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1.. INTRODUCTION

s -

. This report is submitted to the Natiopal Assessment of Educatiomal
Progress (NAEP) and constitutes _the ffnal reiort for assessment Year 11.

“The report covers in- school and supplementary frame sampling activities in

4

the eleventh operational year of. National ,Assessment. Out-of-gchool sampl-

ing activities for Young Adults were not carr1ed out durmn; Year 11 because ’
of reduced fund;ng ’ ]
l.l Overall National Assessment Objectives . .

The éong-term-objectiye of the National Assessment of hducational \

Progress is to assess the progress of education of selected’ population

groups. This objective hak required the devel:pment and implementation of

. . . : M L]
a continuing program of data collection, analysis, and reporting. /

The immediate products.of the National Assessment program are statisti-
cal data series describing the knowledge, skills, and attitudes of selected
population groups. A ~stated objective of National Assessment'has been to

‘present educat1oual outcame data which may be readily understood by the lay

-

1F?pub11c as well as b ss1onal researchers, educators, and leg1slators

. Th1s has brought aboﬂt\a departure from traditional edlicational measurement

? '

procedures which are d1rected toward individual performance on a battery of

v

exercises. The National Assessment data are: used to present estimates of
» - /

population grolip performance - on specific exercises. This shift in the
‘ N

/
method _of data acqu1s1t1on and presentat1on has requlred development - of
unique sample selection,. data collection, and analy51s procedures.

The NatLonal A'sessment program has focused on major population sub+

-

groups and o specified subject matter areas. The special populations '
" -
) 4 ook

w
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s

-

targeted by National Assessment are restricted to four age classes (1,2,3,

., A %
and 4): 9-year-olds, .13-year-olds, 17-year-olds, and.young adults (26-35

years of -age), respectively. Nine year-olds, 13-year-olds, and 17-year-

olds are assessed in school. In'add{tion, 17-year-olds no longer enro}led

A

in school are assessed in their homes, as are young adults. The assessment

of ;oung adults wa; suspended in Year 06, and was resuméd as a separ;te
undertaking in\?Bar 08 only. Additionally, the assessment of out-of-school
17-year-olds was. suspended in Year 08, and not resumed until Year 11.
Other population subgroups can be.defined within each age class (e.g.,

7
region, sex, race, level of parents' education, and community type); these

subgroups are discg;sed in somé detail in section 1.3. -

The subjeét ‘matter areas assessed through Year 11 have included:

Year 01 - Science, Citizenship, amd Writing;

Year 02 -”keading and Literature;

Year 03 *“Music and Social Studies;

Year 04 - Mathematics and {he reassessment of Science;

Year 05 - Career and Occupational Development'and the reassessment og“
Writing;

Year 06 - Art and the reassessment of Reading; g

Year 0; - Basic Matﬁematics and the reassessment of Citizenship and
Social Studies (combined);

Year 08 - Reassessment of Science at all age classes; assessment of

Health and Energy and reassessment of(Reading at Age Class 4; °

» £

. 2 -
e 4 ,
:

* )
) Year 05 out-of-school assessment:* included Career. and Occupational

Development only.

é

ik .
" In Year 07, Basic Mathematics exercises werg administered to 13- and
" 17-year-olds only. . Co ”

- .
g 3 H]
'

® ) ; .

_ - 15




2

Year 09 - Reassesswent| of Mathematics at all in- -school age classes;
’ A
\

Year 10 -.Reassessment of Music, Art, and Writing;

: .. _ *
T Year 11 - Reassessment of Reading, Literature, and Art .

lz : . In Years 05 and p6, supplemental Mini-Assessments of Functional X

theracy (MAFL) were also conducteg for 17-year-olds. ,In Year 06, Index of

to 17-year-olds; in

Bas1c Sk111s packages véTe add1t1ona11y administered

Year 08, Basic Life Slull,i 'packages were administered to 17- year- olds; in

Year 09, l7-year-oldsHyere.assesaoé/1n Consumer Skills; and in Year 10,

i U At_titudes and Achievememt in Mathematics packages were additionally admin-

o istered to 13-year-olds and twelfth graders.

pal Assessment

1.2 Historical Overview. of Natio

’ .
' : ‘National Assessment has undergone a mild evolution over the period of

“ ’ ’ ) .
T its brief historyt  Special adjustments in sampling and field procedures

- - ~ .
have been made every yeafmég\accommod
1

ewv su%ject matter areas.

ate the special requirements of exer-

_cise adninistration in n The sampling of 17-year-

olds not énrolled in school §HQ£§zd from a household sample apprnacn to a

mulfiplag_frame‘ approach to a ‘school  dropout and early _graduate frame

. approach over the §1rst five years of assessment.

s -~

4 In Year 01, 17-year- ated in the

olds not enrolled in school were loc

A ' household sample only. The sample of out-of-school 17-year-olds is called

the Supplementary Frame sample.  Several potential methods of obtaining

“g\-—3"“ lists of out-of- school 17- year -o0lds were 1nvest1gated before the Yea

.
p;ocedure was finalized. s included an area

r 05

Some of these potential list
‘household frame, secondary school records, colleges; military service

Neighborhood Youth Corps, Job Corps, and the Employment

induction centers,_

! \ Securityr Commission. In Year 05, the decision was made to obtain early
- . r

pr——

* o . .
In Year 11,  Art exercises were administered to 13-year-olds only.
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»

graduate and dropout lists from 5 subsample of the schools selected 'for.

17-year-old assessment. The examinations of these potential 1lists are -

documented elsewhere [1], [2].

-

A number of modified field procedures were initiated in the .Year 02

“«

out-of-sohool assessment: as a result of the Year 01 experience. The require- *°

L

.ment of including all States in the in-school sample necessitated ngor
sample design-changes in Yéan 02; further sample design molifications were

instituted in Year 05 to meet this .requirement and also provide simple,

relatively unbrased methods of estimating sampling error{ '
In Year 64, a study to align National Assessment sample stratificationm
more closely with NAEP reporting c;tegories was undertaken. Some viluable

bz:productsaof this study included: (1) the definition :0of Census low-income

-

e s o Lo -
areas as a stratification tool to f#solate the low metropolitan subpopula-

t ' N N

; e » -
tion, (2) the use of Census estimates of the percent rural 17-year-olds to
: &

» .

. » ‘
define the extreme rural subpopulatiens, and (3) the development of a

”

, - ¥
standardized set of procedures, including computer software, to classify
o []

\ .
respondents into size and type of community reporting categories.

‘ 3
The Year 06 assessment included a number of experimental studies of

‘.

— -

alternate ‘methd%s of "administration, ‘which had an impact on how fielé

»

-

procedures were conduc;ed as part of the 17-year-pld assessment." -One study

cw

. . SN Ay .
explored the operational®*feasibility of a modified student selection proce- =
. | ; ‘ :

dure. As a;fesult of this substudy, it was decided to mo&ify the student
selection procedLré in Year 07 from a systematic sampie to a'simpLe.raﬂdom , ‘:
sample.' Additionally, t;e simple random sampling appr;ach allpwed Echogls
.to use pre-existing lists of eligibles (i.c.,Acomputer printouts,}qlassroom
rostersj to ghe fuliest.extent. A sgcoqd‘feasibility‘study conducted>in '

Year 06, involbing a subsample of 48 schools, tested three different package

v 17 ‘
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IERJf:;: —' examined in ?ear'oq. .

&

3

’ .
adm1n1strat1on plans des1gned to increase the number of respondents without

~

experimental design .80 the response rates and. cost factors could be
“ t

compareﬁ-and any observed difference could be evaluated -against the experi-
mentdl error. Me a result-of lhis substudy, a procedure to fqilowup son-
tespondents ;ﬁ the day after package administr;tion was adopted in Y¢5r107.

A pumber of‘mor%/formal self-evgluation projects have been conducted.~
_These.projects included saﬁple‘efficiency studies, a qualgty check resurvey
of the household sample in Year 01, and a followup study of nonresponding
in-school 17-year-olds in Year 04. Beginning in Year 04, the quality of

*. .
the collécted data has been assessed through annual propability samples of-

-~

. * -

schools. Following the Years 06, 07, and 08 assessments, NAEP and RTI
held a District SuperV1sors debrleflng conference to obtain recommendations
for future Natiéngl Assessment years. Meeb;ngs of this type supply valuable

-

insight to plann1ng subsequent assessments.

. /Zaditionally, in Year 06 RTI part1c1pated with NAEP in developing a
H o coordinate& four-year sphool sampling pesigniwhich achieved broad dispersion
Of‘Fhe sample over the four-year period, yet avoided Pan? of the problems
epcountered in the past when.the same schools were selected_in successive
years through independeﬁi annual samples.- The proposed design also reduced
the number of travel poiéts in asy single year's sample. Tbis change was
'notivsted Sy the reduced funding.level and associated reduction in package

adpministration loads anticipated _for subsequent assessments. Cost and

~ variance analyses, indicated that .§uéh a reduction -in primary sampling

.points would improvg design efficiency. Reducing the number of tfave%

* .
. Becausé of cost considerations, 2 nonprobability sample of schaols was

-~

. -t
! ' 18 :
v . [
4 .

\the use of alternates. This study was carried out as a statlstlcally valid"
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points became a viable option as a result of the relaxation of the all-state
repres;ptation requirement in Year dj, 2
* Two design modifications were adopted in Year 07. First, a multistage
eallocation procedure based on the school frame data was adopted. The
procedure reassigoed the 162‘replicates in Year 07 to PSUS proportional to
reﬁised 17-year-old size measures based on estimated 17-year-old school

enrollments developed from the school frame.

Secondly, in Year-07 a ranking of schools based on parents occupation

and DOC classification was made prior to package assignment. This ranking

was.used to identify the oversappled substratum within each PSU. The group
package sample size’ for each oversampled and nonoversampled school within
each substrqtum was then determined from dge class enrollment estiqétes on
Principal's Questionnaires and from preViously computed student respoanse
rates by si;e and type of copmunity. This proceduge allowed adJustments to
be made for schools which, at sample selection(‘may’have’heen misclassified
into the %versampled suhst;atum.

Three . additional design modifications were incorporated in Year 08.

Fitst the 17-year-old student samples were selected in a PSU at the same

N

time that the 9-year- old student samples‘were selected., Nine- and seventeéenr.

year-old respondents were assessed' at the usual time; however, the new

procedure eliminated some of the school burden by giving 17-year-old schools

more time to prepare fOI assessment

/

P J

Secondly, student sample weights were egualized separately within the
oversampled substratum mnd within thé remainder at the student selection

level by varying the sample size. ‘Group sample sizes ranged‘ffom'lo to 35.

Thirdly, the Year 08 Quality Check sample'was selected across all

i
three age clagges. Previously only schools at a particular age class had

~

. ¢ ¢ +
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been included in. the quality check sample each year. This new procedure

«

enabled ‘RTI's Natjonal Assessment Adminis‘ration Center to detect more
. . v

,rapidly any irregularities in the collection of National Assessment data.

As a. result of recommendation from the District SuperviSOr's debriefing

-

conference, the\nax1mum group sample size in Year 09 was reduced from 35 to
. 25 students. Similarly, the minimum was increased from 10 to 16. (/Expected
sample weight sums and sample sizes for various maxima and minima were
examlned prior to the decision. It was found that the maximum group size
could be reduced without appreciably altering the targeted sample size

while still equalizing the sample weights.

b 4
&

In Year 10, the method of estimating the number of eligibles per
‘ school 'was refined. Previously, eligibles were estlmated using the school

grade by grade enrollment and 1970 estlmates of the proportlon of eligibles

per grade in reach State. Using the Year 09 response data and Principal's

Queationnaire data, regre§§%pn equations were developed in Year 10 to
nredict estimated eligibles by school for each age class.

In YearQli, ; coordinated four-year pr{éary sample‘was selected. The
sample was selected in March 1979 and was preceeded by an 18-month planning
effort. During the” planning period, primary designs from the first ten
years were exampiged it terms of sttengths and weaknesses, de51gn efficiency
stndies conducted in Year 07 were re-examrned, and the d1rection of the
sample over the next tour years was discussed.’ The sampling procedures are

documented eléEWhere [3].

1.3° Subpopulation Representation

Natrondl Assessment reports results for a var1ety of subpopulatlons‘

Besides the three in-school age groups, ‘reported subpopulations include

within eéch age level fonr geographié. regions, sex, race, grade, four’

Y. U EU , I




. éuarantee adequate sample representati for- the reporting subpopulations

for the select1on of a coordinated four-year primary sample to be allocated

‘selected during March through May 1980 andladministereddin June through

levels of‘parents' education, and seveny.size and type ofwcommunity {STOC)
categories. These reporting groups are lisﬁea_in table 1-1.
The geograpb1c regions referred to in tEBIe 1-1 are those used by the

Office of Business Econom1c? Department of Commerce.“Table 1-2 defines

»

NAEP's regions in terms of the sets of "States which comprise the four

geographic areas.

The size and type of community Categorization mentionedrin table, 1-1
. R f

réfers to a poétclassification of schools in terms of the residential

distribution and parental occupation of attending students. A detailed
~

description of the STOC classification procedures is presented in sectidn

!
2.6.

A major objective of the National Assessment survly design is to .

listed in table 1-1. Such representatfﬁn-is essential if reasonably precise
co-par1sons am