NATIONAL CENTER FOR EDUCATION STATISTICS

Technical Report June 2002

1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty
(NSOPF:99)

Methodology Report

U.S. Department of Education
Office of Educational Research and Improvement ~ NCES 2002-154



1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty
Methodology Report

(Blank page after title page, so second title page comes out on the right side of the book)



NATIONAL CENTER FOR EDUCATION STATISTICS

Technical Report June 2002

1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty
(NSOPF:99)

Methodology Report

Sameer Y. Abraham
Darby Miller Steiger
Margrethe Montgomery
Brian D. Kuhr

Roger Tourangeau

Bob Montgomery
Manas Chattopadhyay

The Gallup Organization
Government and Education Division

Linda J. Zimbler, Project Officer
National Center for Education Statistics

U.S. Department of Education
Office of Educational Research and Improvement ~ NCES 2002-154



1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty
Methodology Report

U.S. Department of Education
Rod Paige
Secretary

Office of Educational Research and Improvement
Grover J. Whitehurst
Assistant Secretary

National Center for Education Statistics
Gary W. Phillips
Deputy Commissioner

The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) is the primary federal entity for collecting, analyzing,
and reporting data related to education in the United States and other nations. It fulfills a congressional
mandate to collect, collate, analyze, and report full and complete statistics on the condition of education in
the United States; conduct and publish reports and specialized analyses of the meaning and significance of
such statistics; assist state and local education agencies in improving their statistical systems; and review
and report on education activities in foreign countries.

NCES activities are designed to address high priority education data needs; provide consistent, reliable,
complete, and accurate indicators of education status and trends; and report timely, useful, and high quality
data to the U.S. Department of Education, the Congress, the states, other education policymakers,
practitioners, data users, and the general public. We strive to make our products available in a variety of
formats and in language that is appropriate to a variety of audiences. You, as our customer, are the best
judge of our success in communicating information effectively. If you have any comments or suggestions
about this or any other NCES product or report, we would like to hear from you. Please direct your
comments to

National Center for Education Statistics

Office of Educational Research and Improvement
U.S. Department of Education

1990 K Street, NW

Washington, DC 20006

The NCES World Wide Web Home Page address is http://nces.ed.gov

Suggested Citation

U.S. Department of Education. National Center for Education Statistics. 1999 National Study of
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:99) Methodology Report, NCES 2002-154, by Sameer Y. Abraham, Darby
Miller Steiger, Margrethe Montgomery, Brian D. Kuhr, Roger Tourangeau, Bob Montgomery, and Manas
Chattopadhyay. Project Officer Linda J. Zimbler, Washington, DC: 2002.

Contact:

Linda J. Zimbler

(202) 502-7481
Linda.zimbler@ed.gov



http://www.ed.gov/NCES/

1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty
Methodology Report

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Introduction

The 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:99) serves a continuing need for data on
faculty and other instructional staff', all of whom directly affect the quality of education in postsecondary
institutions. Faculty determine curriculum content, performance standards for students, and the quality of
students’ preparation for careers. In addition, faculty perform research and development work upon
which the nation’s technological and economic advancement depend. For these reasons, it is essential to
understand who they are; what they do; and whether, how, and why the nation’s faculty are changing.

Target Population and Sample Design

NSOPF:99 utilized a sample of 960 institutions and 28,576 full- and part-time faculty employed at these
institutions. The sample was designed to allow detailed comparisons and high levels of precision at both
the institution and faculty levels. The sampled institutions represent all public and private not-for-profit
Title IV-participating, degree-granting institutions in the 50 states and the District of Columbia.

Both the sample of institutions and the sample of faculty were stratified, systematic samples. The
institution sample was stratified by Carnegie classifications that were aggregated into fewer categories.
The faculty sample was stratified by gender and race/ethnicity.

The sample for NSOPF:99 was selected in three stages. In the initial stage, 960 postsecondary institutions
were selected from the 1997-98 Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) Institutional
Characteristics (IC) data files and the 1997 and 1995 IPEDS Fall Staff files.> Each sampled institution
was asked to provide a list of all of the full- and part-time faculty that the institution employed during the
1998 fall term, and 819 institutions provided such a list.

In the second stage of sampling, 28,576 faculty were selected from the lists provided by the institutions.
Over 1,500 of these sample members were determined to be ineligible for NSOPF:99, as they were not
employed by the sampled institution during the 1998 fall term, resulting in a sample of 27,044 faculty.

A third stage of sampling occurred in the final phases of data collection. In order to increase the response
rate, a subsample of the faculty who had not responded was selected for intensive follow-up efforts.
Others who had not responded were eliminated from the sample, resulting in a final sample of 19,213
eligible faculty.

Data Collection Design and Outcomes

NSOPF:99 involved a multistage effort to collect data from sampled faculty. At the same time that
institutions were asked to provide a list of all their faculty and instructional staff (as described above),
they were also asked to complete a questionnaire about their policies regarding tenure, benefits, and other
policies. Counts of full-time and part-time faculty were also requested on the questionnaire. Prior to
sampling faculty from the lists provided by the institutions, counts of faculty on the lists were compared
with counts on the questionnaires. If no questionnaire data were provided, the list counts were compared

! In the interest of brevity, this report uses the term “faculty” interchangeably with “faculty and other instructional
staff.”

%Information about IPEDS, as well as data and publications, can be found on the Internet at
http://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/
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to the prior year’s IPEDS data. If a discrepancy of more than 5 percent existed, intensive follow-up was
conducted to rectify the inconsistency. Once an institution’s list was determined to be accurate and
complete, faculty were sampled from the list and were invited to participate in the study. Intensive
locating was performed to ensure that an updated home or campus address was available for each sample
member.

Institution Data Collection

Institutional recruitment began in September 1998 when the Chief Administrative Officer (CAO) for
each sampled institution was asked to designate an institution coordinator, who would be responsible for
providing both the list of faculty and the institution questionnaire. The institution coordinator was then
mailed a complete data collection packet, including both the institution questionnaire and instructions for
compiling the list of faculty. The coordinator had the option of completing the questionnaire via the
Internet or returning a paper questionnaire. The list of faculty could be provided in any format;
institutions were encouraged to provide the list in an electronic format, if possible. Follow-up with
coordinators was conducted via telephone, mail, and e-mail. The field period for list and institution
guestionnaire collection encompassed approximately 54 weeks.

Of the 959 institutions that were determined to be eligible to participate in NSOPF:99, a total of 819
institutions provided lists of their faculty and instructional staff, resulting in an unweighted participation
rate of 85.4 percent. A total of 865 institutions returned the institution questionnaire, resulting in an
unweighted questionnaire response rate of 90.2 percent.

Faculty Data Collection

Because lists of faculty were received on a rolling basis, faculty were sampled in seven waves. Data
collection for wave 1 began in February 1999, and data collection for wave 7 began in December 1999.
Sampled faculty were given the option of completing a paper questionnaire and returning it by mail or
completing the questionnaire via the Internet. Sampled faculty in each wave received a coordinated series
of mail, e-mail, and telephone follow-up, including as many as two additional mailings of the
guestionnaire and six e-mail reminders. Telephone follow-up included telephone prompting to encourage
self-administration, followed by computer-assisted telephone interviewing (CAT]I) for nonresponding
faculty.

Of the final sample of 19,213 faculty who were determined to be eligible to participate in NSOPF:99, a
total of about 17,600 respondents completed the faculty questionnaire, resulting in a weighted response
rate of 83.2 percent. This response rate takes into account the reduction of the active sample through
subsampling as described earlier.

Quality Control

Quality control procedures were implemented for receipt (receiving faculty list data and processing it for
sampling) and processing of faculty list data for sampling, monitoring the receipt of completed
guestionnaires, preparing paper questionnaires for data entry, editing paper questionnaires for overall
adequacy and completeness, entering the data, flagging cases with missing or inconsistent data through
automated consistency checks, coding responses, checking data entry, and preparing questionnaires, lists
and other documentation for archival storage.
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Data Quality
Item Nonresponse

One measure of data quality is item nonresponse rates. Item nonresponse occurs when a respondent does
not complete a questionnaire item. Item nonresponse creates two problems for survey analysts. First, it
reduces the sample size and thus increases sampling variance. This happens when respondents must be
eliminated from the sample that is used for analyses because they failed to respond to a large percentage
of the questionnaire items. As a result, insufficient sample sizes may hinder certain analyses such as
subgroup comparisons. Second, item nonresponse may give rise to nonresponse bias. To the extent that
the missing data for a particular item differ from the reported data for that item, the reported data are
unrepresentative of the survey population. Item nonresponse is also worth examining because it can
signal items that respondents had difficulty answering.

Item nonresponse rates were calculated by dividing the total number of responses to a question by the
number of respondents eligible to respond to that item (n). The standard error of the item nonresponse
rate (SE) equals the square root of (RATE * (1-RATE)/n). In general, this means that the larger the
number of eligible respondents for a particular question and the further the nonresponse rate is from .5,
the lower the standard error. Because these estimates were conditional on selection into the sample and
do not represent population estimates, for simplicity sake, the standard errors for item nonresponse rates
were modeled as though the sample were a simple random sample. For questions containing multiple
subitems, each subitem was counted as a unique question.

The mean item nonresponse rate for the institution questionnaire was 3.4 percent (SE=.004). Overall, the
item nonresponse rate for the faculty questionnaire was 6.2 percent. More than half of the items on the
faculty questionnaire (55 percent) had an item nonresponse rate of less than 5 percent, 25 percent had
rates between 5 and 10 percent, and 20 percent had rates greater than 10 percent.

Discrepancies in Faculty Counts

Another measure of data quality is the magnitude of discrepancies in faculty counts on the lists and
questionnaires provided by institutions. When institutions provided discrepant data, they tended to
provide more faculty on the questionnaire than on the list. As was detected in earlier rounds of NSOPF,
some institutions had difficulty generating lists of part-time faculty. Without discrepancy checks, this can
result in serious coverage error, with part-time faculty given less of an opportunity to participate in
NSOPF:99. Similarly, earlier cycles of NSOPF indicated that some institutions were less likely to include
medical faculty on their lists. Special reminders were inserted into the list collection instructions to
encourage institutions to remember to include part-time faculty and medical faculty. In addition, a
rigorous check was conducted to ensure the completeness of the faculty lists, with intensive follow-up if
needed.

Nearly 43 percent of the institutions returning both a questionnaire and a list provided identical data on
both. An additional 30 percent had discrepancies of 10 percent or less. Thus, roughly 73 percent of
institutions provided data with a discrepancy of 10 percent or less. This stands in marked contrast to the
previous cycle of NSOPF, where only 42 percent had discrepancies of 10 percent or less.
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FOREWORD

This report describes the methods and procedures used for the 1999 National Study of Postsecondary
Faculty (NSOPF:99). Similar to the first two cycles of the National Study of Postsecondary Faculty
(NSOPF), conducted in 1988 and 1993, NSOPF:99 serves a continuing need for data on faculty and other
instructional personnel, all of whom directly affect the quality of education in postsecondary institutions.

We hope that the information provided in this report will be useful to a wide range of interested readers.
We also hope that the results reported in the forthcoming descriptive summary reports will encourage use
of the NSOPF:99 data. We welcome recommendations for improving the format, content, and approach,
so that future methodology reports will be more informative and useful.

C. Dennis Carroll

Associate Commissioner
Postsecondary Studies Division

Vil
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CHAPTER 1. Introduction
1.1 Overview

The 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:99) was designed and conducted by
The Gallup Organization. Similar to the first two cycles of the National Study of Postsecondary
Faculty (NSOPF), conducted in 1988 and 1993, NSOPF:99 serves a continuing need for data on
faculty and other instructional staff, all of whom directly affect the quality of education in
postsecondary institutions. Faculty determine curriculum content, performance standards for
students, and the quality of students’ preparation for careers. In addition, faculty perform
research and development work upon which the nation’s technological and economic
advancement depend. For these reasons, it is essential to understand who they are; what they do;
and whether, how, and why the nation’s faculty are changing.

Each succeeding cycle of NSOPF has expanded the information base about faculty in important
ways. NSOPF:99 was designed both to facilitate comparisons over time and to examine new
faculty-related issues that have emerged since the last study in 1993.

Since the 1993 study, the operant definition of “faculty” for NSOPF has included instructional
faculty, non-instructional faculty, and instructional personnel without faculty status. Henceforth,
the term “faculty” in this report should be construed to be inclusive of all these groups.

Similarly, since the institutional target population includes only public and private not-for-profit
institutions (private for-profit institutions are excluded), private not-for-profit institutions will be
referred to as “private” throughout this report.

1.2 Organization of the Methodology Report

The 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty Methodology Report [U.S. Department of
Education, National Center for Education Statistics, NCES 2002-154] is designed to give readers
a complete and accurate synopsis of the NSOPF:99 study and its results, and to provide sufficient
detail to use the data.

The report is organized into nine chapters, and begins by introducing NSOPF:99 in the context of
the earlier NSOPF:93 and NSOPF:88 studies. Chapter 2 provides details on the data collection
instruments, while Chapter 3 describes the NSOPF:99 sample design and implementation. Next,
Chapter 4 reviews the procedures and results for institutional recruitment and data collection.
The report then examines faculty data collection and results (Chapter 5). Chapter 6 focuses on
data control and data processing, Chapter 7 summarizes questionnaire item nonresponse, and
Chapter 8 reviews the resolution of discrepancies between the faculty list and questionnaire
datasets.

NSOPF publications and data can be accessed electronically through NCES’s World Wide
Website at: http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/nsopf

13 Background: NSOPF:99 Field Test

The NSOPF:99 field test was conducted between August 1997 and July 1998. It consisted of two
overlapping components, institution recruitment and an institution survey, and a faculty survey.
A national probability sample of 162 institutions was asked to provide complete lists of faculty
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and instructional staff, and to complete an institution questionnaire. To minimize delays in data
collection, the sample of 512 faculty was drawn solely from the first 52 institutions to respond.
(Ten faculty were selected from each institution, with the exception of one institution containing
only two eligible faculty, both of which were selected).

Institution recruitment and data collection (for both the field test and full scale study) consisted
of:

» recruiting sampled institutions to participate in the study;

» collecting a complete list of faculty from participating institutions, for use as a
sampling frame;

» collecting an institution questionnaire;

» following up with institutions for return of the lists, questionnaires, and related
documentation;

» evaluating the completeness and accuracy of the faculty lists; and
e processing the lists and sampling faculty.

The faculty component consisted of a faculty survey, including the initial questionnaire mailout,
mail, telephone, and e-mail follow-up, and processing of questionnaires (both paper and
electronic). Computer-assisted telephone interviewing (CATI) was conducted with faculty who
did not complete the paper or Web versions of the questionnaire.

The overall participation rate for faculty list participation for the field test was 90 percent; 82
percent of all sampled institutions completed the institution questionnaire. A total of 83 percent
of eligible faculty completed the faculty questionnaire for the field test.

The NSOPF:99 field test featured several innovations and methodological experiments. Both
institution and faculty respondents were able to complete their respective versions of the
guestionnaire over the World Wide Web, as well as via mail and telephone. Image scanning was
used to process all mail questionnaires. E-mail was used extensively to prompt both faculty and
institution respondents and to communicate with respondents. (The success of these innovations
in the field test led to their employment in the full-scale study.)

Four methodological experiments were also conducted as part of the field test. These included
experiments to increase unit response rates, speed the return of mail questionnaires, increase data
guality, and to increase the overall efficiency of the data collection process. The experiments
involved the use of:

* Prenatification — the effect of a personalized prenotification letter versus no
prenotification.

* Prioritized mail — sending the questionnaire packet via two-day priority mail versus first
class mail.
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» Streamlined instrument — the effect on data quality of using a streamlined two-column
guestionnaire design versus a more conventional design, similar to the 1993 instrument.

* Timing of CATI attempt — attempting a CATI interview at the time of the first telephone
contact versus an interview attempt at a later contact for nonresponding faculty.

Another focus of the field test was the effort to reduce discrepancies between the faculty counts
derived from the list of faculty provided by each institution and those provided in the institution
guestionnaire. Changes introduced to reduce discrepancies included providing clearer definitions
of faculty eligibility (with consistency across forms and questionnaires) and collecting list and
institution questionnaire data simultaneously with the objective of increasing the probability that
both forms would be completed by the same individual and evidence fewer inconsistencies.

The results of the field test informed the design of the full-scale study. A complete review of
procedures and results of the NSOPF:99 field test appears in the 1999 National Study of
Postsecondary Faculty Field Test Report (U.S. Department of Education, National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES), Working Paper No. 2000-01). The Field Test Report can be
accessed electronically through NCES’s World Wide Website at
http://www.nces.ed.gov/pubsearch/pubsinfo.asp?pubid=200001.

14 NSOPF:99 Full Scale Study

NSOPF:99 utilized a sample of 960 institutions and 28,576 faculty. The sample was designed to
allow detailed comparisons and high levels of precision at both the institution and faculty levels.
In previous rounds of the study, the sample consisted of public and private not-for-profit two-
and 4-year (and above) higher education institutions. The sample now represents all public and
private not-for-profit Title I\V-participating, degree-granting institutions in the 50 states and the
District of Columbia. This change was made so that the NSOPF sampling universe conforms
with that of IPEDS (Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System). The U.S. Department of
Education no longer distinguishes among institutions based on accreditation level; rather, NCES
now subdivides the postsecondary institution universe into schools that are eligible to receive
Title 1V federal financial assistance and those that are not. The institution sample was stratified
by Carnegie classifications that were aggregated into fewer categories.

Institutional recruitment began in September 1998 when the Chief Administrative Officer (CAQ)
for each sampled institution was asked to designate an institution coordinator, who would be
responsible for providing both the list of faculty and the institution questionnaire. The institution
coordinator was then mailed a complete data collection packet, including both the institution
guestionnaire and instructions for compiling the list of faculty. The coordinator had the option of
completing the questionnaire via the Internet or returning a paper questionnaire by mail. The list
of faculty could be provided in any format; institutions were encouraged to provide the list in an
electronic format, if possible.

To minimize delays in data collection while ensuring adequate representation across all strata,
the institution sample included an expanded sample to ensure that there would be enough
institutions to sample from, based on an estimated 15 percent of institutions that were expected
to decline to participate. Four groups of faculty were oversampled: Blacks, Hispanics,
Asian/Pacific Islanders, and full-time female faculty.
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Key innovations implemented for NSOPF:99 included the following:
* Availability of both the institution and faculty questionnaires on the internet;

* Auvailability of an NCES Website allowing institution coordinators to directly access and
download forms and background information;

e Use of e-mail as a tool to prompt and communicate with institutional staff and faculty
respondents;

» Streamlined forms and procedures for institutional data collection;
*  Use of a streamlined, scannable faculty mail questionnaire; and

* An experiment in which faculty respondents were offered small financial incentives to
encourage their use of the Web questionnaire.

1.5 Public Use and Restricted Use Data File
A restricted use data file has been produced for the NSOPF:99 faculty component on CD-ROM.

The restricted use data file is available through individual licensing agreements to users who
agree, under penalty of law, that they will not release any information that may lead to disclosure
of a respondent’s identity. The restricted use data file contains data for about 18,000
participating respondents from 819 participating institutions.

15.1 Data Analysis System (DAS) and documentation

The public use Data Analysis System (DAS) for NSOPF:99 provides a convenient, menu-driven
system allowing researchers to produce tables of frequencies and cross tabulations and
correlation matrices of the faculty data. The NSOPF:99 sample is not a simple random sample.
Therefore, simple random sample techniques for estimating sample error cannot be applied to
these data. The DAS calculates standard errors appropriate to this complex sample and provides
all information necessary for the user to set up and run a variety of analyses. Each DAS is self-
documenting with weighted data distributions and descriptions of each variable. Users may select
variables for rows, columns and subgroups for tables from the list of available variables, many of
which have been computed to simplify analysis. Continuous variables such as income can be
recoded into categories for rows, column percentages and/or subgroup definitions. Categorical
variables, such as “race” can be grouped in various ways to facilitate analysis. Table titles and
variable labels can be edited by the user, and DAS output is compatible with most spreadsheet
software. In addition to table estimates, DAS calculates proper standard errors and weighted
sample sizes for these estimates. If the number of valid cases falls below minimum NCES
statistical standards, the DAS prints the message “low-N". The DAS is available at the Website:
http://nces.ed.gov/das.
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1.5.2 Electronic codebooks on CD-ROM and documentation

Two NSOPF:99 electronic codebooks (ECBs) are available to users. One ECB consists of the
restricted use faculty data file, and one for the public use institution file. The ECBs feature
windows with unweighted frequencies and percentages. A README.TXT file on the CD-ROM
describes how to install the ECBs. Extensive “help” files and menus explain ECB features.

The ECB combines the convenience, simplicity, and cost efficiencies of personal computers
(PCs) with CD-ROM technology. ECBs permit users to search for variables based on key words
and names. The ECB displays full question text and unweighted frequencies for each variable in
order to assist users in deciding which data elements may be useful for their analyses. The ECB
can also be used as a tool for selecting variables for subsequent analysis, writing SAS or SPSS-
PC code for file construction of the designated variables, and for generating a codebook of the
chosen set of variables. More detailed information on the features of the NSOPF:99 ECBs
appears in the ECB “help” files and menus on the CD-ROM.

153 How to obtain NSOPF:99 products

Restricted use faculty data are available at no charge on a restricted loan basis to organizations
that obtain an approved licensing agreement from NCES. To request a licensing agreement, the
individual and/or institution must provide the following information:

* The title of the survey to which access is desired:;

* A detailed discussion of the statistical research project that requires accessing the
restricted NCES survey data;

e The name and title of the most senior official who has the authority to bind the
organization to the provisions of the licensing agreement;

* The name and title of the project officer who will oversee the daily operations;

* The name, telephone number, and title of professional and technical staff who will
access the survey database. Each professional or technical staff member with access to
the data is required to sign and to have notarized an Affidavit of Nondisclosure.

» The estimated loan period necessary for accessing the NCES survey database;

* The desired computer product specifications, including code convention (ASCII, SAS,
etc.)

This information can be found on the following NCES Website

http://nces.ed.gov/pubsearch/licenses.asp.

To obtain further details and a licensing agreement form please write to

Data Security Officer

Statistical Standards and Services Group

U.S. Department of Education

Office of Educational Research and Improvement
National Center for Education Statistics

1990 K Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20006

(202) 502-7307
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Individuals who obtain restricted-use faculty data after signing a licensing agreement with NCES
can receive the following products on the 1999 NSOPF CD-ROM: the NSOPF:99 institution and
faculty data files; the NSOPF:99 institution and faculty ECBs; the institution and faculty
guestionnaires; the faculty DAS; and material from the first published reports from the 1999
NSOPF institution and faculty data.
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CHAPTER 2. Data Collection Instruments
2.1 Overview

This chapter provides a brief description of the NSOPF:99 survey instruments: the institution
guestionnaire and the faculty questionnaire. Both instruments were developed as paper and Web
guestionnaires to offer respondents a choice of mode of administration. In addition, a CATI
(computer assisted telephone interviewing) version of the faculty questionnaire was developed
and used during follow-up efforts for nonrespondents. Copies of the paper versions of the
institution and faculty questionnaires are included in Appendices A and B.

2.2 Development of Questionnaire Items

Gallup was principally responsible for developing and designing the faculty and institution
guestionnaires. The topics and content of the instruments built upon the 1993 NSOPF
guestionnaires and input received in meetings with members of the National Technical Review
Panel (NTRP), and representatives from NCES, NEH, and NSF. Those meetings, which took
place in March 1997 and October 1997, were held to reassess the relevance of policy issues
covered in NSOPF:93; to discuss emerging faculty issues for potential inclusion as new survey
guestions in NSOPF:99; and to determine whether to maintain, revise, or delete items in the
NSOPF:99 questionnaires.

Several research and policy concerns guided questionnaire development. For the purpose of trend
analysis, one of the overriding objectives was to preserve as many of the 1993 items as were
relevant and feasible. But this goal had to be balanced with the need to address recent policy
issues that had emerged since the previous round of the study. In order to balance these aims, it
was necessary to identify, to revise, or to eliminate some questionnaire items that were
considered problematic or were no longer relevant to the broader issues.

The 1993 institution and faculty questionnaires were used as a point of departure in determining
which items should initially be preserved, expanded, revised, or deleted for NSOPF:99. In
developing these earlier instruments a variety of related postsecondary education studies were
consulted in developing the questionnaires, and some of their items were incorporated into the
guestionnaires for the previous field test and full-scale study. Many of these items were
maintained in NSOPF:99. Tables 2.1 and 2.2 identify the sources of items in the institution and
faculty questionnaires by content area and link specific questions to the 1993 instruments and by
extension to the 1999 instruments.

2.3 Institution Questionnaire

The institution questionnaire was divided into four major sections, focusing on full-time faculty
and instructional staff, part-time faculty and instructional staff, all faculty and instructional staff,
and a respondent information section. The institution questionnaire included items about:

e the number of full-time and part-time faculty (i.e. instructional and non-instructional), as
well as instructional personnel without faculty status, and their distributions by employment
(i.e. full-time, part-time) and tenure status (based on the definitions provided by the
institution);



1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty
Methodology Report

institutional tenure policies and changes in policies on granting tenure to faculty members;

the impact of tenure policies on the number of new faculty and on career development;

¢ the growth and promotion potential for existing non-tenured junior faculty;

« the procedures used to assess the teaching performance of faculty and instructional staff;

« the benefits and retirement plans available to faculty; and

» the turnover rates of faculty at the institution.

Table 2.1 provides a crosswalk between the 1999 and 1993 NSOPF institution questionnaire
items. It identifies the source questions incorporated from NSOPF:93 into NSOPF:99 and the
status of the item in the NSOPF:99 questionnaire. Few changes were made from the 1999 field

test questionnaire. See Appendix A for a copy of the 1999 Institution Questionnaire.

Table 2.1—NSOPF institution questionnaire—content and linkage of items between 1999
and 1993 NSOPF cycles

Q. Content area Status of Source How NSOPF:99 question differs from
item in item in NSOPF:93 question
NSOPF:99 | NSOPF:93
General Revised General Reference date changed from October 15 to
instructions instructions | November 1. Information on answering

electronically provided. Instructions to aid in
scanning provided.

Reminder before New
Q1: Multiple
branches, health
sciences faculty,
comparison to

IPEDS

1 Numbers of Revised 1 Change in response categories: Omitted
full/part-time full/part-time non-instructional faculty counts.
faculty/staff, Fall Added concise definition of faculty and
1997 instructional staff
Special note about | New
need for

consistency
between Q1 and
list counts

See notes at the end of the table.




1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty
Methodology Report

Table 2.1—NSOPF institution questionnaire—content and linkage of items between 1999
and 1993 NSOPF cycles — Continued

Q. Content area Status of Source How NSOPF:99 question differs from

item in item in NSOPF:93 question
NSOPF:99 | NSOPF:93

Section A: Full-time Faculty and Instructional Staff

2 Change in total New
number of full-
time faculty and
instructional staff
over past 5 years

3 Policies to New
decrease the
number of full-
time faculty and
instructional staff

4 Auvailability of Revised 5 Change in response categories: Added
tenure system category “Currently no tenure system, but have

tenured staff.”

5 Changes in full- Revised 2 Wording change: Did not limit counts to
time faculty and “permanent” faculty. Added area for
instructional staff respondents to explain any discrepancies
between 1996 and between Question 5 and Question 1a.

1997 Fall Terms Change in response categories: Asked for
separate counts for tenured; non-tenured but on
tenure track; non-tenured, not on tenure track.
Deleted count of faculty/staff who left because
of downsizing. Added count of faculty/staff
who changed from part-time to full-time status.

6 Number of staff No change | 8
considered
for/granted tenure

7 Maximum number | No change | 9
of years on tenure
track

8 Changes in tenure | Revised 10 Changes in response categories: Added “8a.
policy in last 5 Changed policy for granting tenure to full-time
years faculty and instructional staff.” Added “8c.

Reduced the number of tenured full-time
faculty and instructional staff through
downsizing.” Added “8e. Discontinued tenure
system at the institution.” Added “8f. Offered
early or phased retirement to any tenured full-
time faculty or instructional staff (If yes, write
in the number of full-time faculty and
instructional staff who took early retirement
during the past five years).”

See notes at the end of the table.
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Table 2.1—NSOPF institution questionnaire—content and linkage of items between 1999
and 1993 NSOPF cycles — Continued

Q. Content area Status of Source How NSOPF:99 question differs from

item in item in NSOPF:93 question
NSOPF:99 | NSOPF:93

9 Other actions to Revised 10c Change in wording: From: “Has your
reduce number of institution taken any other actions designed to
tenured faculty lower the percent of tenured full-time

instructional faculty/staff?” to: “Has your
institution taken any other action(s) that
reduced the number of tenured full-time faculty
and instructional staff at your institution?”

10 Number of full- Revised 3 Change in wording: Did not limit to number
time positions of “permanent” positions seeking to fill.
institution sought
to hire

11 Retirement plans Revised 12 Change in wording: Did not limit to
available to full- retirement plans available to “permanent” full-
time faculty and time faculty and instructional staff.
instructional staff Change in response categories: Changed

“Other 403B plan” to “Other 403 plan.”

12 | Employee benefits | Revised 13 Change in wording: Did not limit to benefits
(full-time) available to “permanent” full-time faculty and

instructional staff.

13 | Additional Change in response categories: Split into
employee benefits two questions. Question 12 asked whether the
(full-time) benefits were fully, partially, or not subsidized

for key benefits (health insurance, life
insurance, disability insurance, medical
insurance for retirees, child care). Question 13
only asked if additional benefits were available
to any full-time faculty or instructional staff,
without asking about subsidization. In 1993,
subsidization was asked of all benefits. Deleted
from the 1993 benefits were “Meals.” On the
1997 list, “Maternity leave” and “Paternity
leave” were specified to only include “Paid
maternity leave” and “Paid paternity leave.”

14 | Percent of salary Revised 14 Change in wording: Did not limit to
contributed by “permanent” full-time faculty and instructional
institution to staff.
benefits

15 Collective No change | 19
bargaining

See notes at the end of the table.
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Table 2.1—NSOPF institution questionnaire—content and linkage of items between 1999
and 1993 NSOPF cycles — Continued

Q. Content area Status of Source How NSOPF:99 question differs from
item in item in NSOPF:93 question
NSOPF:99 | NSOPF:93
16 | Teacher Revised 18 Change in wording: Asked respondents to
assessment distinguish whether the assessments are part of

department and/or institution policy. “Are any
of the following used as part of institution or
department policy in assessing...”

Change in response categories: Response
choices were changed from “Yes, No, Don’t
Know” to “Institution Policy, Department
Policy, Not Used, Don’t Know.”

Section B: Part-time Fac

ulty and Instr

uctional Staff

Reminder:
Clarification of
part-time status

New

17 | Availability of Revised 34 Change in response categories: “Yes” was
retirement plans expanded to three categories: “Yes to all part-
time faculty and instructional staff,” “Yes to
most part-time faculty and instructional staff,”
and “Yes to some part-time faculty and
instructional staff.”
18 | Retirement plans | Revised 35 Change in response categories: Changed
available to part- “Other 403B plan” to “Other 403 plan.”
time faculty and
instructional staff
19 | Criteria for New
eligibility for
retirement plans
20 | Employee benefits | Revised 37 Change in response categories: Split into
(part-time) two questions. Question 20 asked whether the
benefits were fully, partially, or not subsidized
Additional for key benefits (health insurance, life
21 | employee benefits insurance, disability insurance, medical
(part-time) insurance for retirees, child care). Question 21

only asked if additional benefits were available
to any full-time faculty or instructional staff,
without asking about subsidization. In 1993,
subsidization was asked of all benefits. Deleted
from the 1993 benefits were “Meals.” On the
1997 list, “Maternity leave” and “Paternity
leave” were specified to only include “Paid
maternity leave” and “Paid paternity leave.”

See notes at the end of the table.

11



1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty
Methodology Report

Table 2.1—NSOPF institution questionnaire—content and linkage of items between 1999
and 1993 NSOPF cycles — Continued

Q. Content area Status of Source How NSOPF:99 question differs from
item in item in NSOPF:93 question
NSOPF:99 [ NSOPF:93

22 Eligibility criteria | Revised 39,40 Change in wording: Deleted Question 40,

for benefits

and asked respondents to write in the criteria
that must be met.

23 Percent of salary
contributed by
institution to

No change | 38

benefits

24 | Collective No change | 43
bargaining

25 | Teacher Revised 42 Change in wording: Asked respondents to
assessment distinguish whether the assessments are part of

department and/or institution policy. “Are any
of the following used as part of institution or
department policy in assessing...”

Change in response categories: Response
choices were changed from “Yes, No, Don’t
Know” to “Institution Policy, Department
Policy, Not Used, Don’t Know.”

Section C: All Faculty and Instructional Staff

26 Percent of Revised 17,41
undergraduate
instruction by
staff type

Wording change: From: “What percentage of
undergraduate instruction, as measured by total
student credit hours taught, is carried by [full-
time/part-time] instructional faculty/staff?” To:
“What percentage of undergraduate student
credit hours were assigned to the following
staff?”

Change in response categories: Response
categories were changed from ranges of
percentages to percent of undergraduate
instruction assigned to full-time faculty or
instructional staff, part-time faculty or
instructional staff, teaching assistants, and
others. Respondents were asked to make sure
categories add to 100 percent.

Glossary: New
Comparison to

IPEDS categories

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 National Study

of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:99).
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2.4 Faculty Questionnaire

The faculty questionnaire for NSOPF:99 was divided into seven sections — employment,
academic and professional background, institutional responsibilities and workload, job
satisfaction, compensation, socio-demographic characteristics, and opinions. As in the 1993
version, the 1999 questionnaire was designed to emphasize behavioral rather than attitudinal
questions in order to collect data on who the faculty are, what they do, and whether, how and
why the composition of the nation’s faculty is changing. The questionnaire addressed:

« background characteristics and academic credentials;

« workloads and time allocation between classroom instruction and other activities such as
research, course preparation, consulting, work at other institutions, public service, doctoral
or student advising, conferences, and curriculum development;

e compensation and the importance of other sources of income, such as consulting fees,
royalties, etc. or income-in-kind;

e the number of years spent in academia, and the number of years with instructional
responsibilities;

« roles and differences, if any, between full- and part-time faculty in their participation in
institutional policy-making and planning;

« faculty attitudes toward their jobs, their institutions, higher education, and student
achievement in general;

¢ changes in teaching methods, and the impact of new technologies on instructional
techniques;

e career and retirement plans;

« differences between those who have instructional responsibilities and those who do not have
instructional responsibilities, such as those engaged only in research; and

» differences between those with teaching responsibilities but no faculty status and those with
teaching responsibilities and faculty status.

The design of the full-scale study questionnaire required input from NCES and the NSOPF:99
National Technical Review Panel (NTRP), as well as an analysis of the data collected using the
field test questionnaire. Because the field test questionnaire averaged nearly one hour in length, a
concerted effort was made to shorten the questionnaire. Many questions, or subparts of
questions, were deleted from the field test questionnaire based on high item nonresponse or low
reliability. Questions that were retained were sometimes modified to be more understandable.
Some new items were added based on NTRP recommendations.

Table 2.2 provides a crosswalk between the 1999 and 1993 NSOPF faculty questionnaire items.
It identifies the source questions incorporated from the 1993 NSOPF full-scale study
guestionnaires into the 1999 questionnaire and the status of the item in the 1999 questionnaire.
As Table 2.2 indicates, 44 items were revised from the 1993 questionnaire, and 32 new items
were added. See Appendix B for a copy of the 1999 Faculty Questionnaire, and Appendix C for a
crosswalk of discipline codes between the 1999, 1993 and 1988 NSOPF faculty questionnaires.
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Table 2.2—NSOPF faculty questionnaire—content and linkage of items between 1999 and
1993 NSOPF cycles

Q. Content area Status of Source item | How NSOPF:99 question differs from
item in in NSOPF:93 question
NSOPF:99 | NSOPF:93
General Revised General Wording Change: Reference date changed
instructions instructions | from October 15 to November 1. Information
on answering electronically and instructions to
aid in scanning provided. Contact person and e-
mail address listed.
1 Instructional No change 1
duties
2 Credit status of | No change 1A
instructional
duties
3 Principal Revised 2 Change in response categories: Technical
activity activities and Community/Public Service
collapsed into “other” category.
4 Faculty status Revised 3 Change in response categories: Combined
“No, I did not have faculty status” and “No, no
one has faculty status at this institution” into 1
category
5 Employment No change 4
status
6 Part-time Revised 4A Change in response categories: Only asked
justification whether they “preferred working on a part-time
basis” and whether “a full-time position was
not available.”
7 Year began job | No change 6
8 Rank No change 9
9 Year achieved No change 10
rank
10 | Tenure status Revised 7 Change in response categories: Categories
for non-tenured changed from “Not on tenure
track,” and “No tenure system for my faculty
status,” to “Not on tenure track, although
institution has a tenure system.”
11 Duration of Revised 8 Change in response categories: Changed
contract “Unspecified duration” to “Unspecified
duration, or tenured.” Changed “A limited
number of years” to “Two or more
academic/calendar years.”
12 | Type of Revised 11 Change in response categories: Added
appointment “Postdoctoral.” Changed “None of the above”
to “Other (Please specify).” Allowed
respondent to answer yes or no to each item
instead of asking them to circle all that apply.
13 Chair of No change 5
department

See notes at the end of the table.
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Table 2.2—NSOPF faculty questionnaire—content and linkage of items between 1999 and
1993 NSOPF cycles — Continued

Q. Content area Status of Source item | How NSOPF:99 question differs from
item in in NSOPF:93 question
NSOPF:99 | NSOPF:93
1 Principal field Revised 12 Change in response categories: Added
4 of teaching category for “Higher Education,” combined
“Mathematics” and “Statistics,” deleted
“Military studies” and “Multi/Interdisciplinary
studies,” separated “Philosophy, Religion and
Theology,” added “Physical Education.”
15 Principal field Revised 13 Change in response categories: Added
of research category for “Higher Education,” combined
“Mathematics” and “Statistics,” deleted
“Military studies” and “Multi/Interdisciplinary
studies,” separated “Philosophy, Religion and
Theology,” added “Physical Education.”
16 | Degrees Revised 16 Wording Change: Provided examples of each
obtained type of degree. Separated “Masters of Fine
Arts, Masters of Social Work” from “Other
Master’s degree.” Gave option for no degree.
17 | Working toward | New
a degree
18 Degree working | New
toward
19 Primary New
employment
20 Outside New
consulting
21 | Other Revised 17 Wording Change: New version excludes
professional consulting work.
employment
22 Number of Revised 17A Wording Change: New version excludes
other jobs consulting work.
during Fall term
23 | Total jobs held | New
in higher ed
24 First and most Revised 19 Wording Change: New version asks about
recent jobs in “First professional position in a higher
higher ed education institution” and “Most recent
professional position in a higher education
institution.”
24- | Yearsjob held | Revised 19 (1) Change in response categories: Added
1 checkbox if position currently held.

See notes at the end of the table.
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Table 2.2—NSOPF faculty questionnaire—content and linkage of items between 1999 and
1993 NSOPF cycles — Continued

Q. Content area Status of Source item | How NSOPF:99 question differs from
item in in NSOPF:93 question
NSOPF:99 | NSOPF:93
24- | Type of Revised 19 (2) Change in response categories: Deleted all
2 institution categories not pertaining to higher education.
Split “4-year college or university, graduate or
professional school” into “4-year doctoral
granting college or university, graduate or
professional school” and “4-year non-doctoral
granting college or university.” Split “2-year
or other postsecondary institution” into “2-year
degree granting college” and “Other
postsecondary institution.”
24- | Employment No change 19 (4)
3 status
24- | Primary Revised 19 (3) Change in response categories: Collapsed
4 responsibility categories into IPEDS categories of
“Administration/Management,”
“Instruction/Research/Public Service,” and
“Other professional (support/service/clinical)”
24- | Academic New
5 rank/title
24- | Tenure status New
6
25 | Yearsteaching | New
in higher ed
26 | Number of New
positions
outside of
higher ed
27 | Job status of New
those positions
28 | First and most Revised 19 Wording Change: New version asks about
recent jobs “First professional position outside of a higher
outside of education institution” and “Most recent
higher ed professional position outside of a higher
education institution.”
28- | Yearsjob held | Revised 19 (1) Change in response categories: Added
1 checkbox if position currently held.
28- | Type of Revised 19 (2) Change in response categories: Deleted
2 employer higher education categories and “Consulting,
freelance work, self-owned business or private
practice.”
28- | Employment No change 19 (4)
3 status

See notes at the end of the table.
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Table 2.2—NSOPF faculty questionnaire—content and linkage of items between 1999 and
1993 NSOPF cycles — Continued

Q. Content area Status of Source item | How NSOPF:99 question differs from
item in in NSOPF:93 question
NSOPF:99 | NSOPF:93
28- | Primary Revised 19 (3) Change in response categories: Collapsed
4 responsibility categories into IPEDS categories of
“Administration/Management,”
“Instruction/Research/Public Service,” and
“Other professional (support/service/clinical),”
“Technical” and “Other.”

29 Publications Revised 20 Wording Changes:

Include electronic publications in the
appropriate categories that are not published
elsewhere.

Change in response categories: Total during
past two years category has been broken into
“Sole authorship/creative responsibility” and
“Joint authorship/creative responsibility.
Collapsed 14 categories into 6 categories.

30 | Average time Revised 36 Change in response categories: Added a
spent in “specify” line to “All unpaid activities at this
activities per institution” option.
week

31 | Allocation of Revised 37 Change in response categories: Split
work time in teaching into undergraduate teaching and
percentages graduate teaching. Made “Service” its own

category, and collapsed “Outside consulting or
freelance work” and “Other non-teaching
activities.”

32 | Committee Revised 21 Change in response categories: “Average
assignments number of hours per week” added. Collapsed

all undergraduate committees into one item.
Collapsed all graduate committees into one
item.

33 Number of Revised 22 Wording change: Added examples of
classes taught multiple sections of the same course and lab

sections of a class.

34 | Number of New
courses taught

35 Number of New
remedial classes
taught

36 Number of non- | New
credit remedial
classes taught

37 Number of New
continuing
education

classes taught

See notes at the end of the table.
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Table 2.2—NSOPF faculty questionnaire—content and linkage of items between 1999 and
1993 NSOPF cycles — Continued

Q. Content area Status of Source item | How NSOPF:99 question differs from
item in in NSOPF:93 question
NSOPF:99 | NSOPF:93
38 | Number of non- | New
credit
continuing
education
classes taught
39 | Number of New
students in all
non-credit
classes
40 Number of No change 22A
classes taught
for credit
41 | Detailsonupto | Revised 23 Change in response categories: Added
5 credit classes questions, “Was this class considered a
remedial class” and “Was this class taught
through a distance education program?”
Collapsed “lower division” and “upper
division” into “undergraduate students.”
Replaced “All other students” with “First
professional students.” Collapsed “Lecture”
and “discussion.” Collapsed “Role playing,”
TV or radio”, “Group projects” and
“Cooperative learning projects” into “Other.”
Added question on “Primary medium used.”
42 Undergraduate | Revised 24A Change in response categories: Deleted
student “computational tools or software,” “Computer-
evaluation aided or machine-aided instruction, and
methods “student presentations.”
43 | Web sites New
44 | Use of Web New
sites
45 | E-mail New
46 | Use of e-mail to | New
correspond with
students
47 Hours spent New
responding to
student e-mail
48 Internet access | New
49 Individual Revised 25 Change in response categories: Collapsed
instruction “lower division” and “upper division” into

“undergraduate.” Split “Graduate” into
“Graduate” and “First professional.” Omitted
“All other students.”

See notes at the end of the table.
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Table 2.2—NSOPF faculty questionnaire—content and linkage of items between 1999 and
1993 NSOPF cycles — Continued

Q. Content area Status of Source item | How NSOPF:99 question differs from
item in in NSOPF:93 question
NSOPF:99 | NSOPF:93
50 | Contact hours Revised 27 Wording change: Changed “informal contact
with students with students” to “contact hours with students
you were assigned to advise.”
51 | Office hours No change 26
52 Research Revised 28 Wording change: Specified research that is
either “funded or non-funded.”
53 | Type of primary | Revised 29 Change in response categories: Collapsed
research “Applied research” and “Policy-oriented
research or analysis.” Added “specify” box to
“Other.”
54 Funded research | No change 30
55 Pl or Co-PI No change 31
56 | Number Revised 32 Wording change: Specified “supported,
supported by either in part or in full.”
grants
57 | Sources of Revised 33 Wording change: Item was changed to a
funding “mark all that apply” item and follow-up items
were deleted.
58 | Total number of | Revised 33 Wording change: Instead of asking number of
grants grants for each type of funding source, only the
total number of grants was asked.
59a | Total funds Revised 33 Wording change: Instead of asking funds for
each type of funding source, only the total
funds across all sources was asked.
59b | Use of funds Revised 33 Wording change: Instead of asking how
funds were used for each type of funding
source, the question was asked as a “mark all
that apply” item.
60 | Evaluation of Revised 34 Change in response categories: Added
facilities and “Availability of teaching assistants.” Changed
resources “personal computers” to “personal computers

and local networks.” Changed “computer
networks with other institutions” to “Internet
connections.” Added “Technical support for
computer-related activities.” Changed
response scale from “Very good, good, poor,
very poor” to “Excellent, good, fair, poor.”

See notes at the end of the table.
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Table 2.2—NSOPF faculty questionnaire—content and linkage of items between 1999 and
1993 NSOPF cycles — Continued

Q. Content area Status of Source item | How NSOPF:99 question differs from
item in in NSOPF:93 question
NSOPF:99 | NSOPF:93
61 | Useof Revised 35 Wording change: Only asked about
institutional institutional funds, instead of “institutional or
funds department funding.” Changed “retraining for
fields in higher demand” to “release time from
teaching.”
Change in response categories: Instead of
asking whether funds were adequate, changed
scale to “Yes; No, although funds were
available; No, no funds were available or not
eligible; No, don’t know if funds were
available.”
62 | Administrative | New
committees
63 Hours spenton | New
admin.
Committee
work

64 Union No change 38

membership

65 | Satisfactionw/ | Revised 39 Change in response categories: Added

instruct. duties “Time available for class preparation.”

66 | Job satisfaction | Revised 40 Change in response categories: Added “The
effectiveness of faculty leadership at this
institution (e.g. academic senate, faculty
councils, etc.)”

67 Likelihood of No change 41

leaving job
68 | Age to stop No change 42
working at
postsecondary
Institution

69 Factors Revised 43 Change in response categories: Deleted
influencing “Greater opportunity for administrative
possible responsibilities.” Added “Not applicable”
decision to category for “Good job opportunities for my
leave spouse or partner” and “Good

environment/schools for my children.”
70 Most important | New
factor

71 | Optiontodraw | No change 44

on retirement

72 | Prev. retirement | New

73 Early retirement | No change 45

option

See notes at the end of the table.
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Table 2.2—NSOPF faculty questionnaire—content and linkage of items between 1999 and
1993 NSOPF cycles — Continued

Q. Content area Status of Source item | How NSOPF:99 question differs from
item in in NSOPF:93 question
NSOPF:99 | NSOPF:93
74 | Age planning to | No change 46
retire
75 Basic salary for | New
academic year
76 | Compensation Revised 47 Change in response categories: Collapsed
for calendar “Other teaching” and “supplements.” Deleted
Year “Any other income from this institution.”
77 Income of New
spouse/
significant other
78 Number of No change 48
persons in
household
79 Household Revised 49 Change in wording: Revised to specify
income “household income before taxes.”
80 Number of No change 50
dependents
81 | Gender No change 51
82 | Year of birth No change 52
83 | Ethnicity Revised 54 Change in wording: Revised to state “What is
your ethnicity?” Choices included “Hispanic
or Latino,” or “Not Hispanic or Latino.”
84 Race Revised 53 Wording change: Allowed for multiple
responses. Eliminated follow up question on
Asian origins and added category for “Native
Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander.”
85 Disability New
86 | Type of New
disability
87 | Marital status Revised 55 Change in response categories: Collapsed
“Separated, divorced, widowed.”
88 Employment of | New
spouse/
significant other
89 Country of birth | No change 56
90 | Citizenship No change 57
status
91 Parent and Revised 58 Change in response categories: Added
spouse category of “Spouse/Significant Other”

education level

See notes at the end of the table.
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Table 2.2—NSOPF faculty questionnaire—content and linkage of items between 1999 and
1993 NSOPF cycles — Continued

Q. Content area Status of Source item | How NSOPF:99 question differs from

item in in NSOPF:93 question
NSOPF:99 | NSOPF:93
92 | Opinions Revised 59 Wording change: Replaced “State or

federally mandated assessment requirements
will improve the quality of undergraduate
education” with “Post-tenure review of faculty
will improve the quality of higher education.”
Added “This institution should have a tenure
system.”

Change in response categories: Deleted
“somewhat” from middle two response
categories.

93 | Opinions New

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 National Study of
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:99).

25 Questionnaire Design and Pretesting

2.5.1 Streamlined questionnaire format

The faculty questionnaire was first redesigned into a “streamlined” format for the NSOPF:99
field test. As an experiment, one-half the field test respondents received an optically-scannable
“streamlined” questionnaire based on design principles formulated by Jenkins and Dillman.® The
other one-half received a conventionally formatted questionnaire, similar to those fielded in
1993. The streamlined questionnaire featured the following innovations:

» apage layout split into two columns with the entire page bordered;
» response boxes which the respondent could mark with a simple “x”; and
» acolor scheme which offset the white response boxes against a blue page background.

This design provides a stark contrast to the traditional one-color format used in 1993, which
required respondents to read across the entire page and circle their response choices.

The field test confirmed that the streamlined questionnaire has several distinct advantages over
more traditional instruments:

e The streamlined questionnaire can be processed using image-scanning technology that is
far more accurate and cost effective than traditional key-to-disk technology;

» The streamlined questionnaire has fewer pages, decreasing the appearance of burden to
the respondent; and

%See Cleo R. Jenkins and Don A. Dillman, “Towards a Theory of Self-Administered Questionnaire
Design,” in Lars Lyberg, et al., Survey Measurement and Process Quality (John Wiley and Sons, Inc.:
New York 1997), pages 165-198.
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» The streamlined questionnaire is easier for the respondent to read, follow and complete;
the formatting emphasizes simple check-off boxes rather than dense blocks of text.

Most importantly, the field test experiment demonstrated that a streamlined format led to a
significantly higher response rate for the faculty questionnaire (84.3 percent versus 75.9 percent).
Hence, this format was adapted for all paper instruments utilized for NSOPF:99. For a discussion
of scanning procedures, see Chapter 6.

Development of paper, web and CATI questionnaires. In order to provide institutions and
faculty with flexibility in responding to their respective surveys, multiple versions of the two
guestionnaires were developed. Self-administered paper (SAQ) and self-administered Web
(Web) versions of the institution questionnaire were prepared. If necessary, an institutional
respondent could also complete the questionnaire by a telephone interview. In those instances,
the paper version of the questionnaire was used to administer the interview. Similarly, faculty
had two questionnaire options initially; they could complete a self-administered paper or a Web
version of the faculty questionnaire. A CATI version of the faculty questionnaire was also
developed and administered by telephone to nonresponding faculty.

The questionnaire development process involved first developing a paper version of the two
guestionnaires. Once the paper version was finalized and readied for printing, Web versions of
the questionnaires could then be developed and tested. Adjustments in the questionnaire design
and format were required to accommodate the Web technology. The Web versions of the
guestionnaires were written directly in HTML, allowing complete flexibility in order to
reproduce the look of the paper version, but still incorporating features of Web technology to
improve data collection.

The CATI version of the faculty questionnaire was the last instrument to be developed since it
was intended for use with nonrespondents. The paper questionnaire was adapted for telephone
administration, requiring changes to the introductory statements, rewording instructions to make
them appropriate for communication by interviewers, and formatting changes to facilitate
programming into a computer system.
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CHAPTER 3. Sample Design And Selection

This chapter reviews the sample design and selection procedures used for selecting institutions
and faculty for NSOPF:99. It also provides information on the calculation of sample weights and
the relative efficiency of the sample design.

3.1 NSOPF:99 Sample Design

The sample for NSOPF:99 was selected in three stages. Both the first-stage sample of institutions
and the second-stage sample of faculty were stratified, systematic samples. In the initial stage,
960 postsecondary institutions were selected from the 1997-98 Integrated Postsecondary
Education Data System (IPEDS) Institutional Characteristics (IC) data files and the 1997 and
1995 IPEDS Fall Staff files. Each sampled institution was asked to provide a list of all of the
full- and part-time faculty that the institution employed during the 1998 fall term, and 819
institutions provided such a list.

In the second stage of sampling, 28,576 faculty were selected from the lists provided by the
institutions. Over 1,500 of these sample members were determined to be ineligible for
NSOPF:99, as they were not employed by the sampled institution during the 1998 fall term,
resulting in a sample of 27,044 faculty.

A third stage of sampling occurred in the final phases of data collection. In order to increase the
response rate and complete data collection in a timely way, a subsample of the faculty who had
not responded was selected for intensive follow-up efforts. Others who had not responded were
eliminated from the sample, resulting in a final sample of 19,213 eligible faculty.

This chapter documents the sample selection procedures in detail. It describes:

. the definitions of the target populations of institutions and faculty for the study;
. the frames used at each stage of sample selection;

. the selection of institutions;

. institution-level nonresponse;

. the initial selection of faculty;

. the subsampling of faculty for nonresponse follow-up;

. the calculation of weights;

. variance estimation and design effects for the survey; and

. an analysis of survey nonresponse bias in the faculty dataset.
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3.2 Institution Population and Frame

3.2.1 Target population

Like its 1993 predecessor, NSOPF:99 was intended to cover instructional and non-instructional
faculty in certain types of postsecondary institutions. The first-stage target population consisted
of postsecondary institutions that met several criteria:

. They were Title IV-participating institutions;

. They were 2-year or 4-year degree-granting institutions;

. They were public or private not-for-profit institutions;

. They offered programs designed for high school graduates;

. They were open to persons other than employees of the institution; and
. They were located in the 50 states or the District of Columbia.

This definition covered most colleges (including junior colleges and community colleges),
universities, graduate, and professional schools. It excluded for-profit institutions, those that
offer only programs lasting less than two years, and institutions located outside the United States
(for example, in U.S. territories). In addition, it excluded institutions that offer instruction only to
employees of the institutions, tribal colleges, and institutions that offer only correspondence
courses. In total, 3,396 institutions met these criteria and were eligible for the NSOPF:99 sample.

3.2.2 Institution frame

The data used in constructing the NSOPF institution frame were taken from the 1997-98
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) Institutional Characteristics (IC) data
files and the 1997 and 1995 IPEDS Fall Staffing files.* (When faculty data for 1997 were
missing, data from 1995 were used instead.) These data consisted of three main types of
information:

. Information used to identify and contact the institution (e.g., the institution name
and address, its IPEDS identification number, chief administrative officer, and so
on);

. Information used to classify the institution by sampling strata (whether the

institution is public or private not-for-profit, 2-year or 4-year, and so on);

. Information used to construct a measure of size (counts of the number of faculty
by various categories).

The identifying and stratification variables were drawn from the IC Survey; those used to
calculate the measures of size were drawn from the Fall Staffing Survey. NCES provided Gallup

*Information about IPEDS, as well as data and publications, can be found on the Internet at
http://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/.
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with the institution frame file, containing the set of eligible institutions and the necessary
variables from the IPEDS data sets.

Some entries in the IPEDS files were “parent” records that included information from several
campuses that collectively made up a single institution. For example, the parent record might
have included data for all the campuses in a state community college system. These individual
campuses, or “children,” were also represented as separate records in the file. In such cases, we
kept only the campuses where faculty were actually housed rather than the central administrative
office. Three of these “parent institutions” were dropped from the frame because it was apparent
that they housed no faculty of their own. Most of the parent institutions did have their own
faculty and were retained on the frame.

Faculty count data were missing for 215 institutions on the frame; these data were the basis for
the institution’s measure of size and missing values had to be imputed. Section 3.4.2 describes
how the missing values were imputed.

3.2.3 Stratification

Prior to sample selection, eligible institutions were classified into eight categories based on the
size, type, and highest degree awarded (based on the 1994 Carnegie classification) by the
institution:

. Stratum 1: Large public master’s. Public master’s (comprehensive)
universities and colleges with at least 800 faculty;

. Stratum 2: Small public master’s. Public master’s universities and colleges
with fewer than 800 faculty;

. Stratum 3: Private-not-for-profit master’s. Private master’s (comprehensive)
universities and colleges;

. Stratum 4: Public baccalaureate. Public baccalaureate colleges, including
liberal arts colleges, schools of engineering, law and health centers, and
business, teacher’s colleges, and other specialized schools;

. Stratum 5: Private not-for-profit baccalaureate. Private baccalaureate
colleges, including liberal arts colleges, schools of engineering, law and health
centers, and business, teacher’s colleges, Bible colleges and theological
seminaries, and other specialized schools;

. Stratum 6: Medical. Medical schools and medical centers;

. Stratum 7: Associates. Associates of Arts colleges;

. Stratum 8: Research and doctoral. Research universities and other doctoral
institutions.

Stratum 6 consists of free-standing medical schools; many other medical schools are part of
institutions included in other strata (especially Stratum 8, in which 94 institutions had an
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associated medical school). First-stage sampling was carried out separately within each stratum.
Four-year institutions with missing Carnegie codes were placed in Stratum 4 (if they were
public) or 5 (if they were private).

3.3 Faculty Population and Sampling Frame

Like its predecessor, NSOPF:99 was intended to cover instructional staff at eligible institutions.
The target population included not only regular full-time and part-time faculty, but also
administrators and other staff (such as librarians) who had instructional responsibilities at the
sample institutions. The frame for the second stage of sampling at each institution was the list of
eligible staff submitted by the institution. Aside from the staff member’s name and other
identifying information, the lists were supposed to include gender, race/ethnicity, and program
area or discipline.

It is possible to compare the number of instructional staff reported on the list with the number
reported in the NSOPF institution questionnaire. When the number of faculty on the list differed
from the number reported either in the NSOPF institution questionnaire or in the IPEDS data by
5 percent or more, the institution was recontacted and an attempt was made to verify the accuracy
of the list. See Chapter 8 for a discussion of discrepancies.

3.4 First-Stage Sampling: Selection of Institutions
3.4.1 Allocation of the institution sample by stratum

The first-stage sample was a stratified sample that included a total of 960 sample institutions.
The number of sample institutions allocated to each institutional stratum was proportional to the
estimated number of faculty in that stratum. (The estimate of the number of faculty in each
stratum was derived from the 1997 IPEDS data on the institutional sampling frame.) Under this
allocation, three of the strata had sample sizes either equal or close to their population sizes. All
of the institutions in strata 1, 6, and 8 were selected with certainty and the remaining institution
selections were allocated across the remaining five strata according to their share of the total
faculty. Table 3.1 shows the sample sizes by institutional stratum.
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Table 3.1—Number of institutions and institution selections by stratum

Institutions Faculty Siir?epsle
Stratum
Number  Percent Number  Percent
1. Large public master’s 30 0.9 31,805 3.3 30
2. Small public master’s 242 7.1 90,241 9.4 104
3. Private ,not-for-proflt 247 73 62.158 6.5 71
master’s
4. Public baccalaureate 304 9.0 38,819 4.1 45
5. Private not-for-profit 1.208 356 91,049 9.5 105
baccalaureate
6. Medical 47 1.4 33,407 35 47
7. Associates 1,075 31.9 281,108 29.4 323
8. Research and doctoral 235 6.9 329,180 34.4 235
Total 3,396 100.0 957,767 100.0 960

NOTE: Sample excluded for-profit institutions.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 National Study
of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:99).

3.4.2  Selection procedures within the noncertainty strata

Within the five non-certainty strata, the institution sample was selected systematically, with the
selection probability for each institution proportional to its measure of size.

Measure of size. The measure of size (MOS) for a given institution was a weighted sum of the
number of faculty in five categories:

MOS sziNij [1]
i

The weight for a given category was the overall sampling fraction (f; ) for faculty in that
category. In the equation, N; represents the number of faculty in category i at institution j; these
faculty counts were taken from the IPEDS data. (Where the necessary faculty counts were
unavailable, they were imputed as described in the next section.) The five faculty categories
were 1) Hispanic faculty; 2) non-Hispanic Black faculty; 3) Asian and Pacific Islander faculty; 4)
full-time female faculty (who were not Hispanic, Black, Asian or Pacific Islander); and 5) all
others. The first four of these groups were sampled at higher rates than the fifth. The values for
the f;’s were the target number of faculty selections in each group (the sample size targets for
each group are given in Table 3.3 below) divided by the estimated total number of faculty in that
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group. Again, the population estimates were derived from the IPEDS data on the institution
frame file (and are also given in Table 3.3). For example, the overall sampling fraction for
Hispanic faculty was 1,647/27,393. These are overall sampling rates that vary across the five
groups of faculty, but not across schools. The MOS for a given school was the weighted sum of
the five faculty counts for that school, where the weights were the f;’s.

The purpose of using the composite measure of size was to facilitate the oversampling of
minority and women faculty at the second stage of selection. By giving a higher selection
probability to institutions that included larger numbers of faculty in the oversampled subgroups,
the composite measure of size helped ensure that the sample institutions included enough faculty
members in each category to meet the sample size targets. Simulation results indicated that using
the composite measure of size increased the number of sample institutions with at least one
member of the oversampled groups.

Imputation of missing size data. The counts needed to calculate measures of size were missing
for 215 of the institutions. The institutions with missing data fell into three groups. The first
consisted of branch campuses (or other “child” records in the frame file), whose faculty counts
were included in the record for the associated main campus or administrative office. In such
cases, the faculty counts were allocated from the parent record to the linked child records in
proportion to the student enrollment at each branch campus. For example, if branch campuses A,
B, and C were linked to the same parent record and campus A had one-half of the total student
enrollment of the three campuses, then campus A would be assigned one-half of the faculty
reported on the parent record. This method was used to impute faculty counts for 80 of the
institutions.

The second group of institutions with missing faculty counts consisted of institutions (typically
new ones) that did not report the relevant data in the current or previous IPEDS. For these
institutions, the measure of size was imputed based on their student enroliments. The imputed
number of faculty (MOS) for an institution was derived in two steps. First, the number of faculty
was imputed; then the measure of size was estimated, based on the imputed number of faculty.
The first step—imputing the number of faculty at the institution—involved finding the ratio
between the total number of faculty and the total student enrollment for the stratum (for those
institutions where data for both are available). The total number of faculty (NFac) was imputed
as the product of the faculty-student ratio for that institution’s stratum and the enrollment at the
institution (Enroll):

> NFac;

NFacjj = ———— Enrolljj,
> Enroll,
i

where the summation was across all sample institutions in the stratum. In the equation, NFac;
represents the number of faculty in category i at institution j. In the second step, the measure of
size was imputed from the total number of faculty at the institution using the regression equation
relating these two variables. We regressed the MOS on the total number of faculty in all the
institutions where we had both; a single bivariate regression equation was fit. Measures of size
were imputed for 38 institutions using this procedure. In addition, 29 institutions had the total
number of faculty on the frame file but not the detailed counts; a measure of size for these
institutions was calculated using the regression equation linking the MOS to the number of
faculty.
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For a third group of institutions, both faculty counts and student enrollment data were missing.
These 68 institutions were assigned the average measure of size for institutions in their stratum.
To prevent any institution from having a very large weight, institutions with measures of size
below 0.28 were assigned that value as their measure of size; 0.28 corresponds to approximately
the fifth percentile of the non-imputed size measures.

Selection of institutions. Once size measures had been assigned to every institution, the
systematic selection of institutions from the noncertainty strata was performed. Prior to selection,
the institutions in these strata were sorted by their Carnegie codes. Within the noncertainty
strata, some institutions had measures of size that exceeded the sampling interval for their strata.
These 65 institutions were taken into the sample with certainty; 52 of these were in stratum 7.
Overall, 648 selections were made from the five noncertainty strata (following the allocation
shown in Table 3.1).

3.4.3 Institution-level nonresponse

Sample institutions were asked to complete an institution questionnaire and to provide lists of
eligible faculty for the second stage of sample selection. The design of the first-stage sample
allowed for some level of non-cooperation among sampled institutions. Based on the experience
in NSOPF:93, it was anticipated that only about 85 percent of the institutions (a total of 816)
would provide faculty lists. Ultimately, 819 institutions provided lists; their distribution by
stratum is shown in Table 3.2. Table 3.2 also shows the number of sample institutions in each
stratum that completed an institution questionnaire; a total of 865 completed institution
guestionnaires were received.

Table 3.2—Number of responding institutions by stratum

Stratum Initial Institutions providing Institutions
selections faculty lists completing
guestionnaire
Number Number Percent Number Percent
1. Large public master’s 30 26 86.7 28 93.3
2. Small public master’s 104 92 88.5 99 95.2
3. Prlvate’not-for-proflt 71 57 80.3 63 88.7
master’s
4. Public baccalaureate 45 35 77.8 39 86.7
5. Private not-for-profit 105 96 91.4 97 9.4
baccalaureate
6. Medical 47 36 76.6 39 83.0
7. Associates 323 269 83.3 293 90.7
8. Research and doctoral 235 208 88.5 207 88.1
Total 960 819 85.4 865 90.2

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 National Study of
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:99).
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35 Selection of Faculty

A total of 28,576 faculty were selected from the 819 institutions that provided faculty lists.
When institutions provided the necessary data, faculty were explicitly grouped into five strata
(Hispanic, Black, Asian, full-time non-minority females, and all other faculty and instructional
staff) prior to carrying out sample selection. In addition, within each institution and stratum,
faculty were sorted by academic program area or discipline.

3.5.1 Faculty-level stratification

Faculty were grouped into five strata based on their demographic characteristics:

. Hispanic faculty;

. Non-Hispanic Black faculty;

. Asian and Pacific Islander faculty;

. Full-time female faculty (who were not Hispanic, Black, Asian or Pacific

Islander); and

. All other faculty.

The purpose of stratifying the faculty in this way was to allow for the oversampling of relatively
small subpopulations (such as minority group members) to increase the precision of the estimates
for these groups. Table 3.3 shows our estimates of the sizes of the eligible population for each
faculty stratum and the target sample sizes for each one. Under a proportionate allocation, certain
subgroups would not have been large enough to support separate analyses. The target allocation
increased the sample sizes for the first four demographic subgroups (Hispanics, non-Hispanic
Blacks, Asians, and full-time females) at the expense of the final one.

Table 3.3—Distribution of the population and sample by subgroup

Subgroup Population Target sample sizes
Number  Percent Number Percent
(initial)
Demographic subgroups
Hispanic 27,393 3.0 1,647 5.5
Black 48,508 4.9 2,588 8.7
Asian 43,713 4.1 2,118 7.1
Full-time females 171,760 16.4 7,412 24.8
All other 665,242 71.6 16,118 53.9
Total 956,616 100.0 29,883 100.0

NOTE: Data are from the NSOPF frame file. The total number of faculty given here
does not exactly match the corresponding figure in Table 3.1 because of missing data on
faculty race, ethnicity, or gender.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics,
1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:99).
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3.5.2 Method of initial selection

In the NSOPF:93, the within-institution selection procedure involved taking fixed numbers of
selections from each staff-level stratum within each institution; for example, there was a target
sample size of approximately eight Black and Hispanic staff per institution. When a sample
institution had fewer than the desired number of staff in a particular stratum, all of the staff
members in that stratum were selected for the sample. This procedure produced a relatively high
level of variation in the weights (and did not completely succeed in keeping the cluster sizes
constant). A different procedure was used in NSOPF:99 that allowed the sample sizes to vary
across institutions but that minimized the variation in the weights within the staff-level strata.
The sampling fractions for each sample institution were made proportional to the institution
weight:

ij Ni
I\Ali :Zm:WjNij

The sampling fraction depended on the overall target number of selections for that stratum (n;),

the weight for the institution (w;), and the estimated size of the stratum population (N;); the
estimated stratum size was the weighted total of the stratum counts (according to the IPEDS data)
across all the cooperating sample institutions. Nj; represents the number of faculty in category i
at institution j; these faculty counts were taken from the IPEDS data.

2]

Missing stratification data. Carrying out this design raised two practical issues. The first
involved missing data. To implement the staff-level stratification scheme required that the faculty
lists classify each staff member by gender and racial/ethnic group. In total, the faculty lists
submitted by the cooperating institutions included information on 596,813 staff members; at least
some of the variables needed to stratify faculty were missing for 207,497 of them. In general,
when these data were missing, they were missing for all staff members at a institution. When a
faculty member could not be classified into one of the five strata, they were put in a sixth

stratum; this stratum was sampled at rate that used the average sampling fraction (that is, n /N) in
equation 2 in place of the stratum-specific rates.

Selecting faculty on a flow basis. The other practical issue involved selecting faculty on a flow
basis. As institution lists came in, they were compiled into a database; sample selection was
carried out separately for eight batches of institutions. Equation 2 required an estimate of the
total population size of each faculty stratum; this estimate was based on the first batch of
institutions in which sampling was carried out. Because the sampling rates were based on the
initial set of institutions and because so many faculty were placed in the sixth stratum, the sample
sizes did not meet the targets set for four of the faculty strata. Table 3.4 shows the number of
selections by stratum. Of course, the respondents among the 9,698 cases who could not be
placed in a faculty stratum initially would ultimately be classified by stratum, reducing the
impact of the apparent shortfalls. Although this reclassification of faculty may increase the
variability of the weights (and therefore increase the variance of the estimates), it did not
introduce any bias.
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The initial sample sizes presented in Table 3.4 differ from the target sample sizes for two
reasons: the sampling rates were based on the initial batch of schools, which included only about
a quarter of the total sample; in addition, a large number of faculty could not be classified by
stratum and this group had to be represented in the sample.

Table 3.4—Target and actual sample sizes for faculty by faculty strata

Target sample Actual number of selections
Stratum . — - -
size Initial selections After subsampling

Hispanic 1,647 1,615 1,011
Black 2,588 1,920 1,168
Asian 2,118 1,443 919
Full-time women 7,412 4,526 3,504
All other 16,118 9,374 4,317
Missing data -- 9,698 8,894
Total 29,883 28,576 19,813

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 National
Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:99).

3.6 Subsampling of Nonrespondents

During the final stages of the field period, it became clear that an acceptable response rate for the
faculty survey could only be achieved either by extending the field period or by subsampling
among the remaining nonrespondents. Extending the field period had the drawbacks of delaying
completion of the project and increasing the memory recall problems associated with asking
respondents about fall 1998 activities. A subsample of the remaining nonrespondents was drawn
for intensive follow-up. Follow-up efforts were confined to these subsample cases.

The design used to carry out this subsampling attempted to reduce the variation in the final
cluster sizes. This entailed taking a higher fraction of nonrespondents within institutions that had
a smaller number of initial faculty selections.” Institutions were grouped into three categories:

. Within the 85 sample institutions that had 15 or fewer initial faculty selections,
all remaining nonrespondents (a total of 431) were retained in the subsample
with certainty;

. Within the 225 institutions with more than 15 initial faculty selections but fewer
than 15 respondents at the time of sampling, enough nonrespondents were
selected to bring the subsample size for each institution to 15 (yielding a total of
1,420 subsample nonrespondents within this group of institutions);

. Within the 469 remaining institutions (all those with at least 15 respondents by
the time subsampling was carried out), subsampling was carried out at a lower

® The clusters were the sample institutions. The cutoff for initial faculty selections was set at 15 because
it yielded roughly the number of cases the budget would accommodate while reducing the variation in the
sample sizes by school and the impact of subsampling on the weights. The number of subsample cases
(1,078) reflected both the budget and schedule constraints.
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rate (1,078 out of the 6,251 nonrespondents were selected for the subsample
within those institutions).

In addition, all of the 430 nonrespondents from 39 private doctoral institutions were retained in

the subsample. Altogether the subsample included 3,359 faculty selections. Table 3.5
summarizes the entire sampling process, including subsampling.

Table 3.5—Summary of sampling process

Number
Institutions sampled 960
Eligible institutions 959
Institutions providing lists of faculty/instructional staff 819
Faculty on frame provided by institutions 596,813
Faculty sampled 28,576
Eligible faculty* 27,044
Faculty subsampled 19,813
Eligible subsampled faculty® 19,213
Faculty respondents? 17,600

'See section 6.3.1 for a description of eligible faculty.

“To protect the confidentiality of the data, this number has been rounded.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999
National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:99).

3.7 Calculation of Weights

Weights were calculated for both institution and faculty questionnaire data. Both full-sample
weights and replicate weights were computed. The replicate weights effectively partition the
faculty and institution samples into 64 half-samples. The replicate weights are designed to make
it easy for analysts to use programs such as WesVar that calculate standard errors for statistics
derived from complex samples (like NSOPF:99 sample) via the balanced half-sample (BHS)
method.

3.7.1 Institution weights

Full-sample weights. The full-sample institution questionnaire weights were computed in four
steps. In the first step, a base weight (W4;) was computed for both responding and nonresponding
institutions. This weight was simply the inverse of the institution’s selection probability. The
second step compensated for institution-level nonresponse. For the responding institutions, the
base weights were multiplied by the inverse of the institution-level response rate for the stratum
(RRy):

W =Wy; /RR, [3]

For nonresponding institutions, W.y,; was set to zero. Separate nonresponse adjustments were
calculated within institution-level stratum. Because this weight is intended for use with the
institution questionnaire data, institutions were treated as respondents if they completed an
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institution questionnaire. A slightly different set of institutions provided faculty lists and, for
purposes of weighting the faculty data, the institutions providing faculty lists were treated as
responding institutions. We computed a separate institution weight for the institutions that
provided faculty lists, but used this weight only in the process of developing faculty weights (see
footnote 7 below). This second institution weight is not included on the institution data file.

The institution weights emerging from equation 3 included a small number of extreme weights.
In the third step of the weighting process, these extreme weights were trimmed. Of the 865
institutions with nonzero weights, only 60 had weights greater than 10, but nine of these had
weights greater than 30. As a result, the relative variance of the weights was substantial—3.33.
Based on an examination of the estimated bias and variance of 20 statistics computed from the
institution questionnaire data, it was decided to trim the nine largest institutional weights to 30.
(This brought the relative variance of the weights down considerably—the final relative variance
was close to 2.0. See Table 3.6.)

In the final step, the trimmed weights (W) were adjusted so that the sum of the weights within
each stratum agreed with the best estimate of the total number of institutions within that stratum.
Equation 4 (below) shows how the weights were redistributed to compensate for trimming the
extreme weights.

N
_ h
W4hj _W3hj Y

2 Way
1

[4]

For most strata, the estimated stratum sizes (the N's in equation 4) were simply the frame counts.
In one stratum, one of the sample institutions turned out to be ineligible for the study. In that
stratum, the number of eligible institutions was estimated by multiplying the frame count by the
estimated eligibility rate. This estimate was rounded to the nearest whole number.

Table 3.6—Summary statistics for faculty and institution questionnaire weights

Faculty N
- . . Institution
Statistic questionnaire - . .
: guestionnaire weight
weight
Mean 60.98 3.92
Variance 3,133.08 30.85
Standard deviation 64.29 5.55
Minimum 9.25 1.00
Maximum 1,682.83 40.65
Relative variance 1.11 2.01
Sum (rounded to whole number) 1,073,667 3,388

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 National Study
of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:99).
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Institution-level replicate weights. To develop replicate weights for the institutions, the sample
institutions were grouped into 63 pseudo-strata. These pseudo-strata were finer subdivisions of
the eight original institution-level sampling strata. Within each of the original strata, institutions
were sorted by Carnegie code and, within Carnegie codes, by the total number of faculty at the
institution. Groups of institutions that shared a Carnegie code and had similar numbers of faculty
were assigned to the same pseudo-stratum.

Within each of the 63 pseudo-strata, institutions were assigned at random to one or the other of
two half-samples. The program WesVar was used to carry out this assignment using a balanced
scheme; the program follows a Hadamard matrix that assures that estimates from pairs of half-
samples are orthogonal to each other. Sixty-four half-sample replicates were formed in this way.

A set of weights was calculated for each replicate half-sample. In the first step, the base weights
for the institutions included in the half-sample were doubled and the weights for the remaining
institutions were set to zero. These initial weights were then adjusted to compensate for
nonresponse to the institution questionnaire, trimmed, and brought into agreement with the frame
totals by stratum. These steps exactly parallel those carried out in the development of the full-
sample institution weights. The final step in the computation of institution replicate weights
introduced a finite population correction factor (fpc) into the weights.® Both institutions in the
a-th half-sample and those that were not in that half-sample received some weight:

Whia = Way; +\/Z(\N4hja _W4hj)

in which W,y is the final full-sample weight for the institution (defined in equation 4 earlier),
Wianje is the preliminary half-sample weight (prior to the incorporation of the fpc), and Ay is the
approximate finite population correction for the pseudo-stratum:

/]h =1- iz 1
n, W4hj

3.7.2  Faculty weights

Full-sample weights. Calculation of the full-sample faculty weights began with the final
institution weight.” The faculty weights then incorporated factors reflecting the conditional
selection probability for the faculty member (given the selection of his or her institution), the

® For a more in-depth discussion of finite population correction factors, see Kaufman, S., “A New Model
for Estimating the Variance under Systematic Sampling,” Proceedings of the Section on Survey Research
Methods, American Statistical Association, 2001.

"For the purpose of weighting the faculty data, the “final” institution weight is based on all institutions that
provided faculty lists for sampling (not on those that completed an institution questionnaire). These
institution weights were not trimmed, but were adjusted to bring them into line with estimates of the
institution stratum sizes. Because trimmed weights are slightly biased, the untrimmed weights are to be
preferred, other things being equal. Even though the trimming step was skipped, the faculty weights
showed less variation (relative to the mean) than the institution weights did (see Table 3.6).
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probability of retention into the subsample, faculty nonresponse, and random departures from the
best available estimates of the total number of full- and part-time faculty at various types of
institutions. The base weight for the faculty was the final institution weight times the selection
probability for the faculty member:

Wi
T 70 i«

We i = [5]

(The final institution weight—W,y,—was based on the institutions where faculty were sampled.)
The denominator in the equation represented the initial selection probability for faculty member
K in institution j (7g) times his or her probability of being retained in the subsample (7).

These weights were then adjusted to compensate for faculty nonresponse. Separate nonresponse
adjustments were calculated for the cells formed by crossing the six faculty-level strata with the
eight institution-level strata. Several of the 48 resulting cells contained few selections, and these
cells were combined with neighboring cells to avoid extreme adjustment factors; ultimately,
separate adjustment factors were computed for 41 cells. For the responding cases in each cell, the
nonresponse adjustment was the inverse of the weighted nonresponse rate for the cell:

Wepie =Wsj / RR, [6]

For nonresponding faculty, Ws was set to zero. There was a separate adjustment for list
nonresponse; see the earlier discussion following Equation 3.

The final step in the computation of faculty weights brought the weights into agreement with the
institution questionnaire data regarding the total number of faculty. Institutions were classified
into one of nine types. The types were the eight institution-level sampling strata, with the final
stratum (Research and Doctoral institutions) subdivided so that private institutions offering
doctoral degrees (Carnegie codes 13 or 14) formed a separate institution type. Institutions were
further classified by size, based on the total number of faculty according to the IPEDS data on
the institution frame. Institutions with 270 or fewer faculty were placed in the smallest size
category; those with 670 or more faculty were placed in the largest size category. The remaining
institutions were classified as medium in size. The institution type variable was crossed with
three size categories (based on the total number of faculty, according to IPEDS data), for a total
of 27 cells. For each cell, the total number of full- and part-time faculty was estimated based on
the institution questionnaire data. (In four cases, all of the faculty in a given cell were either full-
or part-time. As a result, 50 population estimates were calculated, rather than 54.) The faculty
weights were adjusted to agree with these estimates:

NJ'
Wik = bhik T, [7]

2 Wehik
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The best estimate of the number of faculty in a given cell (the N'sin equation 7) was the
weighted sum of the numbers reported by responding institutions on the institution
guestionnaires.®

Four hundred thirty-five faculty returned a completed questionnaire after they had been dropped
from the sample during subsampling. To allow for methodological studies, these data have been
included in the final faculty questionnaire data set. These faculty, however, were not included in
the weighting process and have been assigned a weight of zero.

Contextual weight. Aside from the main faculty weight (to be used in analyses of faculty
questionnaire data), an additional faculty weight was developed for use in “contextual” analyses
that simultaneously include variables drawn from the faculty and institution questionnaires. For
this weight, only the 793 institutions that both submitted a faculty list and completed an
institution questionnaire were counted as respondents. Otherwise, the contextual weight followed
the same steps as the main faculty weight:

. The institution base weight was adjusted for institution-level nonresponse (as in
equation 3 above);

. The resulting institution weights were adjusted to agree with the frame totals (as
in equation 4);

. Preliminary faculty weights were calculated by dividing the final institution
weight by the product of the faculty member’s initial selection probability and
his or her probability of retention in the subsample (as in equation 5);

. The preliminary faculty weights were adjusted for nonresponse (as in equation 6)
and to agree with estimates of the population sizes for 27 cells, based on
institution type and size (as in equation 7).

Aside from the difference in what counted as a responding institution, the weighting procedure
for the contextual weight differed only in one other detail from the main faculty weight; the
institution-level weights were not trimmed. Trimming was not seen as necessary since the
contextual institution weights were computed only as a preliminary stage in the development of
the contextual faculty weights, not as a separate set of weights that analysts would use directly.
(For the same reason, the institution weights used in computing the main faculty weights were
also not trimmed; see footnote 7.)

Replicate faculty weights. The same half-samples used to define the institution-level weights
were also used to define faculty replicates. Within each half-sample of institutions, separate
adjustments were calculated first to compensate for faculty nonresponse and then to bring the
resulting replicate faculty weights into agreement with the estimated number of full- and part-
time faculty in each of 27 institution cells. That is, the adjustment factors defined by equations 6

& Due to the complexity of the sample design, a number of unique weights exist on the faculty file. Thisisa
result of the cumulative effect of the initial institution selection probabilities (selected according to a PPS
design), the stratification of faculty within institutions, and the non-response and post-stratification
adjustments. This is not a cause for concern, as small variations in individual weights are far less important
than the overall variance of the weights relative to the mean (see Table 3.6.)
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and 7 were calculated anew for each half-sample. (Because of small cell sizes in some of the
half-samples, the half-sample weights were adjusted to agree with 49 faculty population
estimates, rather than the 50 used to adjust the full-sample faculty weights.) As in 1993, the
replicate faculty weights did not incorporate finite population corrections; the impact of such
corrections was likely to be small for the faculty weights.

3.8 Design Effects and Standard Errors

Like all estimates derived from survey data, the estimates based on the NSOPF:99 data are
subject to both nonsampling and sampling errors. The nonsampling errors arise from a variety of
sources, most of them representing problems in the measurement process, such as
misinterpretation of the questions, forgetting of the relevant information, deliberate misreporting
and so on. The sampling errors arise because the estimates are based on a sample rather than the
entire population. The sampling errors include both biases (such as undercoverage of certain
segments of the population due to nonresponse or inaccuracies in the sampling frame) and the
random errors introduced by the sampling process. In contrast to other types of error, it is
possible to estimate the magnitude of the random sampling error using the data from the survey
itself. It is a far more difficult matter to assess the extent of nonsampling error or the amount of
bias introduced by nonresponse or coverage problems. The two most commonly used measures
of random sampling error are the variance and standard error of sample statistics. The variance of
a statistic (such as a mean, proportion, or correlation coefficient) is the expected squared
deviation of the sample value from the average value for the statistic across all possible samples;
that is, it is the variance of the distribution of sample values across all possible samples. The
standard error is just the square root of the variance. Estimates of variances and standard errors
can be used to construct confidence intervals around sample values and to carry out significance
tests for comparisons between sample subgroups. This section presents standard errors for a
number of statistics calculated from the faculty and institution questionnaire data. It also
discusses the overall efficiency of the sample design both for estimates that characterize the
population as a whole and for estimates that characterize specific subgroups of the population.

Several features of the sample design—its use of stratification and unequal selection
probabilities and the clustering of sample faculty within institutions—make the calculation of
exact standard errors difficult. Because of the complex sample design, standard statistical
packages, such as SAS or SPSS, are prone to underestimate the variability of estimates derived
from the NSOPF:99 data. There are, however, a number of procedures that yield more accurate
standard error estimates; these include Taylor Series approximation, balanced half-sample
replication (BHS or BRR), and jackknife repeated replication (JRR). Generally, these different
methods yield very similar results.® As noted earlier, 64 sets of replicate weights have been
created to allow the use of BHS with both the institution and faculty questionnaire data. In
addition, the data sets include a variable (VSTRATUM) that groups similar institutions into 63
pseudo-strata for variance computation purposes. The pseudo-strata are subdivisions of the
original institutional sampling strata. For purposes of estimating the variance of sample statistics,
it is possible to treat the sample as though it consisted of two primary selections from each of the
63 pseudo-strata. The data set includes a variable (VREP) that groups the selections within each
pseudo-stratum into two pseudo-PSUs. Analysts can use these variables to compute Taylor Series
approximations of the variances and standard errors for sample statistics based on the NSOPF:99

°See, for example, Frankel, M., Inference from Survey Samples: An Empirical Investigation (Ann Arbor,
MI: Institute for Social Research, 1971).
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data.'® The Data Analysis System (DAS) available on CD-ROM calculates variances using the
Taylor Series method. Taylor Series variance estimates do not directly reflect sampling
variations in the various adjustment factors incorporated in the weights; this source of variation
is captured in the BRR variance estimates. As a result, the Taylor Series estimates may over- or
underestimate the variances.

Efficiency of the NSOPF:99 sample. The standard for assessing the efficiency of a sample
design is the simple random sample. In a simple random sample, all cases have an equal chance
of selection, the selections are not clustered in any way, and the sample is not stratified. The
NSOPF:99 sample design deviates from all three of these features of simple random samples.
The impact of such departures from simple random sampling on the variance of sample estimates
is often measured by the design effect; the design effect is the ratio between the actual variance
of a statistic (typically, estimated using the BHS or Taylor Series procedures) and the variance
that would have been obtained had a simple random sample (of the same size) been selected
instead. The larger the design effect, the larger the variance of the statistic relative to what
would have been obtained under a simple random sample. For example, a design effect of 2.0
indicates that the statistic is twice as variable as it would have been, had it been derived from a
simple random sample.

Tables 3.7 and 3.8 present standard errors and design effects (DEFF) for 32 statistics based on
the NSOPF:99 faculty data and 30 statistics based on the institution questionnaire data. The
items were selected randomly from the questionnaires. Most of the items selected were “closed”
guestions that presented the respondent with a list of answer categories. The proportions in the
tables combine answer categories so that the estimates span a wide range (from 9.0 to 96.2
percent).

The standard error estimates were calculated via BHS. The standard errors for the institution
guestionnaire estimates incorporate a finite population correction (since nearly one-quarter of all
eligible institutions were included in the NSOPF:99 sample). The average design effect for the
32 faculty estimates was 2.45; the corresponding figure for the 30 institution estimates was 1.78.
The faculty figures are somewhat lower than the design effects observed in NSOPF:93 (when the
average design effect for estimates based on all faculty was 3.52). The design effects for the
institution estimates were somewhat larger than in the 1993 study (when the average was 1.52)."

Ostatistical packages are available that implement both the BHS (e.g., WesVar, SUDAAN) and Taylor
Series (SUDAAN) approaches to variance estimation. SUDAAN is described in more detail in Shah, B.,
Barnwell, B., and Bieler, G., SUDAAN User’s Manual Release 7.5 (Research Triangle Park, NC:
Research Triangle Institute, 1997). WesVar is documented in A User’s Guide to WesVarPC, Version 2.0
(Rockville, MD: Westat, 1996).

1 With WesVar, it is not necessary to use VREP or VSTRAT. Instead it is sufficient to identify the
variables that constitute the replicate weights and the variable that represents the full sample weight. With
Stata, VSTRAT would be used as the stratum variable and VREP would be used as the PSU variable.

12See Tables 3.5 and 3.6 in Selfa, L., et al., 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:93):
Methodology Report (Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Research and
Improvement, NCES 97-467). Much of the large increase in efficiency for the faculty estimates probably
reflects the smaller cluster sizes in the 1999 study. This difference in turn reflects the smaller overall
number of respondents (25,780 faculty respondents in the 1993 study versus about 17,600 in the 1999
study).
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Researchers who do not have access to software for computing estimates of standard errors can
use the mean design effects presented in Tables 3.7 and 3.8 to approximate the standard errors of
statistics based on the NSOPF:99 data. Design-corrected standard errors for a proportion can be
approximated from the standard error computed using the formula for the standard error of a
proportion based on a simple random sample and the appropriate mean root design effect (DEFT):

SE = DEFT x [(p (1-p)/m)]*?

where p is the weighted proportion of respondents giving a particular response, n is the size of the
sample, and DEFT is the mean root design effect.

Similarly, the design-corrected standard error of a mean can be approximated from the standard
error based on simple random sampling and the appropriate mean DEFT:

SE = DEFT x (Var/n)*?

where Var is the simple random sample variance, n is the size of the sample, and DEFT is the
mean root design effect.

42



1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty
Methodology Report

Table 3.7—Design effects (DEFFs) and root design effects (DEFTs) for faculty statistics

Design SRS

Estimate s.e. s.e.
Item (percent) | (percent)| DEFF DEFT | Number | (percent)
Q1: Percent with instructional
duties 96.2 0.24 2.758 1.661 17600 0.14
Q11: Percent with tenure or appt.
with unspecified duration 39.2 0.57 2.416 1.554 17600 0.36
Q13: Percent who served as dept.
chair 9.1 0.30 1.924 1.387 17600 0.21
Q16d2: Percent with degree in
selected fields 60.4 0.54 1.496 1.223 12060 0.44
Q19: Percent regarding position as
main job 69.6 0.68 3.865 1.966 17600 0.34
Q24a5h: Percent Associate or Full
at first job 13.0 0.60 2.710 1.646 8390 0.36
Q24b6b: Percent at institution with
tenure system at prior job 87.3 0.76 2.343 1.531 4490 0.49
Q28b1t: Percent left prior non-
education job before 1991 39.1 0.87 2.329 1.526 7410 0.56
Q29b2: Percent with no sole-
authored nonrefereed works 77.2 0.53 2.767 1.664 17600 0.31
Q30b: Percent with no unpaid
activities at institution 62.7 0.50 1.852 1.361 17600 0.36
Q31b2: Percent preferring no grad
teaching 55.1 0.58 2.395 1.548 17600 0.37
Q33: Percent teaching one class in
Fall term 35.5 0.57 2.503 1.582 17600 0.36
Q41a2d: Percent with no TA in 1%
class taught this term 85.4 0.48 2.653 1.629 14600 0.29
Q41b2c: Percent meeting over 3
hours per week in 2" class this term 13.8 0.51 2.433 1.560 11170 0.32
Q41c2b: Percent teaching course
for over 3 credits as 3" class 20.2 0.61 1.755 1.325 7550 0.46
Q41d2a: Percent meeting under 16
weeks in 4" class this term 90.1 0.64 2.149 1.466 4750 0.43
Q41el: Percent teaching 5™ class
this term in selected areas 49.1 1.23 1.633 1.278 2680 0.95
Q41e5: Percent teaching 5™ class
this term face-to-face 88.8 1.11 3.329 1.825 2680 0.60
Q44c: Percent posting practice
exams on Web 255 1.01 2.516 1.586 4650 0.63
Q49b2: Percent with no grad
student contact hours 81.1 0.45 2.307 1.519 17600 0.29
Q57h: Percent with no foundation
funding 72.9 0.99 2.527 1.590 5080 0.61

See notes at the end of table.
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Table 3.7—Design effects (DEFFs) and root design effects (DEFTs) for faculty statistics —

Continued
Design SRS
Estimate s.e. s.e.
Item (percent) | (percent)| DEFF DEFT | Number | (percent)
Q60b: Percent rating
lab/research space ‘poor’ 9.0 0.38 3.119 1.766 17600 0.21
Q60n: Percent rating library
“fair’ or ‘poor’ 325 0.58 2.743 1.656 17600 0.35
Q62c2: Percent chairing no
governance committees 91.6 0.30 2.015 1.419 17600 0.21
Q66a: Percent not ‘very
satisfied” with work load 61.2 0.57 2.393 1.547 17600 0.36
Q67c: Percent ‘not at all likely’
to take part-time job outside
postsecondary education 82.8 0.38 1.807 1.344 17600 0.28
Q69i: Percent rating good job for
spouse ‘not important’ 30.8 0.68 2.909 1.706 13450 0.39
Q75b1: Percent with salary
based on < 12 months 69.8 0.71 2.404 1.551 10160 0.45
Q76j: Percent getting no
honoraria 85.6 0.44 2.750 1.658 17600 0.26
Q77: Percent whose spouses
have no income 14.4 0.44 2.074 1.440 13130 0.30
Q90a: Percent permanent
residents from selected
countries 84.7 1.08 0.815 0.903 910 1.17
Q93a: Percent disagreeing that
it’s harder to get external funds 32.9 0.59 2.752 1.659 17600 0.35

NOTE: DEFF and DEFT are the design effect and root design effect. Design S.E. (standard error) are the
estimated standard errors from the BHS method; SRS S.E. are the standard error estimates assuming the data
were from a simple random sample. To protect the confidentiality of the data, some numbers have been
rounded.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 National Study of
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:99).
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Table 3.8—Design effects (DEFFs) and root design effects (DEFTSs) for institution statistics

Question:
response | Estimate | Design s.e. SRS s.e.
Item number | (percent) | (percent) DEFF DEFT | Number | (percent)

FT faculty:
Change over five

ears A2A: 1 44.0 2.85 2.855 1.690 865 1.69
FT faculty:
Percent increased | A2B: 57 97.9 0.94 3.648 1.910 865 0.49
FT faculty:
Reduced courses | A3D: 1 15.8 1.16 0.876 0.936 865 1.24
FT faculty:
Tenure-track fall
97 ABA2: 17 57.2 2.98 3.129 1.769 865 1.68
FT faculty: Non-
tenured changed
PT to FT A5B3: 1 83.7 1.27 1.017 1.008 865 1.26
FT faculty: Total
hired A5C4: 13 77.3 1.34 0.888 0.942 865 1.43
FT faculty:
Tenured, left for
other reasons A5E1: 3 92.3 0.30 0.112 0.335 865 0.91
FT faculty: Total
on tenure-track A5F2: 43 76.7 1.46 1.034 1.017 865 1.44
FT faculty: Max.
lyears on tenure
track ATA: 4 17.3 1.76 1.408 1.187 647 1.49
FT faculty:
Replaced tenured
w/ fixed term A8D: 1 15.6 2.19 2.567 1.602 705 1.37
FT faculty: No.
sought for F98 A10: 25 87.4 1.10 0.945 0.972 865 1.13
FT faculty: State
retirement plan
available AllC1:1 45.7 1.05 0.380 0.617 865 1.69
FT faculty: Other
retirement plan
subsidized AllE2: 2 73.9 4,17 2.265 1.505 252 2.77
FT faculty:
Disability
insurance
available A12C1:1 90.4 1.97 3.885 1.971 865 1.00
FT faculty: Child
care subsidized A12E2: 2 30.7 3.33 1.404 1.185 270 2.81

See notes at end of table.
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Table 3.8—Design effects (DEFFs) and root design effects (DEFTs) for institution statistics —
Continued

Item

Question:
response
number

Estimate
(percent)

Design s.e.
(percent)

DEFF

DEFT

Number

SRS s.e.
(percent)

FT faculty:
'Wellness plan
available

Al3A:1

57.3

3.32

3.895

1.974

865

1.68

FT faculty: Paid
maternity leave
available

Al3F: 1

58.2

2.14

1.621

1.273

865

1.68

FT faculty: Union
representation

Al5A: 1

25.0

1.46

0.981

0.991

865

1.47

FT faculty: Other
student
performance
measures for
assessment

Al6D: 4

82.4

1.59

1.500

1.225

865

1.29

FT faculty: Other
evaluations for
assessment

Al6l: 4

26.5

2.40

2.549

1.597

865

1.50

PT faculty: Other
403 plan
subsidized

B18B2: 2

29.1

3.54

2.011

1.418

332

2.50

PT faculty: Other
retirement plans
available

B18E1l: 1

23.3

2.69

2.251

1.500

557

1.79

PT faculty: Dental
ins. Available

B20B1: 2

96.4

0.78

1.511

1.229

861

0.63

PT faculty: Life
insurance
subsidized

B20D2: 2

85.5

2.34

1.328

1.153

302

2.03

PT faculty:
Cafeteria-style
plan available

B20G1:1

8.8

1.13

1.365

1.169

861

0.96

PT faculty:
Housing benefit
available

B21D: 2

97.7

0.74

2.141

1.463

861

0.51

PT faculty:
Employee
/Assistance
Program available

B21I:1

24.7

2.10

2.034

1.426

861

1.47

PT faculty:
Student
evaluations for
assessment

B25A: 2

73.9

1.42

0.898

0.947

861

1.50

PT faculty: Dean
evaluations for
assessment

B25F: 3

54.5

2.06

1.465

1.210

861

1.70

Se notes at end of table.
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Table 3.8—Design effects (DEFFs) and root design effects (DEFTs) for institution statistics —

Continued
Question:
response | Estimate | Design s.e. SRS s.e.
Item number | (percent) | (percent) DEFF DEFT | Number | (percent)

All faculty:
percent UG
instruction
assigned to PT
faculty C26B: 14 25.2 1.83 1.460 1.208 826 151

NOTE: DEFF and DEFT are the design effect and root design effect. Design S.E. (standard error) are the
estimated standard errors from the BHS method; SRS S.E. are the standard error estimates assuming the data
were from a simple random sample.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 National Study of
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:99).

Subgroup estimates and certainty institution strata. Table 3.9 displays average design effects
(“DEFF”) for the same statistics from the faculty data as were shown in Table 3.7. The top row
of Table 3.9 shows the average for the same 32 statistics presented in Table 3.7. These statistics
were based on the entire faculty sample; the additional rows in Table 3.9 show the average
design effects for the same statistics calculated for various subgroups of the sample. For
example, the second panel of the table shows the average of the design effects for statistics
derived from male faculty (the second row of the table) and female faculty (the third row).

There is considerable variation in the average design effect for the different subgroups. In part,
this reflects the difference in the size of the different groups. The mean design effects for
subgroups tend to be smaller as subgroup sample sizes become smaller (especially when the
subgroups crosscut the different sample institutions). For example, the average design effect for
male faculty is smaller than the average for all faculty (2.26 for the males versus 2.45 for all
faculty. Similarly, the average design effects are smaller for Black faculty (2.14, on average) than
for White faculty (2.25).

In addition, certain subgroups of institutions—those in Stratum 1 (Large Public Masters
Institutions), Stratum 6 (Medical Schools), and Stratum 8 (Research and Doctoral Institutions)—
were selected into the sample with certainty. Of the 312 institutions making up these strata, 274
completed an institution Questionnaire and 270 provided lists for faculty sampling. For analyses
involving the institution questionnaire data, there is no random sampling variability within these
strata (except for any random variation produced by the decision to take part in the study). The
sampling rates are quite high in some of the other institutional strata as well. To avoid
overestimating the variance of institution-level statistics, analysts should use BHS in conjunction
with the institution replicate weights described earlier. These weights incorporate a finite
population correction. Analysts using Taylor Series methods to estimate variances of institution-
level statistics should also include a finite population correction. Within SUDAAN, it is possible
to specify that PSUs (here, institutions) were selected without replacement and to provide
population size estimates for each stratum; the resulting standard errors will appropriately reflect
the finite population correction. Pages 3-2 — 3-11 of the SUDAAN User's Manual® give a

BShah, B.V., Barnwell, B.G., & Bieler, G.S. (1996). SUDAAN: User's Manual (Release 7.0). North
Carolina: Research Triangle Institute.
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description of how this is done (see also pp. 3-20 — 3-21). The key steps are to specify that the
design is a stratified, without replacement design (DESIGN=STRWOR) and to create a variable
that represents the population size for each school-level stratum (these population figures are
given in the first column of Table 3.1 above).

When using SUDAAN to compute faculty-level statistics, the user has the option to use either a
with replacement or without replacement design. Although it is never incorrect to use a without-
replacement design, the large number of cases in the faculty file will yield similar estimated
standard errors with either design. Given the additional complexity of specifying a without-
replacement design in SUDAAN, most users will opt to use a with-replacement design when
using the faculty file.

Table 3.9—Summary statistics for design effects (DEFFs) and root design effects (DEFTS), by

subgroup
DEFF DEFT
Subgroup Minimum | Maximum | Mean | Median | Minimum | Maximum | Mean | Median
Average 0.842 3.961 2451 | 2.470 0.917 1.990 1554 | 1572
Males 1.297 3.520 2.259 | 2.220 1.139 1.876 1.492 1.490
Females 1.290 5.071 2.318 | 2.035 1.136 2.252 1.502 1.427
American Indian 0.868 3.736 2.030 | 1.866 0.931 1.933 1.401 1.366
Asian 1.186 13.258 3.253 | 2.713 1.089 3.641 1.731 1.647
Black 0.836 3.345 2.137 | 2.050 0.914 1.829 1.444 | 1.432
Hispanic 1.240 4.406 2.832 | 2.875 1.113 2.099 1.666 | 1.696
White 0.871 3.050 2251 | 2.251 0.933 1.747 1.489 1.500
Tenured 1.101 5.749 2.431 | 2.387 1.049 2.398 1.539 1.545
On tenure track 1.081 3.130 1.926 | 1.759 1.040 1.769 1.374 | 1.326
Not on tenure track 0.621 5.165 2317 | 2.097 0.788 2.273 1.498 1.448
No tenure system 0.975 4.837 2.490 | 2.266 0.987 2.199 1.549 1.505
Full professor 1.255 8.703 2.814 | 2.623 1.120 2.950 1.637 1.619
Associate professor 1.099 4918 2409 | 2173 1.049 2.218 1.531 1.474
Assistant professor 0.945 7.304 2,237 | 2.044 0.972 2.703 1.462 1.430
Instructor 0.887 2.895 2.110 | 2.200 0.942 1.702 1.441 1.483
Lecturer 0.897 12.139 3.173 | 2971 0.947 3.484 1.723 1.723
Other 0.778 3.182 1.730 | 1.741 0.882 1.784 1.299 1.319
Not applicable 0.725 5.565 2331 | 2.190 0.852 2.359 1.499 1.480
Public research 0.618 7.398 2.782 | 2.120 0.786 2.720 1.606 | 1.456
Private research 0.719 8.077 3.102 | 2.743 0.848 2.842 1.682 1.656
Public doctoral 0.438 23.988 3.243 | 2.602 0.662 4.898 1.660 | 1.613
Private doctoral 0.371 9.323 2520 | 1.916 0.609 3.053 1.456 1.383
Public master's 0.699 14.907 2,671 | 2112 0.836 3.861 1.541 1.453
Private masters 0.238 5.171 2177 | 2.181 0.488 2.274 1.422 1.477
Private liberal arts 0.519 9.437 2.761 | 2.320 0.721 3.072 1.577 1.523
Public associates 1.058 4.485 2114 | 2.035 1.029 2.118 1.433 1.427
Other 0.802 21.183 3.783 | 2.619 0.895 4.603 1.808 1.618
Part-time 1.399 6.239 2.402 | 2.055 1.183 2.498 1.522 1.434
Full-time 1.138 3.315 2222 | 2176 1.067 1.821 1.477 1.475

NOTE: Each summary statistic is based on 32 design effects (derived from the same 32 statistics displayed in
Table 3.7). Sample excluded for-profit institutions.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 National Study of
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:99).
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3.9 Measures of Bias

In this section, the potential for bias (the variance between a survey estimate and the actual value
of its corresponding population parameter) caused by patterns of nonresponse in the NSOPF
faculty dataset is examined. Survey nonresponse bias occurs whenever the responses that
sampled nonparticipants would have given (had they participated) differ systematically from
those reported for respondents.

For NSOPF:99, NCES policy standards require an analysis of survey nonresponse bias anytime
an overall response rate of less than 70 percent is reported for any analysis categories with
overall response rate defined as the weighted list participation rate multiplied by the weighted
faculty response rate. For NSOPF:99, the overall response rate was 73.4 percent, with an 88.4
percent response rate for institution list participation and an 83.2 percent response rate among
sampled faculty from those institutions (see Table 3.10 showing response rates by analysis
categories and Table 3.11 showing response rates by institution type). Nonresponse analysis was
conducted for four analysis categories that had overall response rates of 70 percent or below.
They include private not-for-profit research (60.1 percent), private not-for-profit doctoral,
including private medical institutions (64.6 percent), private comprehensive (67.4 percent) and
the Public 2-year institutions (68.0 percent).

Table 3.10—Overall faculty response rates, by analysis categories

Analysis category Institution Faculty Overall
participation | response rate | response rate
rate (weighted) (weighted)
(weighted)
Public, research 95.3 85.1 81.1
Private, research 77.5 77.6 60.1
Public, doctoral 85.0 84.8 72.1
Private, doctoral 82.8 78.0 64.6
Public, comprehensive 88.4 86.6 76.6
Private, comprehensive 81.8 82.4 67.4
Private, liberal arts 85.5 87.0 74.4
Public, 2-year 84.6 80.6 68.2
Other 96.2 84.1 80.9
Total 88.4 83.2 73.5

NOTE: Sample excluded for-profit institutions.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education
Statistics, 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:99).
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Table 3.11—Overall faculty response rates, by detailed level and
control of institution

Institution type Institution Faculty Overall
participation | response rate | response rate
rate (weighted) (weighted)
(weighted)
Public, research 94.0 85.1 80.0
Private, research 77.5 77.6 60.1
Public, other Ph.D. 87.5 88.5 77.4
Private, other Ph.D. 86.7 81.6 70.7
Public, comprehensive 87.7 86.6 75.9
Private, comprehensive 85.0 82.4 70.0
Public, liberal arts 96.7 87.2 84.3
Private, liberal arts 87.1 87.0 75.8
Public, 2-year 85.7 80.6 69.1
Private, 2-year 96.3 81.6 78.6
Public, medical 79.3 76.7 60.8
Private, medical 73.7 68.7 50.6
Private, religious 96.6 94.8 91.6
Public, other 95.7 90.1 86.2
Private, other 96.6 75.8 73.2
Total 88.4 83.2 73.5

NOTE: Sample excluded for-profit institutions.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education
Statistics, 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:99).

Since survey data for nonrespondents is not available, nonresponse bias cannot be accurately
measured. However, a test for the likelihood of survey nonresponse bias, both overall and within
these four stratum was conducted by: 1) comparing sample frame variables for respondents and
nonrespondents, and 2) comparing data received early in the field period to data received at the
end of the field period, under the assumption that later respondents may be more reflective of
nonrespondents.

3.9.1 Comparison of sample characteristics for respondents and nonrespondents

A limited number of variables were provided on the sample frame that could be informative as to
whether respondents were any different, demographically, from nonrespondents to the faculty
survey. The analysis involved examining the overall distribution of respondents and
nonrespondents among three demographic variables (gender, employment status and
race/ethnicity) using the demographic information provided by each respondent’s institution on
their list of faculty.

Table 3.12 shows the number of respondents and nonrespondents by gender, employment status
and race/ethnicity, and their percentage distributions, with unweighted and weighted response
rates. Unfortunately, many institutions did not report demographic information about individual
faculty; hence for each of these variables, between 30 and 38 percent of faculty are coded as
unknown. Because institutions that did not provide gender were also less likely to provide
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contact information, the response rate for “unknowns” is considerably lower than for faculty for
whom demographic information was provided.

Among cases where gender information was provided by the institution, there is a negligible
difference in response patterns by gender. Women were only slightly more likely to respond to
the faculty survey (86.3 percent weighted response rate) than were men (85.6 percent) (F=.36).

There was, however, a more significant pattern of nonresponse by employment status. Full-time
faculty were significantly more likely to complete a questionnaire (87.7 percent weighted
response rate) than were part-time faculty (80.7 percent) (F=30.0). The lower response rate
among part-time faculty was likely a result both of higher noncontact rates (with greater mobility
of the part-time population, their limited time on campus, and the difficulties institutions have in

providing current information about their part-time faculty) as well as higher refusal rates (with
part-time faculty feeling less of a sense of obligation to participate). Final weight adjustments
were utilized to reduce nonresponse bias as a result of this response pattern.

When comparing response patterns by race/ethnicity, no differences emerged. Black (non-

Hispanic) faculty had roughly the same response rates (81.1 percent) as White, non-Hispanic
faculty (83.4 percent) (F=1.04). There was no significant difference between response patterns of
Hispanic (82.4 percent), Asian/Pacific Islander (81.7) and White, non-Hispanic faculty (83.4

percent).

Table 3.12—Distribution of respondents and nonrespondents by demographic group

Percentage

Demographics of distribution Distribution | Total | Distribution Response

respondents and Non- of non- of eligible | of eligible | Response rate rate

nonrespondents respondents | respondents | Respondents | respondents | sample sample (unweighted) | (weighted)
Gender
Male 480 30.0 7,250 41.2 7,727 40.2 93.8 85.6
Female 390 24.3 5,950 33.8 6,348 33.0 93.7 86.3
Unknown 730 45.6 4,400 25.0 5,138 26.7 85.6 775
Employment Status
Full-time 570 35.6 9,680 55.0 10,249 53.3 94.4 87.7
Part-time 490 30.6 4,450 25.3 4,948 258 89.9 80.7
Unknown 540 33.8 3,470 19.7 4,016 20.9 86.4 77.6
Race/Ethnicity
White, non-Hispanic 750 46.9 8,020 45.6 8,773 45.7 91.4 83.4
Black, non-Hispanic 90 5.6 1,040 5.9 1,133 5.9 91.8 81.1
Hispanic 100 6.3 860 4.9 963 5.0 89.3 82.4
Asian/Pacific Islander 80 5.0 800 4.5 878 4.6 91.1 81.7
American Indian/ 10 0.6 90 0.5 101 0.5 89.1 77.0

Alaska Native

Unknown 570 35.6 6,790 38.6 7,365 38.3 92.2 83.6
Total 1,600 100 17,600 100 19,213 100 91.6 83.2

NOTE: To protect the confidentiality of the data, some numbers have been rounded.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 National Study of Postsecondary

Faculty (NSOPF:99).
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3.9.2 Comparison of responses between early and late responders

Nonresponse bias was also examined by comparing data received early in the field period to data
received throughout the rest of the field period. The pattern of mean response was modeled to
key items by the date the survey was received or completed for the four low response strata, as
well as for the sample overall.

In the figures that follow, the potential for nonresponse bias is modeled based on the pattern of
mean response by date of response for full-time or part-time respondents overall, and in the four
analysis categories with low response (private research, private doctoral, private comprehensive,
and Public 2-year). The length of field period was subdivided into 10 groupings; the first nine are
spaced at 30-day intervals from the date the first questionnaire request was mailed to the sample
member, which varied by wave of data collection; the final grouping collapses the last 150 days
of the field period into one group. (A much larger proportion of responses were, of course,
collected during the early part of the field period for each wave). Response time was measured as
the number of days between the mailing date of the first questionnaire to the date the individual
responded.

These figures show the pattern of cumulative mean response (using unweighted means, or
averages) for the selected strata by date of survey completion for the following variables:

» Percentage indicating their principal activity was teaching

* Percentage teaching classes for credit

» Percentage of time spent teaching undergraduates

» Percentage of faculty who indicated their rank was assistant professor
*  Percentage who held a Ph.D.

»  Percentage of faculty in the humanities

» Percentage of faculty who indicated they were tenured

* Mean age of faculty and instructional staff

Plotted lines in each figure represent the cumulative mean response for the sampled population
overall, and the four selected analysis categories. If mean responses from respondents early in the
field period are consistent with respondents throughout the entire field period, then there is likely
little or no bias caused by collecting additional responses late in the field period. This is
indicated by the plot of the cumulative mean response remaining relatively flat throughout data
collection.

Significance testing was performed, comparing the responses from the first 30 days of data
collection to the overall responses, including the first 30 days and those who responded after 5
more months after the initial mailing. We did not detect any bias between early responders and
late responders. This was true even when different strata were analyzed, with one exception.
There was a lower percentage of part-time Humanities faculty in private comprehensive
institutions among early responders than late responders.
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Figure 3.1—Cumulative percentage of full-time faculty and instructional staff who
indicated that their principal activity was teaching, by selected types of
institutions and by response time: Fall 1998
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SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 National Study of
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:99).
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Figure 3.2— Cumulative percentage of part-time faculty and instructional staff teaching
classes for credit, by selected types of institutions and by response time: Fall
1998
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Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:99).
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Figure 3.3—Cumulative mean percentage of time spent by full-time faculty and
instructional staff teaching undergraduates, by selected types of institutions and by

response time: Fall 1998
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Figure 3.4—Cumulative percentage of full-time faculty and instructional staff who
indicated that their rank was assistant professor, by selected types of
institutions and by response time: Fall 1998
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SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 National Study of
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:99).
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Figure 3.5—Cumulative percentage of part-time faculty and instructional staff who
indicated that their highest degree was a Ph.D., by selected types of
institutions and by response time: Fall 1998
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Figure 3.6—Cumulative percentage of part-time faculty and instructional staff who
indicated their field of teaching was Humanities, by selected types of
institutions and by response time: Fall 1998
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Figure 3.7—Cumulative mean age of full-time faculty and instructional staff, by selected
types of institutions and by response time: Fall 1998
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Figure 3.8—Cumulative percentage of full-time faculty and instructional staff who
indicated that they were tenured, by selected types of institutions and by
response time: Fall 1998
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CHAPTER 4. Institutional Recruitment And Data Collection: Procedures And Results
41 Overview

This chapter reviews the procedures used to recruit participating institutions and to collect
complete and accurate lists of faculty and institution questionnaires from the total sample of 960
institutions. This task presented several special challenges:

*  For the faculty sample to be complete and accurate, lists of faculty had to be inclusive of all
targeted groups—including both instructional and non-instructional faculty (full- and part-
time) and all those with instructional duties as of November 1, 1998. As in NSOPF:93, this
was problematic for many institutions that do not maintain accurate files of part-time or
contractual instructors without faculty status.

e Counts obtained from faculty lists had to be consistent with counts provided on the
institutional questionnaire. In the 1993 study, this proved problematic, in part because the
questionnaire and list request were not mailed to the institutions at the same time.*

* To expedite data collection for the faculty component, lists of faculty had to provide
complete and timely contact information for faculty, including home addresses and telephone
numbers, if possible. Faculty results in the 1993 and 1999 field tests confirm the positive
impact of obtaining home address and telephone information on faculty response rates."
Unfortunately, requesting this contact information leads to delays at some institutions that
must clear such requests with their Faculty Senate or policy review panels, and causes initial
refusals at other institutions that have institutional prohibitions against the release of such
information. (Institutions are assured they may participate without providing personal
information about faculty.)

» Strained faculty/administration relations at some postsecondary institutions (including state-
wide systems engaged in labor negotiations with faculty, etc.) resulted in an increased
reluctance to release any information about faculty, or even to ask them to participate in a
research survey.

*  The request for NSOPF data competed with other data requests, including another major
faculty study, regional accreditation procedures, and mandatory requests from state and local
authorities and governing boards. As a result, many institutions gave minimal priority to any
information request that was not mandatory. Moreover, many institutions had key resources
tied up in updating personnel software systems and/or preparing fixes for the anticipated
“millennium bug.”

Based on the combined findings of the 1998 field test, and the results of the 1993 study, Gallup
implemented several new procedures to address these challenges:

YFor a discussion of the recruitment and data collection procedures used in NSOPF:93, see 1993
National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:93) Methodology Report, NCES 97-467.

The results appear in 1992-93 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty Field Test Report, NCES 93-

390 and in 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:93) Field Test Report, Working Paper
No. 2000-01.
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* An additional 146 institutions were included in the sample frame from the inception of the
study to adjust for the estimated 15 percent of institutions that were likely to refuse to
participate. This was in direct response to the difficulties encountered in 1993, when a
replacement sample had to be drawn late in the field period. Adding an additional pool of
schools into the sampling frame at the outset would allow the recruitment and data collection
process to proceed on schedule.

e The reference date for the fall term was changed from October 15 to November 1. Because
rosters of part-time and continuing education faculty are often finalized later in the fall term
than comparable rosters of full-time faculty, it was assumed that a later reference date would
result in more inclusive lists. The change in reference date also meant that data collection
would have to start two weeks later.

* The deadline for receiving faculty lists was moved to December 15, six weeks after the
reference date and initial mailing to institution coordinators. This schedule was based on the
recommendations of a focus group of institutional staff conducted after the 1993 study,
which suggested that institutions need from four to six weeks to comply with such a request.

* Asin the field test, instructions for preparing the list of faculty and the institution
guestionnaire were mailed directly to the coordinator at the same time, increasing the
likelihood that the same individual would complete both requests. Moreover, the separate
role of “institution respondent” was eliminated; the institution coordinator now was asked to
prepare (or supervise preparation of) both the institution questionnaire and the list of faculty.

» E-mail prompts were used to notify coordinators of pending deadlines. The field test
demonstrated that e-mail prompts were an efficient and effective way to prompt institutional
coordinators.

» Coordinators were given the option of completing the institution questionnaire on the World
Wide Web or a paper version of it. Use of the Web questionnaire results in higher data
quality and greatly reduces the time needed to process the data.

» Discrepancies between faculty counts in the list and questionnaire and other major list
irregularities were followed up by the project coordinator, and were resolved prior to
sampling whenever possible.

* Institutions that declined to provide home addresses for their entire faculty lists were
recontacted and asked to supply home addresses and telephone numbers for only the sampled
faculty.

» Refusal aversion and conversion was conducted with third parties representing faculty
concerns (such as faculty unions and Faculty Senate representatives) when necessary to
secure the institution’s participation.

» Institutions were offered a specially prepared “peer report” based on their institution
guestionnaire data to make participation more attractive to them.

e The number of forms was reduced and procedures streamlined to minimize burden to the
institution.
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4.2 Institution Recruitment: Follow-up with the CAO’s (Chief Administrative Officer)
Office

4.2.1 Mailing to the CAO

An initial mailing of the information packet was sent to the CAO via two-day priority mail on
September 3, 1998. The purpose of the mailing was to introduce the CAO to the study and to
secure the name of an appropriate individual to serve as institution coordinator (i.e., the
individual at the school who would be responsible for the completing the data request). The
mailing contained the following items:

Cover letter. The cover letter to the CAQ, printed on NCES letterhead and signed by the
Commissioner of NCES, asked the institution to designate an individual to serve as institution
coordinator for the study. The letter explained the purpose of the study, outlined the
confidentiality laws that protect data released by institutions and faculty respondents, and
provided an estimate of burden. The letter noted that participating institutions would be eligible
to receive a specially prepared “peer report” that compared data from their institution to other
higher education institutions in the same Carnegie classification as well as other schools
nationally. The letter requested that the CAO return the enclosed Confirmation Form (or name an
institution coordinator) within five days.

Confirmation form. This form requested that the CAO name an institution coordinator who
would be responsible for providing the faculty list, completing the institution questionnaire, and
assuring that the total number of faculty reported on the list of faculty was consistent with faculty
counts in the institution questionnaire. It also requested contact information (including e-mail
addresses) for both the CAO and the coordinator.

Publications request form. This document described the NSOPF publications available from
NCES, including the customized “peer reports” available to participating institutions and
provided a form for requesting the public use data file from the 1993 study, any of the reports
available from the 1993 study, as well as reports planned for the 1999 study.

Informational brochure. The brochure provided additional background information about
NSOPF and its objectives, including highlights of findings from NSOPF:93, and the list of
endorsing organizations. Information about the sponsors and project staff was also included (see
Appendix D).

All materials prominently displayed the NSOPF:99 toll-free number and e-mail address to ensure
that the institution staff had timely access to project staff to answer questions and resolve
problems in preparing the list. The project coordinator responded to all incoming calls and e-
mails.

4.2.2 Initial telephone contact and follow-up with the CAQ’s office
A select group of Gallup interviewers was trained on September 8, 1998 to conduct follow-up

with the CAQ’s office. Interviewers were chosen for their persuasive talents and experience in
conducting surveys with elite populations. The training included instruction in refusal aversion,
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dealing with gatekeepers and other institutional staff, and answering questions about the study.
Calling began the same afternoon.

The chief purpose of the call was to prompt the CAO’s office to provide the name, title, mailing
and e-mail addresses for the individual chosen to serve as the institution coordinator. This could
be done by giving the information directly to the interviewer over the telephone, or by faxing or
mailing the completed Confirmation Form to Gallup within five days.

4.3 Mailings to the Institution Coordinator

Mail procedures for NSOPF:99 differ in three significant ways from those used in NSOPF:93:
The data collection packet was preceded by a notification letter.'®
« The data collection packet was mailed directly to the coordinator."’

* The mailing contained both the institution questionnaire and the list collection packet.
The coordinator was asked to complete and return all materials at the same time.*

The notification letter was mailed to each designated coordinator on October 5, 1998. The letter
introduced the coordinator to the study, described the desired schedule for the study, and
described the roles and duties of the institution coordinator. The NSOPF brochure accompanied
the letter. The project toll-free number and e-mail address was featured on all materials, and
coordinators were encouraged to call or e-mail any questions or concerns.

A complete data collection packet was mailed to the institution coordinators on October 23,
1998. The mailing was timed to immediately precede the November 1, 1998 reference date for
the fall term. The packet contained the following materials:

Introductory letter to the institution coordinator. This letter (see Appendix D) informed the
institution coordinator that his/her school had been randomly selected to participate in the study,
and explained the role of the designated institution coordinator. December 15, 1998 was given as
the initial deadline for return of the faculty lists.

How to prepare the faculty list. This document provided complete instructions on preparing the
faculty list, specifying who should be included or excluded as faculty and what information
should be provided about each faculty member.

How to submit electronic lists of faculty. These instructions provided the institution with
guidelines on preparing and documenting electronic lists so that they could be easily understood

18A prenotification letter was not used in NSOPF:93.

"In 1993, the packet was sent to the CAO, who was asked to forward the materials to the designated
coordinator. The field test confirmed that a direct mailing was much more efficient, and eliminated
unnecessary remails. For more detail, see 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty Field Test Report
(NCES, Working Paper No. 2000-01)

'81n 1993, the questionnaire was mailed separately, and the school had the option of naming a separate
institution coordinator and institution respondent.
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and worked with by Gallup operators and programmers. It also provided a place for the
institution to specify any additional information needed to read or process the list.

Commonly asked questions. A separate document provided the coordinator with answers to
guestions frequently raised in previous NSOPF studies.

Affidavit of nondisclosure. The NCES Affidavit of Nondisclosure and Confidentiality affirmed
that the institution coordinator would maintain the confidentiality of any information which
identified individual respondents.

Informational brochure. This was the same document mailed to the CAO—see above.

Institution questionnaire. The institution questionnaire was substantially redesigned into a
streamlined, optically-scannable format. (The contents of the questionnaire are discussed in
Chapter 2.)

4.4 List Collection Procedures

The survey packet mailed to coordinators instructed them to provide a list of full- and part-time
faculty and instructional staff, which would include all personnel who had faculty status or
instructional responsibilities during the 1998/1999 fall term (i.e., the term which included the
reference date November 1, 1998). The list could be provided in any format (paper or electronic);
however, institutions were instructed to provide an electronic list if possible. Electronic lists
could be submitted on diskette, or sent by e-mail or FTP (file transfer protocols). Institutions
were instructed that the total count of faculty derived from their list should match the counts of
full- and part-time faculty provided in the accompanying institution questionnaire. An instruction
booklet sent to each institution provided background information on how the definition of faculty
compared to the definition used in the IPEDS study. For each individual listed, the institution
was also instructed to provide the following information:

Information for sampling and analysis. The following sampling information was requested to
aid in sample design and selection of faculty: name, academic discipline, department/program
affiliation, full-time/part-time status, gender and race/ethnicity. Institutions were also asked to
code the IPEDS job classification of each individual on the list to facilitate comparison of list
data with faculty questionnaire data. Employee IDs were requested in order to eliminate possible
duplicates from the sample.

Contact information. To facilitate data collection, institutions were asked to provide both the
faculty member’s institution and home mailing address, telephone number(s), and an e-mail
address.

Institutions were instructed to return their institution questionnaire at the same time as they
submitted their list of faculty, but they were allowed to submit materials as they were completed.
Institutions also had the option of completing the questionnaire on the World Wide Web or via a
paper questionnaire included in their data collection packet. In addition, they were asked to sign,
notarize, and return the NCES Affidavit of Nondisclosure. Institutions providing electronic lists
were asked to complete a form documenting the preparation and layout of the faculty list.
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4.5 Mail and Telephone Follow-up with the Coordinator

Follow-up with coordinators was conducted via telephone, mail and e-mail. The field period for
list collection encompassed approximately 54 weeks. (Section 4.7 includes a discussion of
factors influencing the duration of the field period.)

451 E-mail prompts

Approximately 84 percent of all institutions provided an e-mail address for the institution
coordinator. E-mail prompts were periodically sent to nonresponding coordinators, reminding
them to generate their lists and complete the questionnaire by the deadline. The first prompt was
sent on November 6, 1998 just after most schools returned from holiday break. Subsequent e-
mails were sent on December 11, 1998, February 17, 1999 and May 6, 1999. The project
coordinator continued to use e-mail to prompt and communicate with specific coordinators
throughout the field period.

45.2 Telephone prompting

Telephone prompting to the institution coordinators began on November 2, 1998, following the
training of a select team of interviewers located in Gallup’s Lincoln, Nebraska facility. The
interviewers were trained to prompt for completion of all materials (including the list of faculty
and accompanying documentation, institution questionnaire, and the Affidavit of Nondisclosure).
Full-scale prompting continued until February 3, 1999, when all non-participating institutions
were forwarded to the project coordinator for review and possible refusal conversion (see
Section 4.5.3 for a description of refusal conversion procedures).

45.3 Refusal conversion

Refusal conversion was handled by a team consisting of the project coordinator and two
executive interviewers selected for their persuasive talents and experience in working with elite
populations. The project coordinator reviewed all refusals. Approximately 285 of the 960
institutions (30 percent of the sample) indicated their refusal or inability to participate at some
point in the course of the field period; other non-cooperating institutions were treated as “hidden
refusals” and were also handled by this same team.

After February 3, 1999 all pending institutions were turned over to this team for intensive follow-
up and refusal conversion. Refusal conversion efforts focused primarily on securing a usable list
of faculty. Refusal converters were authorized to offer compensation to institutions for staff time
used in production of the list, to negotiate with institutions that had difficulty in providing
specific items of data requested, and to provide any additional assistance as necessary.

On May 28, 1999 a letter was mailed to all institutions that had not yet sent a list or institution
guestionnaire. The letter again offered Gallup’s assistance in collecting faculty data (including an
offer of compensation for staff time used in preparation of the list).

As in earlier cycles of the study, lack of time and staff was the reason most frequently given for
refusing to participate, and was also cited by those institutions who were cooperative but unable
to comply with the request for data in a timely manner. For these institutions, state and federally
mandated reporting requirements, along with the school’s own internal reporting requirements,
were cited as having precedence over voluntary studies such as NSOPF. Compensation (which
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was requested by only a small number of institutions) did not address the overriding issue for
most of these institutions, which is that staff resources were simply not available to work on the
request.

A number of institutions cited their commitment to take part in a major university-sponsored
study that was being fielded at the same time as NSOPF:99. These institutions were concerned
that responding to another study might compromise their results, or unfairly burden faculty.
Some of these institutions agreed to participate only if the deadline for institutional participation
was extended into June 1999 or late summer when they were likely to have more time to handle
the request.

Several institutions also expressed considerable concern over the release of “confidential”
information on faculty—particularly home addresses and telephone numbers. This was generally
a temporary concern, since institutions were assured they could participate without releasing this
information. However, a handful of institutions declined to even release the names of faculty; in
two instances, schools were allowed to sample “anonymously” by assigning all faculty numerical
identifiers and forwarding questionnaires to the faculty themselves.

Increasingly, institutions referred research requests to their Faculty Senate for approval, or if they
had concerns about releasing information about faculty, to their legal counsel or an institutional
review board. These procedures create difficulties, since such parties often did not have access to
complete information about the study or knowledge of the confidentiality laws that protected
faculty responses. Hence, it was sometimes necessary to contact faculty representatives and
others outside of the school’s official administration to secure an institution’s participation.
These calls were handled exclusively by the project coordinator. In one instance, a statewide
university system was involved in ongoing labor negotiations with the union representing faculty
and was initially warned by the union that any faculty surveys conducted during negotiations
would be considered an unfair labor practice. By contacting union representatives directly,
Gallup was able to address the union’s concerns and, ultimately, secure their support for the
study.

Despite increased resistance to survey participation at postsecondary institutions, the above
refusal conversion efforts resulted in 85 percent of institutions ultimately agreeing to participate,
with participation defined as providing a list of faculty and instructional staff.

454 Telephone prompting and interviewer-assisted data collection for the institution
guestionnaire

Telephone prompting for the institution questionnaire was coordinated with prompts for the list
of faculty. Coordinators were encouraged to return the list and questionnaire at the same time.
Coordinators who had mailed their list of faculty but had not sent the institution questionnaire
continued to receive telephone and e-mail prompts until the questionnaire was received. On
August 11, 1999, a team of specially trained interviewers began calling institution coordinators
to collect the data by telephone, if possible, or to prompt for its immediate completion and return.
Institutions who had already completed the list of faculty were prioritized; however, all
institutions with outstanding questionnaires were contacted for this effort. A training session was
conducted to acquaint interviewers with the instrument; they were provided with additional study
time to review relevant project materials and the training manual. Interviewers were trained to
identify likely sources of information within institutions, answer questions about the study, and
avert refusals.
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Because the institution questionnaire was not designed as a telephone interview, and asked for
factual information that may require the compilation of records data, data collection was seldom
completed in one interview session. Typically, the more general benefits questions would be
answered on the initial call; faculty counts and percentages would be faxed later, or retrieved in a
subsequent call. It was often necessary as well to collect data from more than one source at the
institution.

If institutions were part of a state-wide, city-wide or multi-campus system in which benefits data
were the same for all schools in the system, benefits data for multiple institutions could
sometimes be collected from a single system-wide source (i.e., a system-wide benefits or
institution research office). In some circumstances, these data could also be abstracted from
common elements of data supplied by a sister institution.

4.6 Data Reconciliation and Retrieval
4.6.1 Data reconciliation

Once both list and questionnaire data were received, a list discrepancy module within the SMS
(Survey Monitoring System) compared faculty counts from the two datasets, and flagged
institutions with a discrepancy in faculty counts greater than five percent overall, or five percent
in the part-time counts. (See Chapter 8 for a discussion of discrepancies in faculty counts.) If
guestionnaire data were not yet available, list counts were compared to data collected through the
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS). Follow-up with these institutions was
conducted by a team consisting of the project coordinator and two executive interviewers with
demonstrated experience in working with CAOs and coordinators on earlier phases of the
project. Data were considered reconciled if:

e Anew list was provided, closely matching the institution questionnaire counts
* The institution questionnaire counts were corrected to match the list counts

» Corrections were made both to the list and to questionnaire counts to provide matching
numbers

Although these efforts delayed list processing and sampling efforts, they paid clear dividends in
data quality. A total of 234 (29 percent of participating institutions) were flagged for data
reconciliation. Of this number, 96 (41 percent) were able to provide a new, more complete list
and/or corrected faculty counts. In 1993, only 73 institutions (7.5 percent) were contacted prior
to sampling to resolve discrepancies with IPEDS (since questionnaire data were not available at
the time); the effort was halted when only 15 percent of the institutions were able to resolve their
discrepancies. Clearly, fielding the questionnaire and list request at the same time not only
reduced the number of discrepancies between the datasets, but also made many of those
discrepancies that did occur far easier to identify and resolve.

Some institutions were able to confirm the accuracy of counts provided in the institution
questionnaire, but could not correct their lists. Frequently, for example, institutions did not
maintain accurate records of some types of faculty (particularly part-time instructors, instructors
hired on a term-by-term basis and continuing education faculty). Once it was confirmed that
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these lists could not be corrected (even after Gallup offered assistance and/or compensation for
providing more accurate data), these institutions were processed with the discrepancy intact. For
a more detailed analysis of list/questionnaire discrepancies, see Chapter 8.

4.6.2 Retrieval of list data

When lists arrived that were difficult or impossible to process, they were forwarded to the project
coordinator who followed up with the school to retrieve a usable list. Examples of inadequate
lists include: electronic lists in unknown or unrecognizable formats; electronic lists in formats
that could not be processed electronically; lists with incomplete or indecipherable column
headings; electronic files that contained corrupted data; illegible paper lists; and paper lists that
were too large or fragmented to be processed efficiently.

All follow-up for these lists was conducted by the project coordinator. A total of 56 lists required
additional follow-up with the school—either to secure a replacement list or to retrieve
information essential to processing the list. In every case, the necessary data were retrieved to
allow the lists to be processed.

4.6.3 Retrieval of affidavits

On June 7, 1999, a letter and a copy of the Affidavit of Nondisclosure and Confidentiality was
mailed to 212 coordinators who had supplied a list of faculty, but had not sent in the
accompanying affidavit. A signed affidavit was required before the identities of any sampled
faculty could be released to the coordinator and before the coordinator could be enlisted to
prompt or mail prompts to nonresponding faculty. The letter was followed by a telephone call
from a Gallup executive interviewer requesting the affidavit. A total of 63 (30 percent) of the 212
coordinators returned affidavits as a result of this effort. Overall, 544 of the 819 participating
institutions (67 percent) returned a signed and notarized affidavit.

4.6.4 Retrieval of faculty contact information

On February 10, 1999, a team of executive interviewers was trained to contact institution
coordinators who had provided the signed NCES Affidavit of Nondisclosure, but had not
provided home address or telephone numbers for faculty. The purpose of the call was to retrieve
home contact information for just the sampled faculty on the list. Most institutions not providing
this information had institutional prohibitions against any release of faculty addresses and
telephone numbers. Fewer than five percent of the institutions contacted for retrieval responded
by providing home addresses for some or all of the selected faculty. Others, however, provided
more detailed campus address information, or provided forwarding information for those faculty
no longer on campus. A second wave of retrieval calls for home contact information was
conducted in June 1999. An assessment of the number of home addresses and telephone numbers
received can be found in Table 4.4.
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4.6.5 Inbound contacts

Institutions were encouraged to call the project toll-free number if they had any questions or
anticipated any significant delays. Approximately 1,600 messages were received by telephone
and 600 messages by e-mail (the latter number includes 218 lists received as e-mail attachments).
Although the actual number of contacts varied by school, on average, each institution made about
2.3 queries about the study. A large proportion of calls and e-mails were direct responses to
telephone and e-mail prompts. Particularly with the e-mail prompts, it was common for
respondents to reply immediately to each prompt. Questions asked by institution contacts
concerned project deadlines, format of lists, information to be included on the list, questions
about particular items on the questionnaire and questions about using the Web questionnaire.

4.6.6 Data from supplementary sources

In 1993, a course catalog and faculty directory was requested from each participating institution.
The prevalence of this information on the World Wide Web made it unnecessary to request this
information directly from institutions for NSOPF:99. For the duration of the field period, Gallup
subscribed to a service operated by the Career Guidance Foundation, a not-for-profit organization
that offered copies of course catalogs online for most American institutions, as well as links to
the institution’s Website, if available. Institutional Web sites (usually containing at least partial
directories of faculty and staff) could also be accessed directly. These sources were routinely
reviewed by Gallup staff for useful contact information not provided on the list supplied by the
institution, such as current e-mail addresses, department and faculty telephone numbers, and so
on. In the event that an institution suggested the most complete (or only) list of faculty they could
provide was contained in a faculty directory or course catalog online, the information could be
immediately reviewed for usability and downloaded to expedite processing.

47 Results of Institutional Recruitment

As indicated in Table 4.1 below, NSOPF:99 achieved an overall institution participation rate of
85.4 percent. It required 54 weeks to achieve this goal, about 24 weeks longer than the amount of
time required for NSOPF:93. (The field period in 1993, moreover, was a full 10 weeks longer
than in 1988.) The later start date necessitated by a November 1 reference date for data
collection may have played some role in the longer field period. The deadline date for NSOPF:99
was a full eight weeks later than the one set for NSOPF:93. Moreover, the proximity of the
deadline date to the end of the fall term meant that schools that had not completed the list and
guestionnaire by the December 15 deadline were unlikely to return to the request until late in the
winter/spring term as each new academic term places heavy demands on staff time and resources,
making prompt cooperation more difficult. The decision to mail both the list and institution
guestionnaire at the same time also delayed returns at some institutions.
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Table 4.1—Institution participation rates by NSOPF cycle

NSOPF Institutional Number Participation rate Length of
Cycle sample providing list (unweighted effort
percent)

1987 Field test 105 96 91.4 9 weeks
1988 Full-scale study 480 449 93.5 24 weeks
1992 Field test 136 121 89.0 28 weeks
1993 Full-scale study 962 817 84.9 34 weeks
1998 Field test 162 146 90.1 30 weeks
1999 Full-scale study 960 819 85.4 54 weeks

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1988, 1993
and 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:88, NSOPF:93; NSOPF:99).

Significant delays were also caused by two other factors. First, a number of institutions had
already committed to participating in another major faculty study, which was fielded virtually at
the same time as NSOPF:99. These institutions were reluctant to burden faculty with another
study, and were also concerned about jeopardizing the response rates of the study to which they
were already committed. Hence, they were likely to refuse or insist on delaying their
participation until the completion of the other study.

Secondly, many institutions had key staff and resources tied up in ensuring that their computer
systems and software were Y2K compliant. As part of this effort, many institutions also chose to
switch to new personnel software. While these software upgrades are likely to improve the ease
of list collection for future rounds of NSOPF, they made faculty records needed to create a
complete faculty list inaccessible for much of 1999.

As in 1993, however, the length of the field period required to complete data collection can be
mostly attributed to several interrelated factors:

Increased resistance to surveys. As discussed in Section 4.5.3, many institutions felt
overburdened by research requests, and expressed reluctance to participate in any surveys that
were not mandated by state or federal agencies, or required for accreditation. The reasons for this
include unwillingness to commit limited institution staff and resources to such efforts, and
concern that such surveys may present a burden to faculty. A growing number of institutions
routinely submit requests to their Faculty Senate for approval; moreover, some institutions
refused because of a reluctance to ask for approval from their Faculty Senate.

Time and staff constraints. Many cooperative and sympathetic institutions failed to comply
with the NSOPF:99 data request in a timely manner because they did not have staff available to
complete the request. These institutions requested multiple deadline extensions; some were
unable to comply despite the extended length of the field period.

Difficulties in compiling the information requested. As in 1993, readily accessible, reliable
lists of part-time faculty and instructional staff did not exist at many institutions. Instructional

staff without faculty status (who may teach only sporadically, or for a single term) may be listed
only in files that do not indicate which academic terms they taught in, or in files where they were
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not clearly distinguishable from other kinds of institutional staff. Institutions often claimed that it
would be too labor intensive to create a list of these individuals from scratch.

The request for faculty contact information (such as home addresses and telephone numbers)
posed a special problem for some institutions, since such requests increased the likelihood that
the survey had to be submitted for approval to an institutional review board, legal counsel, and/or
the Faculty Senate. Typically, the approval process was quite time-consuming, and often led to a
decision being taken based on incomplete or inaccurate information about the study. Institutions
that refused participation because of institutional prohibitions or concerns about the release of
“confidential” information were assured that such information could be omitted. If, however, the
school’s Faculty Senate initiated the refusal, the school administration was often reluctant to
revisit or appeal the matter.

In combination, the above obstacles posed serious constraints on the ability to win the
participation of sampled institutions in a timely manner. Persistence and intensive refusal
conversion efforts were required to obtain the mandated 85 percent participation rate. The only
remedy available was to provide institutions with more time and propose alternative remedies
that might encourage their cooperation at a later date.

4.8 Characteristics of Institution Participants

Tables 4.2 and 4.3 illustrate institution participation rates by institution type and by level and
control, respectively. Using weighted figures, an overall participation rate of 88.4 percent was
achieved. Weighted participation rates varied from a high of 96.7 percent for “public, liberal
arts” schools to a low of 73.7 percent for “private, medical” colleges (see Table 4.2). Although
they represented a small number of schools, medical institutions were particularly resistant to
releasing data about their faculty and, hence, comprised the least responsive strata. When
institutions are collapsed by level and control (see Table 4.3), only one sector (private four year)
falls short of rounding to the mandated 85 percent response rate. “Private, other” schools had the
highest (weighted) participation rate at 96.6 percent whereas “private, 4-year” schools had the
lowest at 84.1 percent.
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Table 4.2—Institution participation by institution type

Institution type Eligible | Participating Participation Participation
sample institutions rate rate (weighted)
(unweighted)
Public, research 87 82 94.3 94.0
Private, research 40 31 77.5 77.5
Public, other Ph.D. 64 56 87.5 87.5
Private, other Ph.D. 45 39 86.7 86.7
Public, comprehensive 137 120 87.6 87.7
Private, comprehensive 77 63 81.8 85.0
Public, liberal arts 19 18 94.7 96.7
Private, liberal arts 72 61 84.7 87.1
Public, 2-year 329 275 83.6 85.7
Private, 2-year 9 8 88.9 96.3
Public, medical 29 23 79.3 79.3
Private, medical 19 14 73.7 73.7
Private, religious 6 5 83.3 96.6
Public, other 6 5 83.3 95.7
Private, other 20 19 95.0 96.6
Total 959 819 85.4 88.4

NOTE: Sample excluded for-profit institutions. Public other institutions include medical and
specialized institutions. Private other institutions include medical, religious and specialized institutions.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 National Study
of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:99).

Table 4.3—L.ist participation by level and control of institution

Eligible Total Participation rate | Participation rate
Level and control sample | completed (unweighted) (weighted)
Public, 4-year 302 273 90.4 90.6
Public, 2-year 314 262 83.4 84.6
Public, other 55 44 80.0 90.2
Private, 4-year 225 185 82.2 84.1
Private, 2-year 8 7 87.5 96.1
Private, other 55 48 87.3 96.6
Total 959 819 85.4 88.4

NOTE: Sample excluded for-profit institutions. Public and private 4-year institutions include
comprehensive, liberal arts, research, and other Ph.D. institutions. Other institutions include medical and
specialized institutions. Private other institutions include medical, religious and specialized institutions.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 National Study of
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:99).

Table 4.4 details the type of sampling and contact information that was received from
participating institutions on their faculty lists. In general, whenever an institution supplied
information it was usually for all faculty although there were some very glaring discrepancies. In
the case of campus addresses and telephone numbers, Gallup could often supplement what was
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received from the institution by conducting its own lookup of the institution’s Website for this
information. Other types of information could not be supplemented in this manner. When data
provided for any faculty are considered, the highest data item (99.8 percent) was in providing the
names of faculty, whereas the lowest item (38.6 percent) was for a home telephone number.
Typically, institutions provided less contact information (i.e., campus telephone [63.8 percent],
home address [48.3 percent], and home telephone [38.6 percent], e-mail address [40.5 percent])
and relatively more sampling information (i.e., department [88.8 percent], discipline [56.1
percent], race/ethnicity [63.7 percent], gender [87.5 percent], employment status [86.1 percent]).
Institutional restrictions, coupled with increased concerns about confidentiality, resulted in the
release of less identifying information. Moreover, many institutions that were willing, in
principle, to supply this information were not always able to supply it for all faculty. Only eight
percent of institutions supplied a home telephone number for all faculty. (The same was true for
e-mail addresses [8.2 percent].) Many institutions reported that they did not have complete
address information for contractual faculty not located on campus. Others had policies that
permitted individual faculty to request that their contact information not be given out, or agreed
to supply home addresses for sampled faculty only.

E-mail addresses were often supplied for full-time faculty only; part-time faculty may use a
shared, departmental e-mail address, or not have access to an institution e-mail account.
Institutions often did not supply e-mail addresses because of the difficulty of merging directory
information with other information from other databases; however, e-mail addresses for most
full-time faculty were generally available at the institution’s Website.

All institutions provided at least a main campus address where faculty received their mail. At
smaller institutions, a more detailed individual campus address was simply not necessary.
However, some institutions had confidentiality concerns or institutional prohibitions against
releasing even individual campus addresses or telephone numbers. Others could not merge
directory files with other faculty information. Part-time faculty often did not have a telephone
number listed in the campus directory, and had to be contacted through a main or department
telephone number.
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Table 4.4—Data items provided by participating institutions

Requested Data provided | Data provided Data provided for
information for any faculty | for all faculty any faculty in 1993
(unweighted (unweighted (unweighted percent
percent) percent) where available)
Name 99.8 99.8 98.9
Individual campus 77.0 66.9 89.8
address
Individual campus 63.8 35.6 *
telephone
Home address 48.3 28.9 62.7
Home telephone 38.6 7.6 *
E-mail address 40.5 8.2 xx
Department 88.8 75.3 *
Discipline 56.1 38.9 ***87.8
Race/ethnicity 63.7 54.4 74.4
Gender 87.5 81.8 89.5
Employment status 86.1 83.1 87.8
Employee ID 46.5 40.5 53.5

*Total percentage not reported in 1993
**Not collected in 1993
***May include department and discipline combined

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 National

Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:99).

Table 4.5—Type of lists received

Table 4.5 illustrates the type of lists that were received from participating institutions.
Approximately two-thirds (64.9 percent) of institutions supplied a list in an electronic format
(i.e., diskette, electronic e-mail or FTP) and the remaining one-third (35.1 percent) submitted
paper lists. Of those submitting electronic lists, 26.7 percent supplied the list as an e-mail
attachment, a feature that was not available as an option to institutions in 1993.

Type of list Number of Percent Percent in 1993
Institutions (unweighted) (unweighted)

Paper 287 35.1 32.2

Electronic 532 64.9 67.8
Diskette 304 37.1 66.2
Electronic (e-mail) 218 26.7 < 1 percent
Electronic (FTP) 9 1.1 < 1 percent
CD-ROM 1 < 1 percent 0
Tape 0 0 1.0

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999
National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:99).
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Table 4.6 shows the type of lists returned by the type of institution. Public 4-year institutions
were most likely to return lists electronically (77.5 percent submitted a list either by diskette or
by e-mail), and Public 2-year and private other institutions were most likely to return paper lists
(45.1 percent and 47.4 percent, respectively).

Table 4.6—Type of lists received by level and control

Electronic
Level and control Total Paper (percent) (percent)
Public, 4-year 275 22.2 775
Public, 2-year 275 45.1 54.9
Public, other 28 39.3 60.7
Private, 4-year 195 36.4 63.6
Private, 2-year 8 375 62.5
Private, other 38 474 52.6

NOTE: Sample excluded for-profit institutions. Public and private 4-year institutions
include comprehensive, liberal arts, research, and other Ph.D. institutions. Other institutions
include medical and specialized institutions. Private other institutions include medical,
religious and specialized institutions.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999
National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:99).

4.9 Data Collection Results: Institution Questionnaire

Table 4.7 compares institution questionnaire response rates for all three cycles of NSOPF. A 90.2
percent unweighted response rate was achieved for NSOPF:99, similar to the response rate
achieved for NSOPF:93 (90.6 percent) and slightly higher than the rate for NSOPF:88 (88.3
percent). Institutions were more likely to complete an institution questionnaire (90.2 percent)
than they were to submit a faculty list (85.4 percent). The completion of the questionnaire was
often delayed for many of the same reasons as the list, as well as due to the need to collect data
from multiple offices. The number of respondents needed to complete the institution
guestionnaire ranged from one to five, with an average of 1.9 respondents, similar to the 1.8
respondents needed to complete the 1993 questionnaire.

Table 4. 7—Institution questionnaire response rates by NSOPF cycle

NSOPF cycle Number Completed Response rate
eligible guestionnaires (unweighted)
1987 Field test 105 84 80.0
1988 Full-scale study 480 424 88.3
1992 Field test 120 94 78.3
1993 Full-scale study 962 872 90.6
1998 Field test 162 132 81.5
1999 Full-scale study 959 865 90.2

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1988, 1993
and 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:88, NSOPF:93; NSOPF:99).
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Tables 4.8 and 4.9 display institution response rates by institution type and by level and control,
respectively. Weighted response rates ranged from a high of 100 percent for the small number of
“public, other” and “private, other” schools to a low of 68.4 percent for “private, medical”
institutions. The low questionnaire response rate for private medical schools reflected their low
participation rates for the faculty list (see Table 4.2). With the exception of the private medical
schools, “private, research” institutions (80.0 percent) and the “private, other Ph.D.” institutions
that had an 82.2 percent response, all of the other institution types exceeded the 85 percent
mandated response rate target.

When institutions are collapsed by level and control, “private, 2-year” schools had the highest
response rate (96.1 percent) whereas “private, 4-year” schools had the lowest (89.7 percent)—see
Table 4.9. This pattern is also reflected in their participation rates for the faculty list—see Table
4.3. Every sector exceeded the mandated 85 percent response rate target.

Table 4.8—Institution questionnaire results by institution type

Eligible Total Response rate Response rate
Institution type sample completes (unweighted) (weighted)
Public, research 87 81 93.1 92.9
Private, research 40 32 80.0 80.0
Public, other Ph.D. 64 57 89.1 89.1
Private, other Ph.D. 45 37 82.2 82.2
Public, comprehensive 137 129 94.2 93.3
Private, comprehensive 77 68 88.3 87.8
Public, liberal arts 19 18 94.7 96.7
Private, liberal arts 72 66 91.7 92.5
Public, 2-year 329 298 90.6 92.8
Private, 2-year 9 8 88.9 96.3
Public, medical 29 27 93.1 93.1
Private, medical 19 13 68.4 68.4
Private, religious 6 5 83.3 96.6
Public, other 6 6 100.0 100.0
Private, other 20 20 100.0 100.0
Total 959 865 90.2 92.8

NOTE: Sample excluded for-profit institutions.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 National Study of
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:99).
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Table 4.9—Institution questionnaire results by level and control

Level and control Eligible Total Response rate Response rate
sample completes (unweighted) (weighted)
Public, 4-year 302 282 93.4 93.9
Public, 2-year 314 286 91.1 93.0
Public, other 55 48 87.3 914
Private, 4-year 225 195 86.7 89.7
Private, 2-year 8 7 87.5 96.1
Private, other 55 47 85.5 95.7
Total 959 865 90.2 92.8

NOTE: Sample excluded for-profit institutions. Public and private 4-year institutions include
comprehensive, liberal arts, research, and other Ph.D. institutions. Other institutions include medical and
specialized institutions. Private other institutions include medical, religious and specialized institutions.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 National Study of
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:99).

Finally, Table 4.10 provides a breakdown of completed questionnaires by mode of survey
administration. Approximately 17 percent of institution questionnaires were completed with
interviewer assistance. These questionnaires were receipted as paper questionnaires. With the
introduction of the Web questionnaire, a medium that was not available in previous rounds of
NSOPF, nearly one-third of the institutions completed their questionnaire on the World Wide
Web (30.9 percent). The remainder completed a paper questionnaire (69.1 percent).

Table 4.10—Institution questionnaire by mode of

survey administration

Mode Number of Response rate
institutions (unweighted)
Web 267 30.9
Paper 598 69.1
Total 865 100.0

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for

Education Statistics, 1999 National Study of Postsecondary
Faculty (NSOPF:99).
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CHAPTER 5. Data Collection Procedures
5.1 Overview

This chapter reviews procedures and results for the NSOPF:99 faculty survey. Survey
guestionnaires were mailed to 28,576 faculty, sampled from 819 participating institutions. (Due
to limitations on the duration of the field period, the final sample size was later reduced to
19,813 through subsampling, as described in Chapter 3.) Sample members were given the option
of completing a paper self-administered questionnaire and returning it by mail or completing the
guestionnaire via the Internet. Follow-up activities included both telephone prompting to
encourage self-administration, followed by computer-assisted telephone interviewing (CAT]I) for
nonresponding faculty. As part of the study, an experiment was conducted to determine if small
financial incentives could increase use of the Web-based version of the questionnaire.

5.2 Data Collection Plan
5.2.1 Schedule

OMB approval for faculty data collection was received on December 22, 1998. The field period
for the Faculty Survey extended from February 4, 1999 through March 24, 2000. Questionnaires
were mailed to faculty in batches or waves, as lists of faculty and instructional staff were
received, processed and sampled (see Chapter 4 for an explanation of list collection procedures).
The first wave of questionnaires was mailed on February 4, 1999. The seventh and final wave
was mailed on December 1, 1999. Table 5.1 shows the overall schedule of data collection for all
three components of the study—Iist collection, institution questionnaire and faculty
guestionnaire.

Table 5.1—General chronology of NSOPF:99 data collection

Year Institution data collection Faculty survey

1998 [September: Mailing to CAOs, telephone follow-up to CAOs
October: Mailing to coordinators, telephone follow-up begins to
retrieve lists and questionnaires

November: Follow-up to coordinators continues

December 15: Initial deadline for list and questionnaire return  |December: OMB approval for faculty data
collection received

1999 February: Wave 1 mailing (n=6,591)
March: Wave 2 mailing (n=2,901)
May: Refusal conversion mailing May: Wave 3 mailing (n=2,827)
June: Retrieval of home address information for faculty begins

July: Wave 4 mailing (n=1,316)

August: Interviewers begin collecting institution questionnaire onAugust: Wave 5 mailing (n=1,587)
telephone
October: Wave 6 mailing (n=1,857)
November: List collection ends
December: Data collection for institution questionnaire ends December: Wave 7 mailing (n=1,716)

2000 March: Faculty data collection ends

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 National Study of
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:99).
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Faculty follow-up procedures

As shown in Table 5.2, sampled faculty in each wave received a coordinated series of mail, e-
mail, and telephone follow-up, as described below. Mailings were sent to the home address of the
faculty respondent, if available; otherwise the questionnaire packet was sent to the individual’s

campus address. (See Appendix E for correspondence sent to faculty respondents.) E-mail

prompts were sent to all faculty for whom an e-mail address was provided. (E-mail addresses
were provided for approximately 38 percent of sampled faculty.) Telephone follow-up consisted

of initial prompts to complete the mail or Web questionnaire. A telephone interview was

attempted for nonrespondents to the mail, e-mail, and telephone prompts.

Table 5.2—Schedule of mail, e-mail and telephone follow-up

Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 Wave 4 Wave 5 Wave 6 Wave 7

Mailing 1 2/4/99 3/19/99 5/7/99 7/6/99 8/30/99 | 10/19/99 12/1/99
Postcard 2/18/99 3/26/99 5/14/99 7/13/99 9/10/99 | 10/26/99
Mailing 2 3/5/99 4/9/99 5/28/99 8/31/99 9/17/99 11/9/99 12/17/99
Mailing 3 3/23/99 4/22/99 6/18/99 9/17/99 2/7/00 2/7/00 2/7/00
E-mail 1 3/31/99 5/13/99 8/26/99 | 10/13/99 10/13/99 | 11/24/99 2/18/00
Telephone 4/23/99 6/17/99 8/4/99 | 10/11/99 11/12/99 | 12/14/99 1/17/00
follow-up

Mailing 4 8/18/99 8/18/99 8/18/99 2/7/00
E-mail 2 8/26/99 8/26/99 | 11/24/99 | 11/24/99 11/24/99 1/7/00 2/29/00
E-mail 3 11/24/99 | 11/24/99 1/7/00 1/7/00 1/7/00 2/18/00
E-mail 4 1/7/00 1/7/00 2/18/00 2/18/00 2/18/00 2/29/00
Mailing 5 2/7/00 2/7/00
E-mail 5 2/18/00 2/18/00 2/29/00 2/29/00 2/29/00
E-mail 6 2/29/00 2/29/00

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 National Study of
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:99).

Table 5.3 shows the percent targeted for the four primary mailings prior to the start of telephone

follow-up and the percent of respondents targeted for each follow-up, including telephone

follow-up. Note that for waves 5 through 7, telephone follow-up preceded the wave 3 mailing.
This was necessary to achieve a response from these waves within schedule constraints. For all
other waves, telephone follow-up followed the third questionnaire mailing.
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Table 5.3—Key follow-up dates and percent of original sample targeted

Mail wave Initial Postcard Second Third Telephone
mailing prompt mailing mailing prompt
(percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent)

One 2/14/99 2/18/99 3/5/99 3/23/99 4/23/99
(100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (64.5) (57.7)

Two 3/19/99 3/26/99 4/9/99 4/23/99 6/17/99
(100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (66.6) (57.1)

Three 5/7/99 5/14/99 5/28/99 6/18/99 8/4/99
(100.0) (97.8) (85.4) (72.4) (66.6)

Four 716199 7/13/99 8/31/99 9/17/99 10/11/99
(100.0) (96.8) (72.2) (70.3) (61.4)

Five 8/30/99 9/10/99 9/17/99 2/7/00 11/12/99
(100.0) (93.6) (89.4) (44.0) (67.0)

Six 10/19/99 10/26/99 11/9/99 2/7/00 12/14/99
(100.0) (98.6) (87.8) (50.8) (71.8)

Seven 12/1/99 12/17/99 2/7/00 1/17/00
(100.0) (97.8) (61.8) (73.9)

NOTE: Percentages are based on the original sample, not the final sample size after subsampling.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1999 National Study of
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:99).

Mail follow-up. Mail follow-up for nonrespondents included a postcard and several
guestionnaire re-mailings. All questionnaire mailings were sent directly to the faculty member’s
home address where available, and campus address if no home address was provided (with the
exception of the third mailing, which was forwarded to the nonresponding faculty member’s
home address by the institution coordinator, if the institution had not supplied a home address).
Questionnaires were accompanied by a letter that provided the Web address to access the Internet
version of the questionnaire and a personal identification (PIN) code to be used to access the
Web questionnaire. Postcards included time-sensitive information about approaching deadlines,
deadline extensions and financial incentives (when applicable). The toll-free telephone number
and project e-mail address was printed on all materials.

E-mail follow-up. E-mail, like the prompt postcard, was used to disseminate time-sensitive
information about approaching deadlines, deadline extensions and financial incentives (when
applicable). Faculty received as many as six e-mail prompts. E-mail prompts were usually spaced
apart by a minimum of four weeks.

Telephone prompting. The first training for interviewers to conduct telephone prompting was
conducted on April 8, 1999. Additional interviewers were trained and added as the sample size
increased during the field period. The first telephone prompts were made on April 23, 1999, to
contact nonrespondents in the first wave of data collection. For the first contact with
nonrespondents, interviewers were trained to prompt for the completion of the survey, to
encourage use of the Web questionnaire, and to attempt a CATI interview only if the interviewer
sensed reluctance on the respondent’s part to complete one of the self-administered versions.
After the second prompt to a sampled faculty member, interviewers were instructed to switch to a
strategy of encouraging CATI interviews whenever possible.
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CATI interviews. For waves 1 through 4, interviewers offered a CATI interview as a preferred
option after the second prompt. This schedule was truncated for later waves. For waves 5 through
7, interviewers were instructed to attempt a telephone interview at the time of the first call in
order to complete data collection more quickly.

On August 16,1999 an abbreviated CATI questionnaire was submitted to OMB and approved for
use by interviewers. Beginning in September 1999 the abbreviated telephone questionnaire was
offered to faculty as a routine part of refusal conversion effort whenever faculty indicated that
the length of the questionnaire was cited as a reason for nonresponse. A similar questionnaire
and procedure was used in NSOPF:93.

Inbound contacts. The letter that accompanied all faculty mailings encouraged sample members
to contact the project coordinator through either a toll-free number or the project e-mail address
if they had any questions or required any assistance. Approximately 1,000 telephone calls and
800 e-mails were received during the field period. Most e-mails from faculty were direct
responses to e-mail prompts; similarly, telephone calls were often responses to mail or telephone
prompts. Other reasons for calling included questions about specific questionnaire items,
guestions concerning eligibility for the study and problems in accessing the Web questionnaire.
The project coordinator answered all calls and e-mails. Problems in accessing the Web
guestionnaire were, when necessary, forwarded to technical staff.

5.2.3 Coordinator follow-up and assistance

As in 1993, institution coordinators who agreed to sign and notarize the NCES Affidavit of
Nondisclosure and Confidentiality were asked to provide assistance in prompting, contacting and
locating sampled faculty. This assistance often proved critical at institutions that did not provide
home addresses and telephone numbers, particularly during the summer months when faculty
could not be reached on campus. Coordinator assistance took three forms:

Forwarding survey materials to respondents. Institution coordinators were asked to mail the
third questionnaire packet to the home (or summer address) of any nonresponding faculty for
whom a home address was not available (see Appendix F).

Coordinator prompting. After multiple attempts to seek cooperation from faculty, institution
coordinators were asked to personally contact nonresponding faculty to encourage them to
complete the questionnaire. Early in the field period, several respondents contacted Gallup with
complaints that they felt the prompts they received from their institution were coercive, or that
they seemed to compromise their confidentiality. Therefore to ensure that all coordinator
prompts were conducted in a manner that would not raise faculty concerns, Gallup supplied
coordinators with a sample prompt letter (Appendix F), which they could copy and distribute to
faculty. The letter stressed the voluntary nature of the study, and underscored the absolute
confidentiality of data they provided (i.e., that the faculty member’s responses to the
guestionnaire would never be identified to the institution). No further faculty complaints were
received after this letter was introduced.

Updating contact and eligibility information. As noted in Chapter 4, an effort was made to

contact institution coordinators who had not supplied home addresses and telephone numbers for
the entire sample, and ask them to supply this information only for sampled faculty. In addition,
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coordinators were asked to confirm the eligibility of current faculty, that is, whether they were
employed at the institution during the fall semester, 1998. Ineligible faculty who were
erroneously included on the list of faculty could then be removed from the active sample.

5.2.4 Faculty locating

A majority of institution coordinators did not supply home addresses and telephone numbers for
their faculty (see Chapter 4 for a discussion of the types and amount of information supplied).
Moreover, complete and timely information was often not supplied for part-time faculty, a group
who comprised the most mobile and difficult-to-reach part of the sample. Given the length of the
field period, which extended through the summer months and well into academic year 2000, a
major locating effort was critical to the success of the study.

Gallup’s locating strategy was to first utilize directory assistance, and public electronic databases
to find home telephone listings for as many sampled respondents as possible. The remaining list
of sampled respondents without home telephone numbers was then turned over to a team of
experienced, specially trained locators, who used institutional contacts (including human
resources, academic affairs staff and individual departments), and online resources (including
campus directories, w