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INTRODUCTION AND GENERAL CONTEXT

For almost three decades, the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) has served as The Nation’s Report Card, regularly collecting and reporting information on the knowledge, skills, and education-related experiences and habits of nationally representative samples of fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-grade students in a variety of school subjects. To date, these curriculum areas have included reading, mathematics, writing, science, literature, the arts (including dance, music, theater, and visual arts), civics, U.S. history, and geography. In 2002, NAEP will conduct field tests in two curriculum areas—civics and foreign language. 

The authorizing legislation passed for NAEP by Congress in 1988 added a new dimension to NAEP by introducing a Trial State Assessment Program. To date, there have been six State Assessment Programs authorized by Congress—a 1990 program in which eighth graders were assessed in mathematics, a 1994 program in which fourth graders were assessed in reading, a 1996 program in which fourth graders were assessed in mathematics and eighth graders in mathematics and science, a 1998 program in which fourth graders were assessed in reading and fourth and eighth graders were assessed in writing, a 2000 program in which fourth and eighth graders were assessed in mathematics and science, and a 2002 program in which fourth and eighth graders will be assessed in reading and writing. 

Although the primary purpose of The Nation’s Report Card is to document patterns and trends in student achievement, the project also is able to inform educational policy by collecting descriptive background information through questionnaires administered to students, teachers, and school administrators, and relating this information to student achievement. The 1988 legislation, reauthorized in 1994, dictates a particularly careful and extensive process of background questionnaire design and development. It establishes that the purpose of NAEP is to collect and report information on only those student attitudes and/or beliefs ”germane to the acquisition and analysis of information about academic achievement.” Further, the law states, “[t]he National Assessment shall not collect any data that are not directly related to the appraisal of educational performance, achievements, and traditional demographic reporting variables, or to the fair and accurate presentation of such information.”
 

This document describes the background questions that will be field tested in 2002 for inclusion in a future NAEP administration. It proceeds with a discussion of the item development process, including the framework that underlies the background questionnaires.  Later sections list the proposed 2002 field test items.  
THE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS FOR THE BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRES

 Prior to the 2001 assessment, changes to NAEP background questionnaires were usually made incrementally. Starting with the background questionnaire from the previous assessment of the subject, questions were deleted that had not provided useful information, and new questions that the subject area committees deemed important were added. These procedures resulted in background questionnaires that tended to get longer each year.

In 1998, AIR joined the NAEP development team and assumed primary responsibility for developing the background questionnaires beginning with the 2001 assessment. In keeping with the redesign policy adopted by the National Assessment Governing Board, the decision was made to adopt a revised approach that would lead to shorter, more focused background questionnaires. In fall 1998, the existing framework for background items was refined and elaborated through an iterative process supported by in-depth literature reviews and analyses of background questionnaire data from previous NAEP administrations. The resultant new framework was more cohesive and comprehensive regarding the factors believed to influence student achievement.  A stakeholder conference was held in the fall of 1999 to review the new framework, and slight revisions were made following that conference. The new framework is presented in a later section of this document.  The framework is intended to guide the development of the background questionnaires, beginning with the 2001 assessment.   

In addition to developing a new framework, AIR also redesigned the general format of the background questionnaires. A modular format was introduced, with a primary goal of reducing questionnaire length and thus respondent burden. In the modular format, a small set of questions has been identified as “core” and will be asked at every assessment.  These core questions will be supplemented by modules developed on specified topics and inserted into the questionnaires for a particular assessment. Thus, starting with the 2001 assessment, the background questionnaires will include: 

· Core questions intended to be administered in every NAEP assessment or in every NAEP assessment in a particular subject; and

· Non-core, or supplemental, modules intended to be administered in only one NAEP assessment, or repeated on an infrequent schedule, and used as the basis for policy reports.

General Considerations 

Some general considerations have set parameters for the development of NAEP  background questionnaires. In order to reduce student, teacher, and school burden, strict limits have been imposed on the amount of time allotted for the collection of background information. As mentioned above, the questionnaires contain a small number of core questions that will be asked every year and additional modules of questions related to anticipated policy report topics. These non-core modules will be administered only once or periodically. By not asking all of the questions every time, and by ensuring that the total number of questions is no greater than that of recent questionnaires, the time required to collect the background information will be minimized.

Data on some variables must be collected in every NAEP assessment because they define standard reporting groups (e.g., males and females; White, Black, and Hispanic students) or are used as part of NAEP’s analytic procedures (e.g., information about the educational level of students’ parents; home resources). Furthermore, revisions to these question must be minimized in order to maintain the ability to use these variables to measure trends over time. Questions on these topics are considered to be core questions. 

Other variables (e.g., accessibility of a language arts specialist) need not be included in every assessment, although they may be repeated periodically when there is interest in monitoring trends in educational practices. Questions related to these variables are in the non-core modules.

NAEP is limited by law to the collection of information on variables that appear to be associated with student achievement or provide for the fair reporting of achievement results. Repeated inclusion of a variable in NAEP assessments can confirm its association with achievement and track this relationship over time. However, at some point, data collection on the same variable may become redundant. The main reason for administering some questions only periodically, thus excluding some variables from repeated assessment, is to provide the opportunity to explore relationships between new variables and student achievement. Thus, the core questions provide stability and continuity whereas the non-core modules allow for investigations of new variables that appear to have important relationships with effective schooling practices.

The validity of NAEP results relies on the accuracy of data self-reported by students, teachers, and administrators. A number of factors influence accuracy. Questions must be clear and unambiguous; otherwise, different respondents may interpret the questions differently. It is also important that questions not be threatening, so that they elicit honest answers and no one is made to feel uncomfortable. Questions should not rely unduly on memory, request information not readily available, or be asked of individuals not in position to know the answers. In most cases, it is better to include questions that ask for descriptions of actual behavior and about particular time frames (i.e., occurrence in the last week or month) than those that require estimating, generalizing, or supposing. Younger students, in particular, are limited in their ability to read and comprehend questions. For this reason, some of the questions asked of eighth- and twelfth-grade students have been omitted or simplified for fourth-grade students.
Core Modules
As intended, the core modules initially developed for the 2001 background questionnaires have remained essentially unchanged. They have been kept as short as possible in order to minimize respondent burden. They consist of questions required by legislation, used regularly and extensively in NAEP reports, used by other programs in the Department of Education as part of their reporting and evaluation procedures, or so clearly correlate with student academic achievement in the educational research literature that they form a critical context for understanding NAEP results and the relationships between NAEP results and other variables of interest.  This package does not seek clearance for core modules, but rather seeks clearance only for the non-core supplemental modules to be field tested in 2002.
2002 Field Test Non-Core Modules 

At the stakeholder conference convened in the fall of 1999 to review the new framework document, participants suggested policy topics for future non-core modules. Based on these recommendations, AIR prepared five topic proposals for NCES to consider for the 2002 field test and for use in future administrations. The following two topics were selected: 1) family involvement and 2) out-of-class time.  After conducting extensive literature reviews on both of these topics, AIR developed modules related to these topics. 

The family involvement and out-of-class time modules were reviewed by experts in these fields. In addition, all of the questions from these two modules were evaluated in one-on-one interviews in cognitive laboratories with subjects who match the demographics of survey respondents.  These interviews were conducted to determine whether the subjects interpreted the questions as intended and possessed the requisite knowledge to answer the questions.  Problematic questions were revised and, when possible, re-evaluated in cognitive interviews. ETS and NCES staff also reviewed all questions.
NAEP BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE FRAMEWORK

This section of the document presents the framework that guided the development of the 2001 operational, 2002 operational, and 2002 field test background questionnaires, and which is intended to guide the development of future NAEP questionnaires.  In order to construct this framework, AIR/ETS staff reviewed the framework underlying pre-2001 background questionnaires, reviewed the literature in the six topic areas defined in the old framework, and solicited input from NAEP subject-matter panelists as well as other educational researchers and practitioners. Based on the results of the literature review, input from stakeholders, and the accumulated knowledge of AIR and ETS staff regarding factors identified as being related to school achievement, the AIR/ETS staff developed a new framework that includes seven factors affecting student performance. After an iterative process of internal review and revision, the framework was submitted to NCES for preliminary approval. It was subsequently subjected to a thorough external review by stakeholders at a fall, 1999, roundtable and approved in final form by NCES.  The broad outlines of the framework are now considered fixed. However, we anticipate minor revisions each time a new supplemental questionnaire module is developed  because each supplemental module involves a new literature review and new conceptual work explicating one or more relevant sections of the framework. 
The NAEP Background Questionnaire Framework focuses on seven major categories of factors related to education policy and student achievement:

· Student factors

· Instructional content and practice

· Teacher factors

· School factors

· School community factors

· Beyond school factors

· Federal/state/district policy and administrative factors

A description of each of these seven categories follows, with a justification for its inclusion in the framework. The detailed framework itself is presented after the descriptive text.

I.
Student Factors

Students bring their own characteristics into the learning and testing environment, and the first category of the framework was designed to take these into account. The “Student Factors” category of the framework includes four main components: 

· Demographics

· Cognitive skills

· Affective disposition

· Academic record and school experiences 

Demographic constructs are measured on the NAEP background questionnaire in order to report achievement scores by social group. Such information has traditionally been considered key for informing policymakers and researchers about issues of educational equality among different segments of the population. To reflect the range of demographic factors that affect student achievement, select constructs from the previous NAEP framework’s “reporting groups” and “conditions beyond school” categories were combined under the new “student factors” category. 

The “cognitive skills” component under “student factors” includes constructs from past administrations as well as new student constructs essential for explaining student achievement. An addition to the NAEP framework in this category is a linguistic proficiency construct. This student-level construct has important implications for policy affecting language minority students and has been identified as important for understanding differences in assessment scores between language minority and language majority students (e.g., Bradby et al., 1992). Other student-level constructs classified as cognitive skills are grouped under “Habits of Mind.” These constructs measure student persistence and study behavior --  factors that have been demonstrated to affect student learning. These factors were included in the past framework as “Conditions Beyond School-Disposition to Learning.” 

Other constructs from the “disposition to learning” section of the old framework include academic aspirations and self-efficacy. The new framework groups these constructs under the third component of student factors -- “affective disposition.” This set of constructs is designed to measure students’ beliefs about their own academic abilities and their motivations to achieve academically. These psychological constructs are important mediators of other student and school constructs for predicting achievement (Marsh, 1990; Marsh & Yeung, 1997; Pajares & Graham, 1999; Schunk, 1996) and therefore help explain how these other constructs work to affect student achievement. A second reason to emphasize the importance of student beliefs in the framework is the extensive and active body of research in education and psychology that discusses the relationship of these constructs to academic achievement (e.g., Byrne & Gavin, 1996; Lent, Brown, & Gore, 1997; Pajares, 1996). 

The fourth component of the “student factors” category is “academic record and school experiences.” With the exceptions of “attendance” and “use of computers,” the constructs in this category are new to the NAEP framework. Both policy concerns and the research literature suggest the importance of including these constructs, which are designed to measure the influences of student attendance, course-taking, history of disciplinary action, grade retention, and similar school-related student constructs on academic achievement (Boettger, 1994; Gerber, 1996; Kaczala, 1991; Mahoney & Cairns, 1997; Sheehan et al., 1991). 

II.
Instructional Content and Practice

What is taught in the classroom, and how it is taught, are two of the most important influences on student achievement, and encompass factors identified as important in both past NAEP administrations and the research literature. The major components of Category II are:

· Curriculum

· Course offerings

· Classroom management

· Grouping

· Modes of instruction/classroom activities

This category of the new framework includes both old and new components. The components retained from the previous framework came from both the “instructional content” and the “instructional practices and experiences” categories. These categories were combined because it was determined that they are so closely related that considering how they connect and interact seems appropriate. Added to these sections of the framework is a greater level of detail, which should help identify factors that may be associated with achievement.  For example, whereas the old framework included “availability and use of equipment–computers, etc.,” the new framework identifies a specific list of technologies that may affect student learning (e.g., number of computers, local area network, available software) The “curriculum” component now includes the use of curriculum frameworks and the development and use of content standards. These constructs have been added to reflect the interests of tpolicy-makers and researchers (e.g., CPRE, 1997; Kendall & Marzano, 1997; McPartland & Schneider, 1996) and the assertion in the literature that certain types of content standards and curriculum have a positive impact on achievement (Jorgensen et al., 1997; Michigan Curriculum Framework, 1996; Romer, 1997).

The “classroom management” component is included in the new framework to address the influence of the classroom environment on student performance. The constructs within “classroom management” identified by the research literature as important are: time spent on content-related instruction, classroom layout, classroom rules, policies and routines, pacing, and instruction by others (Borelli, 1997; Coleman et al., 1993; Gottfredson et al., 1990; Nelson, 1990; Waxman & Huang, 1996; Weinstein, 1980; Woodle, Hartsoe, & Taylor, 1995). 

III.
Teacher Factors

Similar to the “student factors” category, teacher characteristics may be important mediators of other constructs in their effects on achievement. They also are important as independent predictors of student performance, as noted in the old framework. After a review of the literature and consultation with important stakeholders, the previous framework’s “teacher characteristics” category has been expanded to include:

· Demographics

· Preparation

· Credentials

· Experience

· Attitudes/expectations

· Teacher support

· Teacher satisfaction

The first component -- “demographics” -- has been added to the framework and includes teacher gender, race/ethnicity, and mobility. These variables have been identified as having both a mediational effect and a direct influence on student achievement (Ehrenberg & Brewer, 1995; Ehrenberg et al., 1995; Page & Rosenthal, 1990).

The ”preparation” construct existed in the previous framework but has been expanded to include “knowledge skills.” This construct includes subject area, pedagogical, and standards and curriculum knowledge. Special attention will be given to predictors identified in the research literature as important factors in student achievement (Bodenhausen, 1988; Goldhaber & Brewer, 1996; Greenwald, Hedges, & Laine, 1996; Wiley & Yoon, 1995). 

Of the remaining components within “teacher factors,” “credentials” and “experience” were included in the previous framework, but  “attitudes and expectations,” “teacher support,” and “teacher satisfaction” are new, although two of their constructs -- “autonomy” and “resources” -- came from the previous framework. These new constructs are more attitudinal in nature, with the teacher’s perception the object of measurement. 

Within “attitudes/expectations,” the research literature suggests a particular focus on teacher efficacy and teacher expectations about students. Expectations about students are believed to create self-fulfilling prophecies in student achievement, whereas high teacher efficacy has been hypothesized to increase student learning regardless of expectations about students (Arganbright, 1983; Ross, Cousins, & Gadalla, 1996; Soodak & Podell, 1996). Research on teacher support and teacher satisfaction has not been as extensive, but these constructs are of interest to policymakers and practitioners.

IV.
School Factors

Instruction and learning take place within an overall school context. In an effort to take every aspect of the school-related social and academic environment into account, the “school factors” category of the framework is very inclusive. This category has been completely restructured and now consists of many constructs new to the background questionnaire framework. The major components of “school factors” included in the new framework are:

· Demographics

· Organization

· Governance

· Resources

· Extracurricular activities offerings

· Extended day activities

· School climate

The “demographics” component covers school size, distribution of socioeconomic status, ethnic distribution of students and teachers, geographic location of the school, and distribution of ability. Therefore, it represents the overall demographics of the school, rather than the characteristics of individual students. These constructs relate to important policy topics, such as qualification for participation in federally funded programs (e.g., Title I). The research literature indicates that school demographics work interactively to produce a context effect on student achievement (Howley, 1996; Plecki, 1991), and therefore, studies that do not explore the relationship between these predictors have typically found null results (e.g., Caldas, 1993; Coladarci & Cobb, 1996; Edington & Martellaro, 1990; Luyten, 1994; White et al., 1993). 

The second component of the “school factors” category -- “organization” -- has been broken down by type of school, use of time (e.g., length of school day/year), grade levels, class size, student grouping practices (e.g., tracking), school-wide programs, and organization of teacher assignments. This part of the framework contains topics that continue to receive attention in both the public and policy sectors, as well as be the focus of major education reform efforts. 

The first organizational construct -- “type of school” -- comes from the old framework. Research examining the effect of school type on achievement has been mixed, but this relationship continues to be investigated (Ward & Clark, 1991; Witte, 1992). 

The majority of the research on “use of time,” the second organizational construct, has focused on year-round education and block scheduling. Both constructs have generally been found to have a positive influence on student achievement and other student outcomes (Curry, Washington, & Zyskowski; Delany, Toburen, Hooton, & Dozier, 1998; Eineder & Bishop, 1997; Green, 1998; Hazleton et al., 1992; Koki, 1992; Kramer, 1997; Robi, 1995; Sheane et al., 1994). Similarly, grade-level span has been found to have direct and indirect effects on achievement (Tucker & Andrada, 1997; Wihry et al., 1992).

The fourth and fifth organizational constructs -- “class size” and “student grouping practices” (e.g., tracking, multi-age) -- are among the more controversial topics in education reform and are of interest to the public, practitioners, policymakers, and researchers. Reducing class size is generally considered beneficial to students (Finn, 1998; Odden, 1990). Concern exists, however, that policy initiatives to reduce class size create the need for more teachers than are available, resulting in a lowering of standards for teacher credentials (Ingersoll, 1995). 

The research support for grouping as a predictor of achievement has been mixed. The literature on tracking typically is critical of its use, providing evidence that tracking is ineffective (Crosby & Owens, 1993; Lindle, 1994; Oakes, 1992). This construct was included on the new framework because of interest among practitioners and researchers.

The sixth organization construct --, “school-wide programs” -- also appeared on the previous framework. This factor reflects issues of great concern to many different audiences interested in education reform. School-wide programs include Title I, magnet/charter schools, desegregation, integration of LEP/SD students, and school-wide reform programs such as Accelerated and Comer Schools. Many of these programs are designed to help students who are academically at risk and therefore attract even more interest and scrutiny than do other reform efforts. Research findings indicate that several of these types of programs are significant and positive predictors of student achievement whereas others are not (Ascher, 1993; Borman & D’Agostino, 1996; Chandler, 1997; Gamoran, 1996; Guiterrez & Slavin, 1992; Hopfenberg et al., 1990; Lee & Smith, 1993; Millett, 1996; Newbill, 1992). 
The third component of “school factors” -- “governance” -- is new to the background questionnaire framework. This section of the framework was included to address the interests of practitioners and the public. The two constructs included under governance are “school decision-making structure” and “community participation.” The research literature supports the importance of including governance constructs to understand student achievement, but this literature is limited primarily to the examination of principal and school board influences (Goodman, Fulbright, & Zimmerman, 1997; Heck et al., 1990; Heck & Marcoulides, 1993).
 “Resources,” the fourth component of “School Factors,” is a topic of interest to all audiences—from the public taxpayers and agencies that fund education to the people who develop education policy for funding education.  Resources can take many forms, including financial resources, human resources, physical space, and other assets. Empirical support exists for the importance of these resources as predictors of student achievement; however, whereas some resources have been found to be positive predictors, others have been found to be negative predictors (Ciotti, 1998; Flanigan, Marion, & Richardson, 1997; Klingele & Warrick, 1990; Moseley-Braun, 1997; Slavin, 1994). 

The “extracurricular activity offerings” and “extended day activities” factors were added to the new framework to address issues of interest to practitioners. Few studies have examined the possible effects of these two factors on student achievement, but the research that has been done shows a positive relationship with achievement, particularly for at-risk students (Braddock et al., 1991; Gerber, 1996; Hirshman, 1996; Lore, 1993; Moore & Funkhouser, 1990).  Finally, the last component of “school factors” -- “school climate” --  refers to the context for student learning (e.g., safety and discipline, attendance and mobility, physical condition of classrooms, etc.).  
V.
School Community Factors


The fifth category of the new framework is “school community factors.” This category represents the environment of the neighborhoods in which schools are located. It consists of:

· Demographics

· Community health 

· Community resources 

Little empirical work has been done in this category, but the literature that does address the influence of community factors on student achievement supports its inclusion in the new framework as an important factor in student achievement (Caldas & Bankston, 1997; Duncan, 1994; Nettles & Pleck, 1993; Newmann, 1996).

V. Beyond School Factors


 Learning does not stop when students leave school; parents and friends are important sources of information and academic support.  Therefore, it is critical to take home environment into account when developing a framework for understanding academic achievement. In past NAEP frameworks, home environment was addressed to a limited extent under “conditions beyond school.” The new framework expands this category to include the following factors and a detailed list of constructs under each:

· Educational resources in the home

· Home environment

· Time use outside of school

· Family-school contact

· Peer relationships

The first two components of the “beyond school” category -- “educational resources in the home” and “home regulatory environment” -- were examined by AIR as the topic of a special EAD task order. Therefore, these two sections of the framework were developed after an extensive literature review and analysis of national survey data.  The third category, “time use outside of school,” relates to students’ experiences outside of regular school hours and includes activities that supportive of education (e.g., free-time reading, homework completion) as well as activities that may be detractors to education (e.g., TV viewing).
“Family-school contact,” the fourth component of “beyond school,” appeared in the past framework under “school conditions and context.” The new framework defines family-school contact as both parental involvement with school and parental knowledge of their child’s teachers, school, and programs. These issues were the topic of a recent NCES report (Carey, Lewis, & Farris, 1998) that documented the ways and extent to which parents interact with schools. Few studies, however, have addressed the relationship between school contact and achievement (but see Griffith, 1996).

The final “beyond school” factor is “peer relationships.” This component is new to the framework and includes two constructs—“educationally relevant activities” and “educational aspirations.” Peer relationships is another factor presumably related to student achievement that has not been adequately addressed by the literature (but see Wentzel & Caldwell, 1997) but is included in the framework to serve the public interest and allow for further research.

VII.
Federal/State/District Policy and Administrative Factors

Directly related to “school factors” are the federal, state, and district policies that determine how resources will be allocated and how schools will be accountable for student achievement. These regulatory and funding sources also determine, to differing extents, factors affecting school organization and use of technology. Moreover, federal, state, and district policies influence teacher-level factors, such as curriculum, performance standards, and teacher policies (e.g., National Goals, entry requirements). The category is divided into seven components:

· Resource allocation

· Accountability systems

· Policies affecting curriculum and instruction

· Policies affecting teacher preparation and hiring

· Policies affecting school organization and governance

· District administration

· Policies affecting the use of technology


The “federal/state/district policy and administrative factors” is new to the framework and is included in order to round out the factors and contexts affecting student achievement. Information collected in this category will be very useful to policymakers as well as school administrators. Currently, there is a large gap in the research literature in this area, with the existing literature focusing on the discussion and evaluation of federal programs (e.g., Borman & D’Agostino, 1996; King, 1994; Rotberg & Harvey, 1993) or the relationship between achievement and per-pupil expenditures (see School Resources section). 

 Framework for NAEP Questionnaires

I. Student Factors

A. Demographics

1. Gender

2. Country of birth

3. Race/ethnicity

4. Language(s) spoken in the home

5. Mobility

6. Parent level of education

7. Household composition (parent(s) in the home, single-parent)

8. SES

B. Cognitive skills 

1. Linguistic proficiency

2. Habits of mind (persistence, approach to problem-solving, study behavior, etc.)

C. Affective disposition

1. Motivation

2. Achievement orientation

3. Academic self-concept (self-evaluation and efficacy)

4. Academic aspirations

D. Academic record and school experiences

1. Placement

2. Participation/regular attendance

3. Coursetaking patterns

4. Language/level of instruction

5. Attendance/disciplinary action

6. Retention

7. Extracurricular activity participation

8. Use of computers

II. Instructional Content and Practice

A. Curriculum

1.
Development and use of content standards

2. Use of curriculum frameworks

B. Course offerings

1. Difficulty level (honors/AP/IB course availability)

2. Scope/breadth/depth

3. Course sequences 

4. Individualization

5. Subject-specific content (match to NAEP framework)

C. Classroom management

1. Time spent on content-related instruction (engaged time)

2. Classroom layout (desks in rows, learning stations, group centers)

3. Rules, policies, routines

4. Pacing (number of activities, transitions, business-like atmosphere)

5. Instruction by others (aides, parent volunteers, student teachers, etc.) 
D. Grouping 

1. Strategies (whole class, group, ad hoc, individual, pairs)

2. Ability (homogeneous vs. heterogeneous, across classes and within classes)

E. Modes of instruction/classroom activities 

1. Cooperative learning

2. Communication mode (oral, written, pictorial, concrete models, graphics, symbols)

3. Recitation vs. group activities (lecture, demonstration, discussion, modeling)

4. Rote learning vs. analytical thinking

5. Use of homework (amount, frequency, type, how used) 

6. Use of technology

a. Tutorial

b. Research/information retrieval

c. Application (e.g., word processing, spreadsheet)

d. Critical thinking (e.g., simulations, problem-solving)

7. Classroom assessment procedures 

a. Alignment of standards and assessments

b. Modes of assessment (tests, quizzes, performance tasks, portfolios, grading criteria)

c. Use of classroom assessment for instructional decision-making (linkage)

d. Frequency

e. Mode of response (short/long answer, performance, exhibits)

f. Difficulty level 

8. Use of curricular materials and resources

a. Textbooks

b. Computers and other technology
1. Number of computers

2. Local Area Network (LAN)

3. Connectivity to Internet

4. Available software

5. Other technology

c. Supplementary (support books, kits, etc.)

d. Manipulatives (lab equipment, math manipulatives, etc.) 

III. Teacher Factors

A. Demographics 

1. Gender

2. Race/ethnicity

3. Mobility (across schools)

B. Preparation

1. Educational preparation

a. Alignment of degree/teaching area

2. Knowledge skills

b. Subject area knowledge

c. Pedagogical knowledge (including use of computers)

d. Knowledge of national/state/district standards and curriculum

3. Participation in professional development

a. Content

b. Structure

c. Support

d. Coherence

C. Credentials

D. Experience

1. Years teaching 

2. Years teaching in field 

E. Attitudes/Expectations 

1. Expectations for students

2. Beliefs about what’s important in subject area learning

3. Feelings of efficacy in teaching 

4. Professionalism

5. Integration of multiple roles

F. Teacher support

1. Mentor/master teachers

2. Interaction with other teachers

3. Autonomy

4. Subject area specialist

G. Teacher satisfaction

1. Overall

2. Resources (including computers/technology)

3. Time for preparation

4. Parental support

5. Administrative support

IV. School Factors

A. Demographics

1. School size

2. SES distribution

3. Ethnic distribution of students/teachers 

4. Geographic location

5. Ability distribution

B. Organization

1. Type of school (public/private)

2. Use of time

a. Length of school day/year

b. Year-round

c.
Class scheduling (block scheduling, rotating schedules, etc.)


d.
Teacher preparation 

3. Grade levels

4. Class size

a. Grade levels

b. Implementation (pupil/teacher ratio, use of space, etc.) 

5. Grouping practices (tracking, teaming, multi-age, multi-grade, etc.)

6. School-wide programs

a. Title I

b. Magnet/Charter school

c. Desegregated (student busing)

d. Integration of LEP/SD students

e. Comprehensive school reform program

7. Teacher organization

a. Departmentalization

b. Team teaching

C. Governance

1. School decision-making structure

2. Community participation

D. Resources

1. Financial resources

2. Capital resources 

a. Technology

1.  Computers for administrative/instructional purposes

2.  Local Area Network (LAN)

3.  Connectivity to Internet

b.  Other instructional materials

3. Human resources

a. Instructional personnel

b. Administrative personnel

c. Specialists

4. Space

a. Instructional space

b. Resource space/facilities (library, computer lab, gym, playground, music/art)


5. Special services (language support, social services, speech, counseling, gifted & talented, etc.)


6.
Health care/social services (service integration or co-location)


7.
Overall curriculum 
E. Extracurricular activities offerings 

F. Extended day activities (curricular, custodial) 


G.
School Climate

1. School mission/goals (role of school, comprehensive services, technical, college preparatory, etc.)

2. Accountability 

a. Rewards and sanctions (Blue Ribbon, consent decree, etc.)

3. Student mobility

4. Professional staff turnover

5. Safety and discipline

b. Perceptions

c. Incidents

d. Discipline strategies

6. Attendance (teachers, students)

7. Retention policy

8. Dropout rate (especially grade 12)

9. Racial tension/support for equity

10. Community support/parental involvement (PTA, volunteers, parent/adult education)

11. Condition of physical plant 

a. Temporary classrooms
b. Quality of atmosphere (crowdedness, air conditioning, windows, etc.)

12. Morale and school pride (teacher, student)

13. Student health

14. Reform/restructuring initiatives 

15. Principal

a. Qualifications

b. Leadership ability/style

c. Stability 

16. Teacher professional development and support  

a. Financial and logistical support (release time, stipends, etc.)

b.  Locus of control

c.  Structure

d.  Content

e.  Coherence



17. Teacher autonomy/collaboration

V. School Community Factors

A. Demographics

1. Size/type of cachement area (e.g., neighborhood school)

2. SES distribution of cachement area

3. Ethnic composition of cachement area

4. Urbanicity/rurality 

5. Region

B. Community health (crime rate, unemployment, etc.)

C. Community resources (social services, service clubs, church support) 

VI. Beyond School Factors

A. Educational resources in the home (computers, dictionaries, books, etc.)   


B.
Home environment

1. Rules and regulations

2. Parental monitoring 

3. Parental expectations

4. Activities relevant to education (visits to museums, libraries, etc.) 

5. Guidance or help with homework/discussion of school work 

6. Parental role modeling (reading, use of computer, TV viewing, etc.) 


C.
Time use outside of school 


1.
Free-time reading

a. School-related

b. Enjoyment/information


2.
Homework completion


3.
Use of computer at home or public facility

a. Schoolwork 

b. Video games

c. Other


4.
Job



5.
TV viewing



6.
Participation in organized activities outside of school 


7.
Early educational experiences (preschool, day care, etc.) 


D.
Family-school contact 

1. Parental involvement with school

2. Parental knowledge of child’s teachers, school, programs


E.
Peer relationships

1. Educationally relevant activities

2. Educational aspirations

VII.
District, State, and Federal Government Factors
A. Resource allocation (programs and initiatives)

1. Funding (federal, state, district)

2. Expenditures (per-pupil; discretionary) 

3. Staff

1. Pupil/teacher ratio

2. Distribution (number of emergency credentials, aides, etc.)

3. Average salary 

B. Accountability systems

1. Accountability for student results (state accountability systems)

a. Testing programs

b. Performance standards 

c. Promotion/retention 

d. Graduation requirements

2. Performance reporting 

a. Student test performance

b. District/school performance 

c. State performance

C. Policies affecting curriculum and instruction

1. State frameworks

2. Content standards

3. Technology plans

D. Policies affecting teacher preparation and hiring

1. National teaching standards

2. Entry requirements (induction, credentials, licensing)

3. Professional development (Eisenhower)

4. Maintenance of quality (evaluation, professional development, mentoring)

E. Policies affecting school organization and governance

1. School reform initiatives (Goals 2000, Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration (CSRD))

2. Class size

3. School reform initiatives

F. District administration

1.
Superintendent (leadership, longevity)

G. Policies affecting the use of technology 

BACKGROUND MODULES FOR THE 2002 NAEP FIELD TEST

Since 1984, NAEP has obtained descriptive information from three different sets of respondents: students, teachers, and school administrators. Questionnaires are administered to students at grades 4, 8, and 12, to teachers at grades 4 and 8, to school administrators at grades 4, 8, and 12. 

For the 2002 field test, we have developed two non-core, supplemental modules: family involvement and out-of-class time. The first module contains questions to be asked of students, teachers, and schools, whereas the second module contains questions to be asked only of students and schools.  Items from each of the supplemental modules are discussed below within the context of each module. As mentioned previously, this package seeks clearance of the non-core modules to be field tested in 2002.  Core modules are not included in this package. 

Student Questions

The student questions to be field tested in 2002 relate to students’ out-of-class time and their families’ involvement in their schooling. Many of the student questions for the out-of-class time and family involvement modules are almost identical for grades 8 and 12. The fourth-grade questions, however, have been modified to incorporate language and formatting more appropriate for younger children. For example, fourth graders are not presented with questions in matrix format.  Rather each question is presented as a stand-alone question. The combined out-of-class time and family involvement modules should take students approximately 15 minutes to complete. 

Out-of-Class Time Module


The first set of questions in the fourth-grade student out-of-class time module asks about student participation in various structured, organized extra-curricular activities.  Past research indicates that participation in some structured activities in additional to school may be positively related to student achievement.  


The next set of fourth-grade student questions on the out-of-class time module asks about activities that reinforce academic learning (doing homework, reading for fun) and activities that detract from time spent on academic learning (playing video or computer games).  A question about the amount of time spent watching television or videos is not included in this section since it is already asked as a core question on the NAEP, but will be included in the analysis based on this section.  The question about playing with friends outside of school is intended to measure the students’ level of social connectedness; past research indicates that students who spend no time socially with their peers may be at greater risk of academic failure; however, spending too much time with peers may detract from time spent on schoolwork.


The grades 8 and 12 student questions for the out-of-class time module begin by asking about participation in specific extracurricular activities.  These questions are followed with a set of questions asking about leadership roles in the activities (which is one measure of the degree the student was involved with the activities) and time spent on extracurricular activities both at school and not at school.  Past research suggests that time spent on extracurricular activities at school may increase a student’s identity with the school and therefore have a positive influence on the student’s academic achievement.  However, too much time spent on extracurricular activities may detract from the amount of time the student has available for homework and other academic pursuits.  These propositions will be explored in the analysis based on these questions.  


The next set of questions on the grade 8 and 12 student questionnaires ask about remedial and enrichment academic activities outside of regular classes.  The information will help policy makers determine whether these extra-academic activities are reaching students at-risk of academic failure.


The next student grade 8 and 12 questions on the out-of-class time module asks about barriers to participation in extracurricular activities.  This information will help us understand why some students do not participate in extracurricular activities, and whether or not these barriers impact disproportionately on at-risk students.  


The next two questions on the grade 8 and 12 student out-of-class time module ask about participation in community service.  Community service activities have been positively linked to academic achievement in previous studies.


The next several out-of school time questions for eighth and twelfth graders ask about social connectedness (using the computer for social activities, spending time and doing things with friends, and talking to friends on the telephone), activities that reinforce academic learning (reading for fun, homework), and activities that detract from time spent on learning (playing video or computer games).   This set of questions is similar to the questions on the fourth-grade student module, discussed above, and the analysis plan for this information will be similar to that used for the fourth-grade questions.

At grade 12, students are asked an additional set of out-of-class time questions about employment.  Employment is more prevalent at twelfth-grade than at eighth-grade and more likely to consume a larger chunk of students’ time at the older grade.  The relationship between employment and academic achievement is not well understood and collecting this information on the NAEP will contribute to our knowledge about the interaction of these activities.  

Family Involvement Module


Previous research indicates that family involvement in children’s education is positively related to student achievement, controlling for demographic factors such as parental education, ethnicity and income. Given that NAEP does not survey parents, the student-level measures of family involvement are admittedly limited in this module (teachers and schools can report on aggregate-levels of family involvement in their schools).  Students are not reliable respondents on all forms of family involvement, such as parent-school contact.  Therefore, the student questions for the family involvement module focus on activities for which students can reliably report. The student items in this module contain questions on (1) family involvement in formal, school-based learning; (2) informal, non-school-based learning; and (3) educational decision-making.  


The fourth- and eight-grade student versions of this module begin with questions that ask students about the extent of their family’s involvement in various school-based learning activities. These activities include helping the student study for a test or quiz and working with the student on a school project.  The fourth-grade version also asks how often someone in the family helps them with their homework, whereas the eighth-grade version asks students how often someone in their family looks over their homework.  This modification was implemented to reflect the different type of interaction younger and older students may have with their families in regard to homework. Twelfth-grade students are not asked this series of questions in the interest of space.  The twelfth-grade student version for the out-of-class time module was longer than the fourth- and eighth-grade student versions of that module and thus an attempt was made to keep the twelfth-grade version of the family involvement module shorter than the fourth- and eighth-grade student family involvement surveys.  


Fourth- and eighth-grade students are also asked if they have a place at home where they can study without being interrupted. The rationale for asking this question is that such a place is a basic requirement for a home environment that supports children as students.  The question contains simpler language for the fourth graders.  This question is not asked of twelfth-grade students in the interest of space.  It is also likely that because older students are more independent, they have greater opportunities for studying outside of the home.


Another question related to family involvement in students’ school-based learning is asked only of fourth-grade students: “Think about work you do for school. How often does someone in your family look at your work after you get it back from the teacher.”  The previous set of questions on school-based learning concerned work in progress (e.g., studying for a test, helping with a school project). This item concerns families’ involvement in students completed work.  Looking at completed work provides families with greater opportunities for being aware of their student’s performance.

The next set of student family involvement questions about the extent of family involvement in students’ learning more broadly (i.e., not necessarily confined to school-based learning).  All three grades are asked about the frequency with which a family member talks with them about something they have read.  Eighth and twelfth graders are also asked about how often someone in their family reads something they have written and talks with them about current events or politics.  Fourth graders are asked about the frequency with which they ask a family member to help them learn about something that interests them.  


Finally, eighth and twelfth graders are asked a question related to their family’s role in decision about which classes the student takes in schools.  Twelfth-grade students are also asked about family involvement in decisions regarding part-time jobs and post-high school plans. 

Teacher Questions

The teacher questions to be field tested in 2002 contain questions related to the school involvement of their students’ families.  The fourth- and eighth-grade teacher family involvement questions should take each teacher approximately 15 minutes to complete. 

Family Involvement Module
The policy report on family involvement will focus on strategies that teachers and schools utilize to involve families and will examine the extent to which these strategies are associated with aggregate levels of family involvement in the school, controlling for school-level demographic variables.  Many of the teacher questions in this module focus on communication between teachers and their students’ families.  Other questions ask about family volunteering, family involvement in decision-making, and encouragement by teachers of at-home learning.  The directions at the beginning of the module are slightly different across the two grade-levels.  Fourth-grade teachers are instructed to “answer each of the following questions regarding family involvement in your classroom,” whereas eighth-grade teachers are told to “answer each of the following questions regarding family involvement in the various classes that you teach.” Eighth-grade teachers are likely to have multiple classes of students and this instruction is intended to clarify that they should think about all of their classes when answering these questions, rather than focusing on a specific class.  Besides this difference in the directions, the fourth and eighth-grade teacher versions of the family involvement module are identical.


The first teacher question for this module relates to how often the teacher communicates with all families about student expectations.  More specifically, it asks how often the teacher provides all families with written information about academic and behavioral standards, and with written information about homework policies for the class.  The second question refers to the first question, and asks if any of the information is posted on a homepage or website. Question 3 is also concerned with communication and asks about the frequency with which the teacher provides written information regarding ways families can reach the teacher, help students improve their academic skills, monitor student progress, and get extra help for their child.  Questions 4 refers back to Question 3 and asks if any of this information is posted on a homepage or website.
Another important type of teacher-family communication relates to informing families about what students will be doing in class.  Question 5 asks how often the teacher has sent something home to families about what students will learn in class and about upcoming activities or events. It also includes a subitem asking teachers if they have created or updated a homepage/website with information about the class.  Such a tool may improve families’ access to information about their child’s education.  

The next question is also related to teacher-family communication.  Question 6 asks how often the teacher has contacted all of his or her students’ families to schedule individual parent-teacher conferences.  It is recommended that such conferences occur at least once a year. Question 7 asks how often the teacher has sent home a report card or progress report to all of the students’ families.  Frequent communication about student performance is important for keeping parents aware of their child’s academic progress.

The eighth question is intended to assess the relative frequency in which the teacher communicates with families about negative as well as positive student issues.  Previous research suggests that it is important for school-family communication to not be limited to negative reports of students’ performance or behavior.  

Question 9 asks how often the teacher involves students’ families in decisions about the selection of strategies and procedures to improve their child’s academic skills or child’s behavior at school.  Including families in decision-making is an important aspect of family involvement.

Questions 10 and 11 both ask about the frequency with which the teacher tries to involve family members with students’ homework.  In the first of these questions, the involvement is direct–assignments that required students to interview a family member or otherwise work together with a family member.  In the second of these questions, the involvement less direct– work sent home for a family member to review and/or sign. 


Teachers are then asked about the availability and use of various resources to communicate with students’ families.  The first of these questions asks if the teacher has a telephone or cellular phone provided by the school in the classroom, voice mail at school, someone at school to take messages for him or her, a computer in the classroom for sending and receiving e-mail messages, and a homepage or website.  The second of these questions asks about the extent of the teachers’ use of, e-mail, the telephone, the postal service, and notes sent home with students.


Question 14 asks about the frequency with which the teacher has met with students’ families at various times of the day and week (before school, during school, after school but before 5pm, evenings, weekends).  This question is asked both to identify how often the teacher meets with families, and also to estimate how flexible the teacher is about meeting with families. 

Another important aspect of family involvement in schools is volunteerism. Question 15 asks about the frequency with which the teacher notified all of his or her students’ families about upcoming or ongoing volunteer opportunities.  This is followed by a matrix question about the percentage of students’ families that has engaged in various volunteer activities (provided services from their home or work, provided instructional or non-instructional assistance, helped with fundraising, or volunteered in any way).  Of particular interest is if volunteering involves both academic and non-academic activities, and whether the volunteering includes most families or just a small “influential” group. 

Question 17 asks about the teacher’s level of involvement in the parent-teacher association or a similar organization.  This item is intended to be one indicator of the teachers’ efforts to foster family involvement in the school. 


The next question is intended to identify the extent to which the teacher “knows” his or her students’ families, with the assumption that greater such knowledge results in better understanding by the teacher of families’ needs and expectations.  This question asks the teacher to estimate the percentage of his or her students’ families the teacher has met during the school year.  


Questions 19 asks about possible considerations that may arise during the teacher’s effort to involve students’ families in their children’s education, including the need to communicate in a language other than English, accommodation of families’ work schedules, families’ lack of phone service, and families’ lack of transportation.  Finally, the teacher is asked to assess his or her success in involving students’ families in the school.
School Questions

The 2002 field test questions for schools relate to family involvement and out-of-class time. The modules are similar across grades 4, 8 and 12. Variations in the versions are discussed below.  It will take administrators approximately 20 minutes to complete the two modules.

Out-of-Class Time Module 

The purpose of the school questions in the out-of-class time module is to gather data to help with the interpretation of the students’ answers.  Therefore, schools are asked about which extracurricular activities they offer.  Hence, if students indicate that they do not participate in a particular activity, we will know if that activity is available to them through their school.  Schools are asked to provide an estimate of the percentage of fourth-grade students who participate in extracurricular activities in order to provide some measure of how prevalent participation in activities is in the school.  Schools are also asked about potential barriers to participation in extracurricular activities – discipline policies, fees, transportation, and minimum GPA (eighth- and twelfth-grades only) – which could decrease rates of student participation.  


The fourth-grade school questions asks about childcare and after-schools programs in the school.  The eighth- and twelfth-grade school questions ask about community service opportunities and requirements, and the twelfth-grade school questionnaire asks about programs to help students find paid employment.  This information will be used to help with the interpretation of the information collected from the students about participation in community service activities and employment.

Family Involvement Module


Similar to the teacher family involvement module, the school family involvement module focuses on strategies that the schools uses to involve families and aggregate levels of family involvement in the school.  The family involvement school questions asked at grades 4, 8, and 12 are similar, adjusted for the somewhat different realities and concerns of the different grade levels. 


The first question asks if the school provides various types of written information to families that they may use to help their children learn.  This information includes academic and behavioral standards and expectations, ways families can help students improve their academic skills, ways families can communicate with students’ teachers, and how to interpret test scores.  Respondents are given an opportunity to report if they provide a paper copy of these documents to all families, or if they are posted on a school homepage or website.

Question 2 asks about family attendance at various school events.  The grade 4 version contains a subitem about the frequency of parent-teacher conferences.  This particular subitem does not appear on the fourth- and eighth-grade surveys because at these levels, parent-teacher conference may be held for only some students (e.g., students who are doing poorly in school).  Thus, at grades 8 and 12, another question is asked which assess whether the school makes an attempt to hold individual conferences for all 8th- or 12th-grade students (this question appears as Question 6 on both versions).  

In Question 2, fourth- and eighth-grade administrators are asked if their school holds family-oriented academic activities, and twelfth-grade administrators are asked if they hold meetings for families about post-school education or career options.  Also, the fourth- and eighth-grade version contains as subitem about programs for families on parenting and child-rearing issues.  This subitem does not appear at grade 12.  Rather, another subitem asks about programs for families about adolescent development and drug prevention.

The third question for the school family involvement module asks about various formal, school-wide efforts to promote volunteerism among students’ families.  These efforts include asking families to identify their interests and availability to volunteer, notifying families about volunteer opportunities, ad providing training to school staff on how to work with parent volunteers, and providing training for parent volunteers about procedures and expectations. 

Question 4 for all grades asks about various plans, programs, and resources a school may have which indicate a strong family involvement focus.  Examples of such items include a written family involvement plan and a staff member designated as a parent liaison.

The next question on all three versions is intended to assess aggregate levels of family attendance at various school events, including open houses, student performances and school-wide fundraisers.  The school module for grades 4 and 8 contains a subitem about the percentage of families who attend family orientated academic activities while the grade 12 version has a subitem about the percentage of families who attend meetings about post-high school education or career options.  Eighth- and twelfth-grade administrators are asked about family attendance at student sports events. This subitem is not included at grade 4 because many elementary schools do not have student sports teams.  Question 5 at grade 4 also asks about the percentage of families that attend parent-teacher conferences. The eighth- and twelfth-grade versions of this question appear as Question 7.

The next question in all three versions of the survey focuses on family involvement in school-related decision-making and advocacy.  It asks about the percentage of students’ families that regularly attend meetings of a parent-teacher association or similar organizations and the percentage of families that served on a school-wide council or committee.  

Question 7 on the grade 4 survey and Question 9 on the grades 8 and 12 survey ask about the types of volunteer activities families participate in and the approximate percentage of families that participates in each type of activity.  These activities include those both directly linked to education (e.g., tutoring) and indirectly linked (e.g., participating in a school clean-up day). 


The next question at each grade level asks about the extent to which the school has involved students’ families in school-wide decisions such as courses or instructional programs that are offered, school policies, and staffing decisions.
 


Finally, administrators are asked about practical considerations to family involvement in their school, such as communication with families in a language other than English, the accommodation of families with inflexible or extended work schedules, and the accommodation of families with limited transportation or small children. 
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	EXHIBIT ONE  -  Field-Test Assessment Plan 

	
	GRADE 4
	GRADE 8
	GRADE 12

	Subject Area
	No. of Booklets
	No. of Blocks
	No. of Min/
Block
	Total No. of Minutes/Student
	No. of  Booklets
	No. of Blocks
	No. of Min/
Block
	Total No. of Minutes/Student
	No. of Booklets
	No. of Blocks
	No. of Min/
Blocks
	Total No. of Minutes/Student

	Background
	3
	2
	7.5
	15
	3
	2
	7.5
	15
	3
	2
	7.5
	15


EXHIBIT TWO

Estimated Respondent Burden for Field Test Items

National Assessment of Educational Progress

2002 Field Test

	
	Universe
	Respondents (approximate size of sample)
	Average No. of Items Per Respondent
	Type of Respondent
	Estimate of Average Person Hours
	Total Respondent Burden in Person Hours

	2002 Field Test
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Student Background Questions

Session B

Session C

Session D


	12  mil.
	70,000

32,000

27,000


	45
	Student
	.25
	17,500

8,000

6,750



	School and Teacher Questionnaires
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Teacher Questionnaire grades 4, 8
	383,077
	300
	48
	Teacher
	.33
	100

	School  Characteristics Questionnaire
	154,000
	450
	67
	Principal
	.33
	150








� Public Law 103-382, Part C: National Assessment of Educational Progress, 1994.
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