45 46.4 3.88 3.90 0.03
65. Success in work 16,140 0.39 80.7 2.83 2.87 0.04
66. Marrying the right person 16,146 0.50 73.4 2.71 2.76 0.04
67. Having lots of money 16,133 0.55 62.0 2.37 2.28 -0.09
68. Strong friendships 16,121 0.46 75.9 2.79 2.78 -0.01
69. Steady work 16,104 0.36 79.9 2.82 2.88 0.05
70. Helping the community 16,094 0.45 60.3 2.23 2.26 0.03
71. Child having better future 16,082 0.48 71.3 2.69 271 0.02
72. Living close to parents 16,076 0.46 54.6 2.03 1.90 -0.13
73. Getting away from area 16,083 0.43 51.1 1.67 1.78 0.11
74. Correcting inequalities 16,045 0.36 51.0 1.89 1.93 0.05
75. Having children 16,093 0.56 57.6 2.27 2.28 0.01
76. Having leisure time 16,089 0.36 63.6 2.64 2.62 -0.02
77. Getting away from parents 16,097 0.44 53.6 1.72 1.66 -0.06

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and First and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.
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Table 5.19B— Comparison of second follow-up and earlier student responses to items about school events

Number of Polychoric  Percent  Mean Earlier Mean Second 2nd Flw-up - Earlier

Response Pairs  Correlation Match Response  Follow-up Response Difference
versus Base Year
1. School spirit 15,874 0.18 43.4 2.86 2.79 -0.07
2. Discipline is fair 14,385 0.18 49.2 2.74 2.67 -0.07
3. Teaching is good 155 0.28 54.0 2.98 2.98 0.00
4. Teachers are interested 6hH 0.28 49.8 2.92 2.95 0.03
5. Feel safe at school 15,785 0.24 49.5 3.27 3.32 0.05
6. Learning not disrupted 15,804 0.26 42.4 2.67 2.71 0.04
7. Had Something stolen 14,489 0.23 525 0.56 0.35 -0.21
8. Was offered drugs 14,471 0.41 80.4 0.10 0.23 0.13
9. English as a 2nd language 13,632 0.23 90.7 0.04 0.06 0.02
10. Advanced placement 51 0.41 62.2 0.54 0.41 -0.13
11. Gifted and talented 13,859 0.64 80.7 0.21 0.19 -0.02
12. Homework completed 13,923 0.27 49.5 3.06 3.02 -0.04
13. Homework time for math 9,623 0.23 32.0 1.63 1.90 0.27
14. Homework time for science 8,033 0.20 32.3 1.33 1.80 0.47
15. Homework time for English 14,057 0.22 31.6 1.42 1.94 0.52
16. Homework time for history 10,358 0.18 33.7 1.42 1.71 0.30
17. Cut class 15,484 0.37 72.9 0.08 0.28 0.20
18. Never attnd w/out pcil/paper 14,080 0.35 45.4 3.03 3.37 0.34
19. Never attend w/out book 02 0.22 51.4 3.40 3.40 0.00
20. Intramural sports 11,740 0.25 55.6 0.47 0.31 -0.15
21. Interscholastic sports 12,719 0.46 55.1 0.55 0.44 -0.11
22. Cheerleading 11,903 0.53 86.0 0.12 0.11 -0.00
23. Drama 12,414 0.27 79.3 0.09 0.20 0.11
24. Government 12,262 0.34 77.0 0.17 0.23 0.06
25. Honor society 12,364 0.42 75.9 0.16 0.25 0.08
26. Career clubs 11,192 0.14 78.2 0.04 0.26 0.21
versus First Follow-up
27. Vocational track 14,476 0.53 87.4 0.08 0.11 0.03
28. College prep. track 14,476 0.74 76.3 0.39 0.47 0.08
29. General track 14,476 0.50 68.1 0.41 0.35 -0.06
30. School spirit 15,682 0.38 50.1 2.82 2.79 -0.03
31. Discipline is fair 14,348 0.30 53.9 2.70 2.67 -0.03
32. Teaching is good 18 0.44 61.2 2.92 2.98 0.06
33. Teachers are interested 593 0.42 56.1 2.86 2.95 0.09
34. Feel safe at school 15,610 0.39 56.7 3.37 3.33 -0.04
35. Learning not disrupted 15,606 0.36 47.1 2.65 2.72 0.07

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and First and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

Omission RatesThe information on omission rates, shown in Tables 5.20A and 5.20B,
shows a general tendency for more omissions in the first follow-up than in the base year and most
omissions in the second follow-up. This tendency is not due to failure of teenagers to return
follow-up questionnaires, because the analyselnaited to the subset of NELS:88 participants
with nonzero second follow-up panel weights, and therefore to participants who returned a
guestionnaire for each of the surveys.

There are noticeable exceptions to the general pattern, and in interpreting them, readers

should note that for these analyses, noninformative responses, such as “l don’t know,” were
treated as omissions, because that is how they are generally treated by researchers who use
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NELS:88 for substantive educational research. On the other hand, legitimate skips were not
treated as omissions. In some cases with large percentages of legitimate skips (such as items that
assumed the father was home and items that were intended only for non-native English speakers),
omission rates are not directly comparable because they are for different populations.

At the base year, responses to questions about television watching, about parents’
educational aspirations for them and their occupational expectations for the future, and about
extracurricular activities had high nonresponse rates, as did the question for non-native English
speakers on having received special help. These may be due to a combinatiatirgfness to
respond with sensitive information, lack of certainty about the correct response, lack of
understanding of the item, or complex response patterns that may have been unflagged legitimate
skips.

At the first follow-up, a large percentage of respondents did not give a categorizable
expected occupation, most responding with “I don’t know.” On the other hand, omissions were
very few for the item concerning plans for the future. For both first and second follow-ups, fewer
than 2 percent of respondents omitted this item, although more than twice as many omitted items
before and after it in the survey instruments. This item, which has 15 fairly easy judgmental
responses (not important, somewhat important, or very important), is the first item at the top of
the page entitled “lll. YOUR PLANS FOR THE FUTURE,” and as such, it may have attracted
students who otherwise were quite willing to leave items that were difficult for them blank.

At the second follow-up, response rates were generally higher for the items concerning
home, family, and self than for the items about school and schoolwork. There were especially
high omission rates, nearly 20 percent, for items about the relationship between teenager and
parent (e.g., is the student aware of parents’ reasons for rules?) and about teenagers’ knowledge
about what their parents’ educational aspirations are for them, and among non-native English
speakers, for self-estimates of English proficiency.

Generally, in each year, there was a clear tendency to respond to or omit a
multicomponent item as a whole. For example, at the second follow-up, the 3 items concerning
views on parental trust all had omission rates between 19 and 20 percent, the 4 items concerning
discussions with parents all had omission rates between 12 and 13 percent, the 12 items on
chances for success in different areas all had omission rates between 10 and 11 percent, the 13
items on locus of control and self-concept all had omission rates between 9 and 10.2 percent, 6 of
the 7 items on extracurricular activities (excluding cheerleading) all had omission rates between
6.9 and 7.7 percent, and the 13 items on importance of lifetime achievements all had omission
rates between 0.9 and 1.1 percent. Thus, the major hurdle for the teenagers appears to be in
beginning to respond to an item.
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Table 5.20A— Comparison of second follow-up and earlier student nonresponse to items about personal and

family attitudes and behaviors

Percent Earlier

Earlier

Percent 2nd Follow-up

2nd Follow-up

Omissions Omission Bias Omissions Omission Bias

Base Year

Weekday TV hours 9.5 0.38 3.8 -0.09
Weekend TV hours 115 0.19 4.7 -0.12
English is native language 0.6 0.01 0.5 -0.39
Understand English 2.0 -0.44 18.6 -0.13
Speak English 2.1 -0.04 18.6 -0.18
Read English 2.1 -0.26 18.6 -0.16
Write English 2.1 0.00 18.7 -0.19
Received special help 10.9 0.06 18.2 -0.01
Do what is expected 0.9 -0.02 19.2 -0.01
Aware of parental reasons 1.1 -0.05 19.7 -0.02
Parents solve problems 1.3 0.06 19.7 0.04
Parent discussions:

Courses 1.6 -0.10 12.4 -0.09
School events 1.3 -0.11 125 -0.13
Class topics 1.4 -0.06 12.7 -0.09
Feel good about self 0.9 -0.04 9.1 -0.03

In control 1.0 0.12 9.5 0.05
Work better than luck 1.3 -0.23 9.6 -0.12
Person of worth 2.0 0.06 10.0 0.04
Do as well as others 1.6 0.01 9.9 0.02
Efforts not disrupted 1.2 -0.12 9.8 -0.06
Plans work out 1.2 -0.22 10.0 -0.09
Satisfied with self 1.6 0.08 9.9 0.03
Don't feel useless 1.8 0.08 9.8 0.01
Don’t think no good at all 1.6 0.10 10.2 0.02
Can make plans work 1.5 0.02 10.0 0.01
Proud 15 0.15 10.1 0.10
Unimportance of luck 1.2 -0.21 10.0 0.13
Educational self-expectation 0.7 -0.38 3.8 -0.48
Education: Father’s aspiration 15.6 -0.42 17.4 -0.41
Education: Mother’s aspiration 12.4 -0.38 14.6 -0.36
Occupational self-expectation 15.8 0.88 5.4 0.98
Graduate high school 0.9 -0.41 10.0 -0.07
First Follow-up

Religious person 6.9 -0.01 12.5 -0.00

Attending services 6.8 -0.14 12.7 -0.03
Parent discussions

Courses 8.8 -0.04 12.4 -0.06
School events 8.9 -0.10 125 -0.06
Class topics 8.9 -0.09 12.7 -0.05
Grades 8.9 -0.05 12.9 -0.01

167



Table 5.20A— Comparison of second follow-up and earlier student nonresponse to items about personal and
family attitudes and behaviors—Continued

Percent Earlier Earlier Percent 2nd Follow-up  2nd Follow-up
Omissions Omission Bias Omissions Omission Bias

Feel good about self 5.2 0.01 9.1 -0.01
In control 5.6 -0.10 9.5 -0.06
Work better than luck 5.8 -0.09 9.6 -0.06
Person of worth 5.7 -0.08 10.0 -0.01
Do as well as others 6.0 -0.07 9.9 -0.03
Efforts not disrupted 5.7 -0.18 9.8 -0.06
Plans work out 6.0 -0.17 10.0 -0.07
Satisfied with self 6.0 -0.08 9.9 -0.02
Don't feel useless 6.2 0.01 9.8 -0.00
Don't think no good at all 6.1 -0.03 10.2 -0.01
Can make plans work 6.1 -0.01 10.0 -0.01
Proud 6.2 -0.13 10.1 -0.08
Unimportance of luck 6.3 -0.24 10.0 -0.08
Occupational self-expectation 16.2 0.97 5.4 1.58
Graduate high school 5.0 -0.78 10.0 -0.17
Go to college 5.3 -0.87 10.0 -0.27
Have well paying job 5.3 -0.30 10.3 -0.12
Own a home 5.3 -0.28 10.1 -0.09
Enjoy job 5.3 -0.31 10.2 -0.10
Happy family life 54 -0.12 10.2 -0.08
Healthy 5.5 -0.14 10.3 -0.08
Live where want to 55 -0.23 10.2 -0.04
Respected in the community 5.7 -0.19 10.3 -0.05
Have friends can count on 5.6 -0.24 10.3 -0.08
Life better than parents 5.9 -0.13 10.5 -0.05
Child has better life 5.9 0.11 10.7 0.03
Success in work 1.3 -0.16 0.9 -0.11
Marrying the right person 1.3 -0.06 0.9 -0.10
Having lots of money 13 0.05 0.9 -0.05
Strong Friendships 1.4 -0.19 0.9 -0.03
Steady work 1.4 -0.06 1.0 -0.06
Helping the community 1.4 0.00 1.0 -0.07
Child having better future 15 0.07 1.0 -0.02
Living close to parents 1.6 0.12 1.0 -0.04
Getting away from area 15 0.05 1.0 0.08
Correcting inequalities 1.6 0.05 1.1 0.09
Having children 15 -0.14 1.0 -0.05
Having leisure time 15 -0.13 1.0 -0.05
Getting away from parents 1.4 -0.02 1.1 0.06

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and First and Second Follw-up Student Surveys
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Table 5.20B— Comparison of second follow-up and earlier student nonresponses to items about school events
Percent Student Student Percent 2nd Follow-up  2nd Follow-up

Omissions Omission Bias Omissions Omission Bias

versus Base Year
School spirit 2.0 -0.02 1.8 -0.05
Discipline is fair 2.6 -0.05 1.6 -0.05
Teaching is good 2.5 -0.05 2.0 0.00
Teachers are interested 2.5 -0.09 2.0 -0.04
Feel safe at school 2.4 -0.14 1.9 -0.12
Learning not disrupted 2.4 -0.06 1.8 -0.05
Had something stolen 2.1 0.01 1.4 0.05
Was offered drugs 2.2 0.08 15 0.03
English as a 2nd language 5.6 0.04 4.1 0.03
Advanced placement 4.0 -0.11 34 -0.04
Gifted and talented 4.4 -0.06 3.7 -0.03
Homework completed 55 -0.05 2.1 -0.08
Homework time for math 4.3 -0.19 4.5 -0.18
Homework time for science 4.5 -0.10 5.3 -0.15
Homework time for English 4.8 -0.06 4.2 -0.10
Homework time for history 4.8 -0.03 51 -0.08
Cut class 4.1 0.02 2.1 0.06
Never attend w/out pencil/paper 4.4 -0.08 2.0 0.02
Never attend w/out book 5.6 -0.06 2.1 -0.12
Intramural sports 8.1 0.02 7.5 -0.00
Interscholastic sports 7.4 -0.02 7.4 0.00
Cheerleading 8.4 -0.03 9.4 -0.02
Drama 8.8 -0.03 6.9 0.03
Government 9.2 -0.03 7.2 -0.01
Honor society 9.0 -0.09 7.3 -0.01
Career clubs 9.2 0.01 7.7 0.02
versus First Follow-up

Vocational track 2.0 0.07 0.8 0.13
College prep. track 2.0 -0.13 0.8 -0.18
General track 2.0 0.03 0.8 0.03
School spirit 33 -0.05 1.8 -0.05
Discipline is fair 3.8 0.03 1.6 -0.16
Teaching is good 3.6 -0.12 2.0 0.01
Teachers are interested 3.7 -0.09 2.0 -0.07
Feel safe at school 3.7 -0.18 1.9 -0.07

3.7 -0.10 1.8 0.04

Learning not disrupted

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National Education Longitudinal Study, 1988
(NELS:88); Base Year and First and Second Follow-up Student Surveys.

169



Subpopulation Comparisong.-hroughout the comparison of responses across the
teenagers’ ages, there was a prevailing tendency for teenagers who had obtained high reading
scores in eighth grade, teenagers who had high SES scores, and girls to provide more “reliable”
responses over time.

Among 108 comparisons (excluding ties) between high and low readers in Tables 5.21 and
5.22, for all but four measures, the computed estimate of the polychoric correlation was greater
for high readers than for low readéfs. For most of the items involved in the locus of control and
self-concept scales, as well as for most of the quality of life “importance” and “chances”
measures, the differences in polychoric correlations between high and low ability readers were
greater than .10. Whether the lives of students with low eighth grade reading scores were
changing more during these years, or whether more of them were learning new ways of
interpreting the questionnaire items during high school, researchers should consider these items
and scales to be more stable for high ability readers in this age range than for low ability readers.

Similarly, of 104 comparisons of estimated polychoric correlations between male and
female respondents and 111 comparisons between high and low SES respondents (again,
excluding ties), all but 12 and 19, respectively, were greater for girls’ responses and for high SES
teenagers. Because a multivariate analysis was not run, it is impossible to rule out that these are
merely results of the correlation of reading ability with sex and SES in this age range.

Subpopulation differences in the mean response changes from base year (or first follow-
up) to second follow-up are shown in Tables 5.23 and 5.24. Overall, there is no consistent
pattern of larger changes for one subpopulation or another. The homework items exhibited the
most differential change—students from high SES households, with high eighth grade reading
scores, and girls tended to increase their reports of homework time from base year to second
follow-up more than other respondents. One other item exhibited a large difference that was
probably associated with a misinterpretation of the item in the eighth grade: a substantial
percentage of eighth graders with low reading scores responded that they were in an advanced
placement program in eighth grade but changed their response at twelfth grade.

There were consistent subpopulation differences in the tendency to omit items, as shown
in Tables 5.25 and 5.26. At the second follow-up, for every measure, low eighth grade readers
more frequently failed to respond and boys more frequently failed to respond. The sex difference
was small, but the reading ability difference was substantial. The median omission rate across
measures for high readers was between 6 and 7 percent, compared to a median between 10 and
11 percent for low readers. The differential was greatest for measures that had a high omission
rate even for high readers, a pattern that suggests that measures might be characterized by a
“difficulty of responding,” similar to the difficulty parameter of open-ended cognitive items.

18 Summary tallies (e.gL04 of 108) refer to comparisons of computed estimates, not to inferences of statistically

different estimates. For i