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The 2004 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04)

List Collection Procedures and Institution Questionnaire

This document has been prepared to support the clearance of selected study instruments, materials, and procedures under the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 and 5 CFR 1320, as amended, for the faculty component of the National Study of Faculty and Students (NSoFaS).  The faculty component for 2004 also is known as the 2004 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04).  This study is being completed by RTI International (RTI), with MPR Associates (MPR) as subcontractors, under contract to the U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (Contract Number ED-02-CO-0011).

This submission requests clearance for NSOPF:04's collection of faculty lists from postsecondary institutions (example materials for this collection are included as appendix A to this document) and an Institution Questionnaire (included as appendix B) for the field-test and full-scale studies. (A separate request for clearance for the Faculty Questionnaire will be made at a later date.  For informational purposes, however, we describe this component's sample and design in this clearance request. The NSOPF:04 Faculty Questionnaire is currently being revised and will be included in a separate request.)  We are requesting clearance for the field test and full scale activities of this component of the study by August 20, 2002 so that list collection and Institution Questionnaire activities can begin thereafter.   

We have included both the field test and the full scale sample description and burden estimates in these supporting materials.  However the current request  is only for the burden hours associated with the field test.  We intend to submit a burden change worksheet to describe any deletions or minor changes to the survey materials and to adjust the burden to reflect the change from the field test to the full scale status of the activities.

Section A:  Justification

A.1.
Circumstances Making Collection of Information Necessary


a.  Purpose of this Submission

The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) of the Department of Education is seeking clearance for the collection of faculty lists and the Institution Questionnaire for the 2004 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04) field test and full-scale study.  There has historically been considerable overlap in the institutions selected for participation in NSOPF and the National Postsecondary Student Aid Study (NPSAS).  In order to minimize response burden and to realize data collection efficiencies, NCES decided to combine the contracts for NSOPF, NPSAS, and the longitudinal component of the NPSAS sample, the Beginning Postsecondary Students Longitudinal Study (BPS), that "spins off" a longitudinal study of students just entering postsecondary education.  The combined studies are known as the National Study of Faculty and Students (NSoFaS:04), with data collection scheduled to begin in 2004. The NSoFaS studies have separate schedules and respondents, and will maintain separate identities, with separate OMB packages. 

At this time, the National Science Foundation (NSF) and the National Endowment for the Humanities (NEH) are considering plans to augment the NSOPF sample of faculty members in selected areas.  This had been their practice in previous iterations of the NSOPF.  If either group elects to proceed with this plan, NCES will submit an amendment to this document that will provide the specifications for the augmentations.  The study design and procedures to be used for the NCES core component, which are described in this request for clearance, will be virtually identical should the NSF or NEH decide to augment the study. Augmentation may, however, require increasing the number of faculty in the sample. Thus, while this document describes only the core component of the study, all other design features are equally applicable to the possible NSF and NEH components.

NSOPF:04 is the fourth cycle of the National Study of Postsecondary Faculty.  It is being conducted in response to a continuing need for data on faculty and instructors—persons who directly affect the quality of education and the type, quality, and quantity of research in postsecondary institutions.  Faculties are the pivotal resource around which the process and outcomes of postsecondary education revolve.  They determine curriculum content, student performance standards, and the quality of students' preparation for careers.  Faculty members perform research and development work upon which this nation's technological and economic advancement depend.  For these reasons, it is essential to understand who they are; what they do; and if, how, and why they are changing.  The major sources of comprehensive information on this key professional group are the 1988 National Survey of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:88) and the 1993 and 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:93 and NSOPF:99).  These previous data collections generated an immediate and a wide range of interest in the postsecondary education community because there is very little comprehensive information available on this key national resource.  This fourth study will expand the information about faculty and instructional staff
 in two important ways:  (1) it will allow for comparisons made over time with these earlier NSOPF cycles and (2) it will examine critical issues surrounding faculty that have developed since the first three studies.


b.  Legislative authorization

The National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF) is undertaken by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) of the Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI), U.S. Department of Education in compliance with the mandate as stated in Section 404 of the National Education Statistics Act of 1994 (20 USC 9003):


"The duties of the Center are to collect, analyze, and disseminate statistics and other information related to education in United States and in other nations...."  

Section 408 of the National Education Statistics Act of 1994 (20 USC, 9007) further states that:


"The Center shall develop and enforce standards designed to protect the confidentiality of persons in the collection, reporting and publication of data under this title...."


c.  Study Design

The 2004 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty will provide a national profile of faculty and other instructional staff in public and private, not-for-profit 4‑year (doctoral‑granting and other 4‑year) and 2‑year postsecondary institutions.
  Information on the background, responsibilities, workload, salaries, benefits, and attitudes of both full‑ and part‑time faculty in their many and varied postsecondary institutions will be ascertained.  The information will be collected through the use of Web-based questionnaires with CATI follow-up in the 2003-04 school year from a national sample of faculty.  Additional data will be collected through the use of Web-based questionnaires from institutional‑level representatives from institutions in which the faculty are employed.  The issues in this portion of the study will focus on institutional policies and procedures that affect faculty, especially their recruitment and retention.

NSOPF Field Test
The first phase of the study will be a field test.  The field test will be conducted during the 2002-03 academic year, from September 2002 through August 2003.  The main purposes of the field test are to evaluate the suitability of the revised questionnaires and determine the best operational procedures for the full-scale study.  Some of the procedures that will be tested and methods to be determined are listed below:

 Identifying individuals who could best provide counts for the institution questionnaires and lists of faculty for sampling;

 Identifying procedures for obtaining more timely faculty lists;

 Evaluating the quality, completeness, and medium (e.g., machine readable, hard copy, etc.) of the lists of faculty for sampling and comparing counts from the faculty lists with counts from the institution questionnaire versus counts from the IPEDS staff survey and resolving observed differences in these counts, if any;

 Determining the effect of changes in the questionnaires on important comparisons between the 1988, 1993, 1999, and 2004 NSOPFs;

 Determining the relevance and appropriateness of the changes in the questionnaires from the 1999 NSOPF for their targeted respondents; 

 Evaluating the validity and reliability of items on both the faculty and institutional respondent questionnaires;

 Determining the level of burden placed on individuals in responding to the requests for lists and the surveys;

 Identifying procedures for obtaining the highest possible response rates.

2003-04 Full‑Scale NSOPF
The full‑scale study will be conducted during the 2003-04 academic year, from September 2003 through August 2004.  The core study will include a random sample of about 1,000 institutions, stratified by highest degree offered and academic emphasis (doctoral‑granting research universities, other doctoral‑granting universities, comprehensive universities, liberal arts colleges, medical schools, other four‑year institutions and two‑year postsecondary institutions), control (public/private not-for-profit), and size.  From these institutions, a random sample of approximately 35,000 faculty and other instructional staff, stratified by employment status (part-time/full-time), race/ethnicity, and academic discipline, will be selected.  In addition, an institutional representative in each sampled institution will be surveyed.  Institutional‑level inquiries are included as an integral part of the study to preclude the need for asking institutional policy questions of each sampled faculty member and to provide national estimates by type of institution.

Institutions will be requested to provide lists of faculty for purposes of sampling, data collection, and to conduct non-response and reliability/validity analyses.  To sample faculty, it is necessary to obtain the following information:  individual names, discipline, race/ethnicity, gender, and part-time/full-time status.  The following information will be required for data collection and follow-up activities:  campus and home mailing addresses, telephone numbers, and e-mail addresses.  Discipline, gender, employment status, and race/ethnicity will be used to conduct non-response and reliability/validity analyses.  The non-response analysis will evaluate the potential for bias by using these characteristics to compare non-responding to responding faculty.  Similarly, the reliability/validity analysis will compare data provided in the Faculty Questionnaire against these institutional data.  Finally, employee ID number will be used to check for the adequacy of the lists for sampling purposes by eliminating possible duplicates.  The procedures to be used in obtaining institutional cooperation as well as the faculty lists will involve:

 A letter to the institutions' Chief Administrative Officers (CAO) informing them of their selection into the national NSoFaS sample and requesting the name of an individual who can provide the list of faculty, as well as an institutional representative who can best respond to questions concerning institutional policies and practices (A response form for the requested information will be enclosed with the letter.);

 A letter to the individual designated as the faculty list provider that requests the list of faculty;

 A set of instructions for preparing the faculty list; and

 An informational brochure about the 2004 NSOPF.

All of the above materials will be included in a single packet to the CAO who will be asked to transmit the relevant materials to the designated Institutional Coordinator.  Samples of the letters, the list preparation instructions, the brochure, and the CAO response form are provided in appendix A.  

The NSOPF letters, forms, and procedures described above have been evaluated and revised based on results of the 1999 NSOPF.  After the field test these materials will be revised for the 2004 full scale study.  

A.2.
Purposes and Uses of the Data

This survey series is designed to monitor changes in the characteristics, qualifications, workloads, allocation of time, income, attitudes, etc., of postsecondary faculty and in the administrative policies and procedures of postsecondary institutions.  Each survey will be designed to provide national profiles and address a variety of policy‑relevant issues for both faculty and institutions.  Some of the major issues concerning faculty include:

 What are the background characteristics and academic credentials of full‑ and part‑time faculty?

 What are the workloads of faculty and how is their time allocated between actual classroom instruction and other activities?

 What are the compensation and fringe benefit packages provided to faculty?  How important are other sources of income, such as consulting fees, royalties, summer term fees, etc.?  

 What are the faculty's attitudes and perceptions about their professional status, student preparation for coursework, student achievement during school, etc.?

 How have teaching methods changed and what is the impact of new technologies on teaching techniques?

 What are the career and retirement plans of faculty?

 How do faculty who have some instructional responsibilities differ from those who have no instructional responsibilities (e.g., those engaged in research only)?

Answers to the above issues will be obtained and tabulated by demographic characteristics (age, sex, race/ethnicity), institutional relationships (full‑time/part‑time, academic rank, tenure status, major field), postsecondary sector, and related variables.  It is important that these issues be looked at over time to determine how and where changes are occurring.

At the institutional level, there may have been some dramatic shifts in policies and procedures with regard to faculty.  In this portion of the study, the issues described below will be explored and tabulated by postsecondary education institutional sector and various other characteristics (size, program offerings, etc.), and viewed from one survey to the next to see where changes are occurring.

 How many full‑and part‑time faculty are there?

 What are the turnover rates of faculty in postsecondary institutions?

 How many faculty are considered for tenure and granted tenure in a given year?

 Have institutions changed their policies on granting tenure to faculty members?

 What benefits and retirement plans are available to faculty?

Answers to these and other issues are vital if policy‑makers at the local, state and national levels are to respond adequately to the changing environment of postsecondary education.

Four descriptive reports from the 1988 NSOPF have been published by NCES:  Institutional Policies and Practices regarding Faculty in Higher Education (NCES 90-333) presents information on faculty from the NSOPF:88 institution-level respondent survey.  A Descriptive Report of Academic Departments in Higher Education Institutions (NCES 90-339) presents information on faculty from the NSOPF:88 department chairperson respondent survey.  Finally, Faculty in Higher Education Institutions, 1988 (NCES 90-365) and Profiles of Faculty in Higher Education Institutions, 1988 (NCES 91-389 present information on faculty from the NSOPF:88 faculty respondent survey.

Ten descriptive reports and four technical reports from the 1993 NSOPF have been published by NCES:  Faculty and Instructional Staff:  Who Are They and What Do They Do? (NCES 94-346), Instructional Faculty and Staff in Higher Education Institutions:  Fall 1987 and Fall 1992 (NCES 97-470), Characteristics and Attitudes of Instructional Faculty and Staff in the Humanities (NCES 97-973), New Entrants to the Full-Time Faculty of Higher Education Institutions (NCES 98-252), Retirement and Other Departure Plans of Instructional Faculty and Staff in Higher Education Institutions (NCES 98-254), Salary, Promotion, and Tenure Status of Minority and Women Faculty in U.S. Colleges and Universities (NCES 2000-173), Instructional Faculty and Staff in Higher Education Institutions Who Taught Classes to Undergraduates:  Fall 1992 (NCES-186), Instructional Faculty and Staff in Public 2-year Colleges (NCES 2000-192), and Part-Time Instructional Faculty and Staff: Who They Are, What They Do, and What They Think (NCES 2002-163) present information on faculty from the NSOPF:93 faculty respondent survey; Institutional Policies and Practices Regarding Faculty in Higher Education (NCES 97-080) presents information on faculty from the NSOPF:93 institution-level respondent survey; and a field test report (NCES 93-390), a methodology report (NCES 97-467), and two data users’ reports (NCES 97-466 and NCES 98-287) have been published by NCES.

Three descriptive reports and one technical report from the 1999 NSOPF have been published by NCES at the time this OMB package was written:  Background Characteristics, Work Activities, and Compensation of Faculty and Instructional Staff in Postsecondary Institutions:  Fall 1998 and Distance Education Instruction by Postsecondary Faculty and Staff: Fall 1998 (NCES 2002-155) present information on faculty from the NSOPF:99 faculty respondent survey; Institutional Policies and Practices: Results From the 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, Institution Survey (NCES 2001-201) presents information on faculty from the NSOPF:99 institution-level respondent survey; and 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:99) Field Test Report (Working Paper No. 2000-01) presents results from the NSOPF:99 Field Test.  Several other planned NCES reports are scheduled for release from NSOPF:99.  Topics of planned reports are part-time faculty, women and minority faculty, teaching with technology, changes in the tenure status of instructional faculty, changes in the gender and racial/ethnic composition of instructional faculty and staff, retirement and departure plans of faculty, and the methodology report.

In addition to publications, NCES has released several electronic products from NSOPF:88, NSOPF:93, and NSOPF:99 including faculty data files that are restricted to organizations who obtain a licensing agreement with NCES, public-use institution data files, electronic codebooks for both the restricted faculty files and the public-use institution files, and a data analysis system (DAS) for the faculty data.  Over 100 organizations have obtained licensing agreements with NCES to obtain the restricted NSOPF data.

As a result of the products developed from NSOPF, NCES has responded to hundreds of requests for data.  Most inquiries have been satisfied by providing copies of published reports.  Some requests for data have been handled by providing special tabulations through the National Education Data Resource Center (NEDRC).  Since the DAS is available, individuals are able to run simple cross-tabulations of their own, reducing the need to acquire a licensing agreement or ask for a special data run.

NCES has attended many of the professional association meetings that postsecondary individuals attend (e.g., AERA, AIR, ASHE, CGS, etc.) and has provided workshops on how to use the NSOPF data and the NSOPF DAS.  NCES plans to continue its outreach efforts in this area. 

NCES has also sponsored a forum in 1994 that discussed the current research on faculty.  Six papers were presented at the forum and latter published by NCES in Integrating Research on Faculty:  Seeking New Ways To Communicate About the Academic Life of Faculty (NCES 96-849).

A.3.
Improved Information Technology

Several methods for using information technology to reduce respondent burden in the 2003-04 NSOPF field test and full-scale study are described below.

First, the full-scale NSOPF is designed to use state‑of‑the‑art sampling techniques to minimize the number of institutions and respondents necessary to produce reliable estimates of the characteristics of postsecondary faculty.  

Second, the field test is designed to identify possible areas of "improved information technology" and data collection procedures that might be available to reduce respondent burden and to increase the quality of the data collected for this survey. 

Third, one of the best methods of reducing burden in surveys is through the use of computer-assisted interviewing—an approach that greatly improves the efficiency of data collection and virtually eliminates the need to burden the respondent with a recontact for data retrieval.  Thus, we propose to employ computer-assisted interviewing for both the NSOSF field test and full-scale surveys by using either a self-directed Web-based "interview" with faculty sample members or institution survey respondents, or a Web-based CATI interview for sample members who elect not to complete the interview on the Web.  The survey instruments for self-directed Web and CATI interview will be integrated, so the same question wording, item order, and range/ consistency checks will be applied in either mode.  While hard-copy paper surveys were used during NSOPF:99, only self-directed Web and CATI interviews are planned for the faculty component of the 2004 study.  A PDF file of the institution instrument will be available for downloading from the project Web site; however, we believe data collection will be primarily by self-directed Web interview or CATI interview.

The Web-based, computer-assisted interviewing system works by storing the survey instrument, as well as relevant "preloaded" information  (e.g., data collected from institutions during the list acquisition process about the faculty member or institution), within the computer and displaying questions for the respondent in program-controlled sequences on a computer screen.  Through computer control of the interview administration process and the monitoring of responses, the computer-assisted system offers the capacity for substantial improvements in data quality and data collection efficiency over a standard survey conducted using paper and pencil.  The incidence of missing and inconsistent data is greatly reduced since questionnaire skip patterns are computer controlled.  Moreover, invalid entries, or entries inconsistent with available data on the sample member or the sample member's postsecondary institution are questioned by the computer and must be resolved or confirmed by the interviewer (or by the sample member during a self-directed Web instrument) during the interview.

We will pay careful attention to questionnaire design and implementation.  Aside from the decisions on which questions to ask and how many to include, burden is significantly affected by the format of the questionnaire.  For the full‑scale study, the final format of the questionnaires and wording of individual questionnaire items will be based on results of the 2004 NSOPF field test and on the recommendations of several working groups composed of scholars and researchers in the field of postsecondary education, survey methodologists, institutional administrators, representatives of professional associations and representatives of relevant government agencies. To this end, where possible, fixed response questions will be used on all questionnaires in the NSOPF.  Respondents are asked to either mark "yes" or "no," or to check the best answer(s) from a series of choices.  Respondent burden is decreased because the respondent is presented with a list of options rather than being asked to develop a response and explanation.  Fixed response questions have other advantages in addition to reducing burden.  Responses are more easily compared because everyone chooses from the same list of alternatives.  In addition, the questionnaire will be developed for Web usage.  Depending on skip patterns built into the system, respondents are not burdened with items that do not pertain to them.  Respondent burden is further reduced by the use of preloaded data which can eliminate the need to ask the respondents what we already know from other sources.

Collection of the types of data outlined in Sections A.1 and A.2 are complicated in nature and scope.  To insure that the most appropriate data collection procedures and measurement methods are used in the study, NCES has consulted with various federal agencies and professional associations (e.g., AAUP, AIR, AFT, CUPA, NIH, and NSF).  

A4.
Efforts to Identify Duplication

As noted, the National Center for Education Statistics has consulted with a number of federal offices, professional associations and faculty unions on the design of this study. The main purpose of these consultations was to ensure that the data are not being collected by other sources; to obtain methodological insights from other studies of faculty; and to ensure that this study is designed to collect information meeting the needs of the federal government and other relevant organizations.  Federal offices consulted include the National Science Foundation (NSF), National Endowment for Humanities (NEH), Office of Postsecondary Education (OPE), Office of Special Education and Rehabilitation Services (OSERS), Office of English Language Acquisition (OELA), and Office of Vocational and Adult Education (OVAE). Professional associations include the American Association of Community Colleges  (AAC), American Association of Community and Junior Colleges (AACJC), College and University Personnel Association (CUPA) American Association of State Colleges and Universities (AASCU), American Council on Education (ACE), National Association of Independent Colleges and Universities (NAICU) and faculty unions consulted include the American Association of University Professors (AAUP), the American Federation of Teachers (AFT) and the National Education Association (NEA).  We have also consulted with a variety of individual experts.

NSOPF project staff has met with sponsors or designers of recent faculty studies, reviewed surveys and literature in the subject area, and held discussions with representatives of appropriate groups.  These efforts include the following:

 Meetings with staff of the National Science Foundation (NSF), sponsors of the previous study of Research Participation and Characteristics of Science and Engineering Faculty;

 Meetings with staff of the American Association of Community and Junior Colleges(AACJC), designers of past studies of two‑year college faculty;

 Reviewing forms and reports of, and meeting with members from, the Carnegie Foundation's National Surveys of Faculty;

 Meetings with staff at UCLA's Higher Education Research Institute that conduct surveys



of faculty;

 Meetings with representatives of the American Association of University Professors (AAUP);

 Meetings with representatives of the Council of University Personnel Association (CUPA);

 Meetings with representatives of the National Education Association (NEA);

 Consultation with NCES staff connected with IPEDS' Salaries and Fringe Benefits of Faculty Survey and the Fall Staff Survey; and

 Consultation with NCES staff connected with the Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS).

Based on these contacts and the reviews of literature and survey instruments, it was determined that no prior or current data collection activity approaches the breadth and scope that NSOPF is designed to encompass.  Although parts of NSOPF have been addressed by other surveys such as NSF's surveys of Science and Engineering Faculty in Four‑year Colleges and Universities, none attempt to collect data that would give a comprehensive and representative picture of postsecondary education faculty.  NSOPF will collect data representing all major fields of study (not limited to one type such as NSF) in postsecondary institutions.  Eventually, NSOPF will collect data from all sectors of postsecondary education, ranging from less‑than‑2‑year institutions to doctoral‑granting research universities and from private for-profit to public institutions.

The consultations and reviews described above confirmed that NSOPF does not duplicate other current data collection efforts.  Further, in attempts to avoid unnecessary duplication of effort and unnecessary respondent burden, NCES has discussed the feasibility of coordination with various agencies to provide them with faculty data.  Specifically, we met with representatives of NSF and NEH to determine if a comprehensive NSOPF could meet their data requirements.  NSF and NEH staffs are seeking organizational commitment to fund augmentations of the NSOPF; they have found such commitment in the past.

A.5.
Methods Used to Minimize Burden on Small Businesses 

Small businesses are not involved in this data collection effort, and this section has limited applicability to the proposed data collection.  Target respondents for the faculty questionnaire are individuals selected from sampled postsecondary institutions.  While these postsecondary institutions will provide lists of faculty members and complete an institution questionnaire, all of the schools in the sample will be public or private not-for-profit postsecondary institutions.  The smallest schools in the sample average about 550 students.  

A.6.
Frequency of Data Collection

NSOPF:04 is the fourth cycle in this cross-sectional postsecondary faculty study series, beginning during the in 1987-88 academic year with NSOPF:88 and occurring subsequently every 5-6 years. The second study in the series (NSOPF:93) took place five years later during the 1992-93 school year.  NSOPF: 99, the third study in the cycle, occurred in the 1998-99 school year; NSOPF:04 is planned for 2003-04.  Data collection for each study was preceded by a field test of materials and procedures that used separate samples of institutions and faculty. 

Repeated data collections provide researchers and policy makers with important trend data regarding faculty that would not be available otherwise.  In light of the education reform movement, it is particularly important that information on faculty who teach potential elementary and secondary teachers, particularly in the areas of science and mathematics be obtained on a recurring and timely basis.

A.7.
Adherence to the Guidelines in 5 CFR 1320.5

All data collection guidelines in 5 CFR 1320.5 requirements are being met.  No special circumstances of data collection are anticipated.

A.8.
Consultants Outside the Agency

In recognition of the significance of NSOPF:04, and the study's data collection, several strategies have been incorporated into project's work plan that allow for the critical review and acquisition of comments regarding project activities, interim and final products, and projected and actual outcomes.  These strategies include consultations with persons and organizations both internal and external to the Department of Education and the federal government.

Consultation with persons outside of the Department greatly aided the conceptualization and design of the 1988, 1993, and 1999 NSOPFs, particularly in the areas of issues to be addressed and refinement of the survey questionnaires.   A National Technical Review Panel (NTRP) composed of national experts in the field of postsecondary education, including the study contractors, other researchers, institutional administrators, leaders of professional associations, methodologists and postsecondary faculty, has convened several times over the course of the 1988, 1993, and 1999 NSOPFs to review and provide technical advice on design, measurement, and analysis issues.  This group, supplemented with new personnel, will continue to guide the efforts of the 2004 study.  Members of the 2004 NSOPF National Technical Review Panel are listed in appendix C.

A.9.
Provision of Payments or Gifts to Respondent

As in previous cycles of NSOPF, institutions may ask to be reimbursed in their role as data collectors for their efforts in producing the faculty lists.  (For example, less than 20 institutions were reimbursed during NSOFP:99).

A.10.
Assurance of Confidentiality

The provision of the assurance of confidentiality requires that the contractor who collects the data must undertake procedures to assure NCES that respondents' confidentiality will be protected.  To meet this goal the contract for this study requires the contractor to implement a plan for assuring the confidentiality of the data collected.  Under this plan, NSOPF will conform totally to federal regulations—specifically, the Privacy Act of 1974 [5 U.S.C​. 552a], Privacy Act Regulations [34 CFR Part 5b], the National Center for Education Statistics Act of 1994, and NCES Restricted Use Data Procedures Manual and Standards and Policies.

In addition, the cover letters to the Chief Administrative Officers (CAOs) and to the faculty list providers (see  appendix A) designate that the study is voluntary, and will stress the protections in place to protect the confidentiality of their responses.  

Data, accompanying software, and documentation will be delivered to NCES at the end of the project.  The sample file including names and addresses will be destroyed, while individual questionnaires bearing only ID numbers will be left with the contractor until NCES indicates that they can be destroyed.  This study will be conducted in accordance with the Freedom of Information Act.

All data collection elements and procedures will be reviewed by the Research Triangle Institute's Committee for the Protection of Human Subjects.  This committee serves as the Institute's Institutional Review Board (IRB) as required by 45 CFR 46.  It is RTI policy that the IRB review all research involving human subjects in a manner consistent with the regulations in 45 CFR 46 and regardless of funding source to ensure that all Institute studies involving human populations comply with applicable regulations concerning informed consent, confidentiality, and protection of privacy.

A.11.
  Sensitive Questions

List collection and institutional and faculty data collection for the full-scale NSOPF:04 does not require sensitive questions. As discussed earlier in this request for clearance (see section A.1.), the institutional information collected during faculty list acquisition will be used solely for the purposes of sampling, data collection follow-up activities, and conducting the non-response and reliability/validity analyses.  This information will be protected under the provisions of the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act of 1976, and by Section 408 of the National Education Statistics Act of 1994.  Moreover, these data will not constitute part of the survey data files planned for release to the public.  As indicated above, the sample file, including names, addresses, and other identifying information, will be destroyed by the contractor according to instructions from NCES. 

A.12.
 Estimates of Response Burden and Costs to Respondent

The field test will include approximately 150 institutions and 1,200 faculty.  The full-scale study will include approximately 1,000 institutions stratified by level (4‑year and above and 2‑year) and will collect information from about 35,000 faculty.  The burden for the faculty sample will be described in the clearance request for that data collection


a.  Estimates of Response Burden

Exhibit A.1 describes the estimated cost of respondents for the NSOPF field test and full-scale study.  List collection procedures for NSOPF will require approximately 1/2 hour of each CAO's time and approximately two hours from each list provider.  Completion of the institution questionnaire is estimated to take 60 minutes.  With an expected response rate of 85 percent for both list acquisition and the institution questionnaire, response burden for the list acquisition component is estimated at 319 hours for the field-test (2.5 hours * .85 response rate * 150 institutions = 319 hours) and 2,125 hours for the full-scale study (2.5 * .85 * 1,000 = 2,125 hours).

Exhibit A.1.—Estimated Burden on Respondents For Field Test and Full-Scale Study List Acquisition and Institution Questionnaire For the NSOPF:04

Component
Sample
Expected 
Response (in %)
Average

Burden (hours)
Total

Burden (hours)

Field test





   List Acquisition
150
85
2.5
319

   Institution Questionnaire
150
85
1.0
128

   Total
150
85
3.5
446

Full-scale study





   List Acquisition
1,000
85
2.5
2,125

   Institution Questionnaire
1,000
85
1.0
850

   Total
1,000
85
3.5
2,975

Similarly, the response burden for the institution questionnaire component is estimated at 128 hours for the field test (1 * .85 * 150 = 128 hours) and 850 hours for the full-scale study (1 * .85 * 1,000 = 850 hours).  

Thus the total estimated response burden for the list collection and institution questionnaire components of the field test is 446 hours for the field test and 2,975 hours for the full-scale study.


b.  Cost to Respondents

The estimated costs to the respondents will be $117,360 (see exhibit A.2).  This cost covers respondents to the institutional-level questionnaire, as well as institutions providing lists of faculty for the field test and the full-scale study.  The table includes burden calculations separately for the institution's chief administrative officer and a list acquisition contact at the school.  The estimate does not include the cost of the faculty questionnaire (to be submitted as a separate clearance) or any augmentations to the sample that may be requested by other federal agencies (to be submitted as an amendment, if either or both of these agencies decide to augment the sample).

A.13.
Estimates of Costs

There are no capital, startup, or operating costs to respondents.

Exhibit A.2.—Estimated Burden to Respondents for Field Test and Full-Scale Study List for NSOPF:04

Component (respondent)
Respondent

Number
Total 
Burden (hours)
Rate/
Hour
Total

Cost

Field test





List Acquisition (chief administrator)
128
0.5
80
$5,120

List Acquisition (institutional representative)
128
2.0
25
$6,400

Questionnaire (coordinator)
128
1.0
30
$3,840

   Total
—
—
—
$15,360

Full-scale study





List Acquisition (chief administrator)
850
0.5
80
$34,000

List Acquisition (institutional representative)
850
2.0
25
$42,500

Questionnaire (coordinator)
850
1.0
30
$25,500

   Total
—
—
—
$102,000

A.14.
Costs to Federal Government

The estimated costs to the Federal Government for the 2004 NSOPF for NCES salaries and contract costs are shown in Exhibit A.3.  This cost covers the period from contract award, May 3, 2002, through May 2, 2007, when the contract ends, a 60‑month period.  Contract costs cover both direct and indirect labor costs, general and administrative costs, and fees for all management, data collection, analysis, and reporting for which clearance is requested.  These costs include costs for designing and conducting the faculty portion of the study; however, clearance for the faculty component will be submitted as a separate clearance.  (These estimates do not include the costs for possible sample augmentations that may be requested by other federal agencies.)  The costs are broken‑down for the field test and full‑scale studies. 

A.15.
Reasons for Changes in Response Burden and Costs

This submission requests data collection approval for the 2004 NSOPF.  The 1999 NSOPF data collection was previously  approved under OMB number 1850-0665, which expired November 30, 2000.  The change in response burden is due to the reinstatement of a previously expired collection.  Compared to the previous collection, no change in estimates of individual response burden from the 1999 NSOPF full-scale study is expected.   However, an increase in the number of institutions and faculty members surveyed in 2004 will result in a larger total burden for the 2004 NSOPF.

Exhibit A.3.—Field test, full-scale, and total costs to NCES for salaries/ expenses and contract costs with totals for each data collection
COSTS TO NCES
AMOUNT

Field Test for 2004 NSOPF (completed in 2003)


   Salaries and Expenses
$68,000

   Contract Costs
$1,551,246

TOTAL
$1,619,246




2004 NSOPF full-scale study


   Salaries and Expenses
$342,000

   Contract Costs
$4,639,871

TOTAL
$4,981,871




Total Costs


   Salaries and Expenses
$410,000

   Contract Costs
$6,191,117

TOTAL
$6,601,117

A.16.
Publication Plans and Time Schedule


a.  Publication Plan

(1).  2004 NSOPF Field Test

Field Test Methodology Report—Results from the field test will be incorporated into a technical report that will be an internal source document for the full-scale study.

(2).  2004 NSOPF Full-Scale Study

Since the 2004 NSOPF will provide up‑to‑date information on postsecondary faculty, several mechanisms have been identified that will provide descriptive results to a variety of audiences.  These include:  descriptive reports on the institutional and faculty components of the study, including significant changes since 1999.  One report will focus on selected faculty issues, and one will compare research faculty with no instructional responsibilities to faculty with instructional responsibilities. Special tabulations will be prepared upon request; data files will also be available for interested parties to encourage in‑depth analysis of the data.  These strategies are discussed below.

Descriptive Reports—A descriptive report from each of the NSOPF:04 components will be written.  The descriptive report from the institutional level component of NSOPF:04 will update the information on institutional policies concerning tenure systems, hiring practices, and employee benefits contained in the NSOPF:99 descriptive report:  Institutional Policies and Practices: Results From the 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty, Institution Survey (NCES 2001-201).  The descriptive report from the faculty component of NSOPF:04 will update the information on demographic characteristics, workload, and compensation of faculty contained in the NSOPF:99 descriptive report:  Background Characteristics, Work Activities, and Compensation of Faculty and Instructional Staff in Postsecondary Institutions:  Fall 1998 (NCES 2001-152).  Findings from the 2004 study will be compared to findings from the 1988, 1993, and 1999 studies.

Another descriptive report will be written on selected faculty topics.  This report will update information on issues such as patterns of faculty separation and retirement, faculty work patterns, faculty compensation, women and minority faculty, and part‑time faculty covered in several previous NSOPF reports.  Findings from the 2004 study will be compared to those from the 1988, 1993, and 1999 studies when appropriate.

Another descriptive report will be written comparing faculty who have no instructional responsibilities over time.  Data from the 2004 NSOPF will be compared with that of the 1993 and 1999 NSOPFs.  The level of detail in this report may not be as great as in the previous descriptive reports because of an expected small sample size of faculty with no instructional responsibilities.  

Special tabulations—NCES anticipates the need to provide additional tabulations to summarize the data obtained through NSOPF.  Specific topics for these analyses will be identified by NCES staff in consultation with federal personnel and other interested associations and individuals.  The special tabulations will be developed using a PC-based encrypted data analysis system (DAS).  

Data Files—Separate but merge-able data files from the institutional‑level responses and the faculty responses are planned for release to licensed individuals so that individuals may conduct their own analysis of the NSOPF data.  A data analysis system (DAS) is planned for the faculty component for those who want to use the NSOPF data but do not want to acquire a licensing agreement.

Methodology Report—This publication from NSOPF will include a section on the field test design and results and a section which describes the full‑scale study, sample design and selection, weighting and estimation techniques, sample variances, response rates, non‑response bias, questionnaire design, data collection procedures, data processing, and recommendations for future surveys.


b.  Project Schedule

The schedule for the 2004 NSOPF project, including sampling, data collection, file development, and reporting for both the field test and full-scale studies appears in exhibit A.4.
Exhibit  A.4.—Operational schedule for 2004 NSOPF

Activity
Start Date
End Date

Contract Award/Conclusion
5/3/2002
5/2/2007





Field Test



   Sampling
5/15/2002
8/15/2002

   Institutional contacting/list acquisition
8/21/2002
3/28/2003

   Tracing
9/02/2002
7/29/2003

   Institutional data collecting
9/16/2002
5/29/2003

   Faculty data collection
1/15/2003
6/29/2003

   Data Files and Documentation
11/01/2002
8/15/2003

   Methodology Report
5/29/2003
3/1/2004





Full-scale Study



   Sampling
5/15/2003
4/29/2004

   Institutional contacting/list acquisition
10/02/2002
4/29/2004

   Tracing
9/01/2003
11/19/2004

   Institutional data collecting
11/3/2003
8/31/2004

   Faculty data collection
1/15/2004
8/31/2004

   Data Files and Documentation
2/04/2004
9/30/2004

   Weighing and imputation
8/23/2004
11/19/2004

   Methodology Report
3/01/2004
3/31/2005

   Data Analysis System
3/01/2004
2/29/2004

   Descriptive Survey Report
1/03/2005
12/22/2005

A.17.
Approval to Not Display Expiration Date for OMB Approval

The expiration date for OMB approval of the information collection will be displayed on all data collection instruments and materials.  No special exception is requested.

A.18.
Exceptions to the Certification for Paperwork Reduction Act Submissions Statement

There are no exceptions to the certification statement identified in the Certification for Paperwork Reduction Act Submissions of OMB Form SF 83i.
Section B:  Collection of Information Employing Statistical Methods

The fourth administration of the National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:04) will consist of a survey of 35,000 faculty and instructional staff across a sample of 1,000 institutions in the 50 States and the District of Columbia.  Moreover, prior to full-scale implementation of this survey, a field test survey of 1,200 eligible respondents will be carried out in a sample of 150 institutions.  In this section we provide details regarding the composition and construction of the needed sampling frames, as well as methods to be used for selection of institutions and individuals for both the full-scale and field test surveys.

B.1.
Respondent Universe

Since this survey will employ a two-stage sampling methodology, there will be two sampling frames (universes) from which samples will be selected.  The first universe will be comprised of all eligible institutions, while the second universe will include all faculty and instructional staff in the corresponding institutions.  The composition and eligibility definitions for these universes are outlined below.

B.1.1.
Institution Universe

The institution universe for the NSOPF:04 will include the same types of institutions as those included for the NSOPF:99.  Specifically, this universe will include institutions in the traditional sector of postsecondary education: Title IV participating institutions that provide formal instructional programs of at least two years duration, that are public or private not-for-profit, and that are designed primarily for students who have completed the requirements for a high school diploma or its equivalent.

More specifically, eligible institutions for the NSOPF:04 will consist of all Title IV postsecondary institutions that:

· are classified as 2-year public or private not-for-profit degree-granting institutions, as well as doctoral-granting or other 4-year institutions;

· offer an educational program designed for beyond high school;

· offer programs that are academically, occupationally, or vocationally oriented;

· make programs available to the public, e.g., including persons other than those employed by the institution;

· offer more than just correspondence courses; and 

· are located in the 50 States or the District of Columbia.
Under the above eligibility criteria, the list of ineligible institutions for NSOPF:04 will include institutions that are:

· not Title IV-eligible;

· not degree-granting;

· classified as operated for‑profit, or less‑than‑2-year institutions;

· serve only secondary students;
· provide a vocational, recreational, basic adult education or remedial courses only (e.g., real estate courses, dance schools, tax preparation schools, and the like);

· provide only in‑house business courses or training; or 

· provide seminars of relatively short duration.
It should be noted that the resulting universe of postsecondary institutions is different from that planned for the National Postsecondary Student Aid Study (NPSAS).  The faculty study (NSOPF:04) does not include private for-profit institutions, less-than-2-year institutions, or non-degree-granting institutions while NPSAS does.  In addition, NPSAS includes postsecondary institutions from Puerto Rico; these institutions are excluded from NSOPF.  NSoFaS may be expanded to increase the similarity of the two sampling frames.  For example in 2004, U.S. service academies will be excluded from NSOPF to model more closely the institution universe used for NPSAS.

The institution sample will be selected from the 2000-2001 Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) Institution Characteristic (IC) universe of Title-IV participating postsecondary institutions.  In order to allow precise survey estimates for institutional sectors of interest to the education community, this universe of institutions will be stratified based on institution type and level of degree offered.  Institution type will distinguish between public and private not-for-profit, while level of degree offered will use the 2000 Carnegie classification system for segmentation of institutions.  Exhibit B.1 summarizes the number of the eligible institutions for each of the resulting 10 primary strata, based on the Fall 2000 IPEDS collection.

Exhibit B.1.—Institution Universe for the NSOPF:04 by Type and Carnegie Classification

Degree Granting
Public
Private*
Total
Carnegie Code

Doctoral
191
110
301
15, 16, and 52

Master’s
271
321
592
21 and 22

Baccalaureate
82
480
562
31, 32, and 33

Associate
1,018
147
1,165
40 and 60

Other/Unknown
153
633
786
51, 53–59, unknown

Total
1,715
1,691
3,406
—

*The NPSOPF:04 sampling frame includes only not-for-profit private schools.

B.1.2
Faculty and Instructional Staff Universe

The second-stage sampling frame for NSOPF:04 will include faculty and instructional staff in the eligible postsecondary institutions.  This includes both instructional faculty and faculty with no instructional responsibilities (e.g., research faculty) as well as staff with instructional responsibilities regardless of faculty status.  In summary, the universe of eligible individuals to be surveyed by the 2003-04 NSOPF will be defined as:

· full- and part-time personnel whose assignment includes instruction in the 50 States or DC;

· full- and part-time faculty whose assignment includes something other than instruction;

· permanent and temporary faculty, including those with adjunct, acting, or visiting status;

· permanent and temporary personnel who have any instructional duties, including those who have adjunct, acting, or visiting status; and

· faculty and instructional personnel on sabbatical leave.

Under the above eligibility criteria, the list of ineligible individuals for NSOPF:04 will include the following staff:

· faculty and other personnel with instructional duties outside the 50 States and DC;

· temporary replacements for faculty and other instructional personnel;

· faculty and other instructional and non-instructional personnel on leave without pay;

· graduate teaching assistants; 

· military personnel who teach only ROTC courses; or

· instructional personnel supplied by independent contractors.

B.2.
Statistical Methodology

This section presents a description of our proposed sample design for NSOPF:04.  The current OMB package is based on NCES’ plans for a sample of 1,000 institutions and 35,000 faculty members, as well as the field test plan calling for a sample of 150 institutions and 1,200 faculty members.  Should NSF or NEH decide to augment the NSOPF:04 sample, we will amend this OMB package under guidelines from NCES.

B.2.1.
Institution Sample Allocation—Full-Scale Study

An evaluation of the first cycle of NSOPF (NSOPF:88) demonstrated that it did not include adequate samples of institutions and faculty members to support all needed analyses, particularly those indexed by type of institution.  As a result, the sample sizes for the second and third cycles of NSOPF were adjusted upward in order to secure enough data for analysis by type of institution.  These adjustments will be retained for this administration of NSOPF as well.

Another important set of analytical domains for NCES consists of minority groups.  Our sample design will accommodate such analytical objectives by securing adequate sample sizes for different minority groups.  For this purpose, our first-stage sample selection will use a PPS (probability proportional to size) selection methodology, where each institution will be assigned a composite measure of size (MOS) that will be based on the number of eligible staff in each of the following groups.

1. Hispanic;

2. Non-Hispanic Black;

3. Asian and Pacific Islander;

4. Full-time female; and

5. All others.

Specifically, a measure of size will be constructed for each institution to reflect its weighted sum of faculty members, where each of the above faculty groups will have a different sampling rate.  We plan to reduce standard errors by using a constant sampling rate for each group across all institutions.  That is, the MOS for the ith institution will be given by:
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where Nij represents the number of faculty members in the jth group of the ith institution, and fj indicates the desired sampling rate for the jth faculty group.

We anticipate that the staff counts for certain groups in a few institutions might be unavailable.  Should that happen, we will impute the missing information that will be needed for the above calculations.  For this purpose, we will use one of our proprietary imputation methodologies to replace the missing information.  This process can involve hot-deck imputation of certain data items, as well as prediction of certain other items via regression models.

In addition, for this administration of NSOPF attempts will be made to employ a more efficient sample allocation to further reduce the sampling errors of key estimates.  RTI is currently developing procedures that will identify the optimal sample allocation, an outline of which is provided in the next section.  In the interim, an expected allocation of the sample institutions is summarized in exhibit B2.  

Exhibit B.2.—Expected Allocation of the 2003-04 NSOPF Full-Scale Institution Sample by Type and Carnegie Classification

Degree Granting
Public
Private*
Total

Doctoral
191
110
301

Master’s
117
62
179

Baccalaureate
39
92
131

Associate
227
75
352

Other/Unknown
11
26
37

Total
635
365
1,000

*The NPSOPF:04 sampling frame includes only not-for-profit private schools.

The overall participation rate (defined as an institution providing a faculty list) for institutions in the 1988 NSOPF was 94 percent, while about 85 percent of institutions provided a faculty list for NSOPF:93 and NSOPF:99.  Participation rates by institutional sector for NSOPF:99 are shown in exhibit B.3.  Our expectation is to exceed or maintain these rates for the 2004 administration of NSPOF.

Exhibit B.3.—NSOPF:99 Institution Unweighted Participation Rates by Carnegie Classification

Institution stratum
Sample
Institutions
Participation Rate

Research/public other Ph.D.
191
169
88.5%

Private other Ph.D.
45
39
86.7%

Public comprehensive
137
120
87.6%

Private comprehensive
77
63
81.8%

Public liberal arts
19
18
94.7%

Private liberal arts
72
61
84.7%

Public medical
29
23
79.3%

Private medical
19
14
73.7%

Private religious
6
5
83.3%

Public 2-year
329
275
83.6%

Private 2-year
9
8
88.9%

Public other
6
5
83.3%

Private other
20
19
95.0%

Total
959
819
85.4%

Institutions will also be asked to respond to a questionnaire about their faculty and instructional staff.  For the NSOPF:88, NSOPF:93, and NSOPF:99 the institutional questionnaire response rates were 88 percent, 91 percent, and 90 percent, respectively.  Participation rates by institutional sector for NSOPF:99 are shown in the following exhibit (exhibit B.4).  Again, our expectation is to exceed or maintain these rates for the 2004 administration of NSPOF.

B.2.2.
 Institution Sample Allocation—Field Test

In order to ensure the probability-based nature of the full-scale sample, the field test sample will be selected after the full-scale sample of institutions has been selected.  To the extent possible, this sample will be selected following the same design guidelines as those used for selection of the full-scale sample.  As mentioned earlier, a total of 150 institutions will be purposively selected from the main sampling frame after the full-scale NSoFaS sample institutions have been removed.

B.2.3.
Faculty Sample Allocation—Full-Scale Study

Each sampled institution will be requested to provide a list of the faculty and instructional staff from which the faculty sample will be selected.  For this administration of NSOPF, approximately 35,000 faculty and instructional staff will be selected across the sample of 1,000 

Exhibit B.4.—NSOPF:99 Institution Questionnaire Unweighted Response Rates by Carnegie Classification

Institution stratum
Eligible
Complete
Response Rate

Research/public other Ph.D.
191
170
89.0%

Private other Ph.D.
45
37
82.2%

Public comprehensive
137
129
94.2%

Private comprehensive
77
68
88.3%

Public liberal arts
19
18
94.7%

Private liberal arts
72
66
91.7%

Public medical
29
27
93.1%

Private medical
19
13
68.4%

Private religious
6
5
83.3%

Public 2-year
329
298
90.6%

Private 2-year
9
8
88.9%

Public other
6
6
100.0%

Private other
20
20
100.0%

   Total
 959
 865
90.2%

institutions.  In order to accommodate analysis objectives, faculty members will be stratified by race-ethnicity, gender, full- or part-time status, and program area.

In order to sample faculty from lists provided by the sampled institutions, it will be necessary to obtain the following information for each faculty member:

· Name;

· Institution ID;

· Discipline/program area;

· Race-ethnicity;

· Gender; and

· Part-time/Full-time Status.

Faculty ID number will be used for frame preparations, including removing duplicate listings.  Moreover, the following faculty information will be required to assist in data collection follow-up activities:

· Campus and home mailing addresses;

· Home and campus telephone numbers;

· Cell phone number; and

· E-mail addresses.

The request for the faculty list will be directed to the institution's Chief Administrative Officer (CAO) and to the designated Institutional Coordinator.  Institutions will be given the choice of providing list of their faculty members in different medium, with preference for electronic copies. 

For selection of faculty and staff within selected institutions, RTI will use a stratified systematic sampling methodology.  Prior to sample selection, the corresponding list will be sorted by program area/discipline in each of the main sampling strata:

1. Hispanic;

2. Non-Hispanic Black;

3. Asian and Pacific Islander;

4. Full-time female; and

5. All others.

The needed sampling rates will depend on the faculty and institutional strata being sampled.  These rates will be calculated using the methodology outlined below.

NSOPF is a multivariate survey with a p-dimensional parameter space, ( = {(j}, j = 1, ….., p, for which it is desired to estimate ( with
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while minimizing cost (sample size) subject to a series of precision requirements.  Consequently, optimal sampling rates can be obtained by solving the following nonlinear optimization problem:

Minimize:
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Where,

C0 
= fixed cost not affected by changes in the numbers of institutions or faculty members selected;

C1i
= variable cost per institution, depending on the number of participating institutions in the ith institutional stratum;
n1i
 = number of participating institutions in the ith stratum;
C2if
= variable cost per faculty member, depending on the number of participating faculty members in the fth faculty stratum within the ith institutional stratum;
n2if
= number of participating faculty members in the fth faculty stratum within the ith institutional stratum.

In the above, variance constraints 
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correspond to precision requirements that have been specified by NCES for key survey estimates.  Using data from the NSOPF:99, we are in the process of developing all of the required variance components and their associated precision constraints.  Subsequently, we will solve the resulting nonlinear optimization problem to determine the most effective sample allocation.  This can be accomplished in a number of ways.  For instance, we can use Chromy’s algorithm
 to obtain feasible solutions to the above problem.  Alternatively, it might be possible to use the Proc NLP of SAS to obtain a direct solution.  This procedure uses a variant of the quasi-Newton optimization method for obtaining the smallest solution to the above linear cost function with nonlinear (variance) constraints.

Upon determination of optimal sample sizes for faculty members, our stratification plan will result in allocation of the sample of 35,000 faculty members across both institution and faculty strata, and possibly additional strata.   It is our expectation to secure response rates for faculty in each of the institutional strata that would exceed or maintain what was achieved during the 1999 NSOPF, as summarized in exhibit B.5.

Exhibit B.5.—1999 NSOPF Unweighted Response Rates for Faculty by Carnegie classification

Institution stratum
Eligible
Complete
Response Rate

Research/public other Ph.D.
6,230
5,802
93.1%

Private other Ph.D.
814
670
82.3%

Public comprehensive
2,894
2,723
94.1%

Private comprehensive
1,308
1,221
93.3%

Public liberal arts
360
330
91.7%

Private liberal arts
1,352
1,270
93.9%

Public medical
415
377
90.8%

Private medical
193
148
76.7%

Private religious
140
129
92.1%

Public 2-year
4,899
4,392
89.7%

Private 2-year
185
165
89.2%

Public other
103
95
92.2%

Private other
320
286
89.4%

   Total
19,213
17,608
91.6%

B.2.4.
Faculty Sample Allocation—Field-Test

The NSOPF:04 Field Test will consist of a stratified systematic random sample of 1,200 faculty members across a sample of 150 institutions.  Analogous to the full-scale sample, this sample will be drawn from the lists of faculty and instructional staff that will be secured from the sampled 150 institutions.  In order to ensure that the field test sample will include a broad range of institutions, the institutional sample will be explicitly stratified along the same dimensions that will be used for the full-scale sample.

B.3.  Methods for Maximizing Response Rates

In this section we describe the materials and procedures to be used to maximize cooperation from sampled institutions. The procedures described below will be virtually identical for both the 2003 field test and the 2004 NSoFaS.  

Letter to CAO.  To maximize institutional participation, the Chief Academic Officer (CAO) at each sampled institution will receive a letter from the Commissioner of NCES requesting participation in the NSoFaS study. Most institutions will be sampled for both the student and faculty components of the study and will receive a letter explaining the purpose of both the components of the study, while emphasizing the importance of institutional participation.  Letters will also be tailored for those institutions that are sampled for only one component of the study. These letters will explain the overall purpose of NSoFaS, while focusing on the specific component relevant to the institution. The letters will indicate that participation in the study is voluntary. Particular emphasis will be placed on explaining the extent to which respondents and their responses will be kept confidential under the relevant laws and regulations to which NCES and its employees must adhere.  For the faculty component of the study, the letter will request the name of an individual who can provide lists of faculty and who can best supervise completion of the Institution Questionnaire (which asks questions concerning institutional policies and practices). Non-responses to the letter will be followed-up by mail and telephone.  Samples of the letter and the "Confirmation Form," to be completed by the CAO, are provided in appendix A.  The Confirmation Form will be used to confirm an institution's participation in the study. It will provide the names of the designated Institutional Coordinators (see below) so that followup for the faculty list, the student list, and the Institution Questionnaire can be pursued, if required, at a later point with these individuals.

Letter to institutional coordinator. After the Coordinator has been identified, by the Chief Administrator’s office, the individual designated will be sent a letter from the NCES Commissioner, along with full instructions for the institution’s participation in the study. The Institutional Coordinator is the official who will be asked to assume responsibility for preparing the lists of faculty and students (as applicable) and completing the Institution Questionnaire. The Coordinator acts as a liaison to the study should additional assistance be required in clarifying problems with the list or other materials.

Role of institutional coordinator for NSOPF.  In addition to overseeing the preparation of the faculty list, the faculty coordinator may also be asked to forward survey materials to a respondent’s home address (where the institution has not provided one), or to provide updated locating information for faculty who are no longer at the institution. The coordinator may also be called on to act as a "prompting agent," that is, to contact nonresponding faculty and encourage them to complete their respective questionnaires. Previous cycles of NSOPF have used coordinators in this capacity with some success. The assistance of institution coordinators will be requested as necessary to ensure that the 85 percent response rate is realized for the faculty and institution surveys.

Coordinator prompts to faculty will encourage them to complete the Web-based instrument and submit it directly to the Web address. Prompting procedures are designed to minimize the coordinator’s survey burden, and to fully protect the confidentiality of survey responses given by faculty respondents. 

The faculty coordinator also supervises completion of the Institution Questionnaire, which may require multiple respondents to complete. The coordinator will be asked to prompt all individuals concerned to complete their section of the Web questionnaire, and to identify those individuals to NSoFaS project staff, as necessary to ensure that accurate data is provided on a timely basis. The Coordinator will also be contacted to resolve data discrepancies between the counts of faculty provided in the Institution Questionnaire and the list of faculty.

Endorsing associations. In our letters to the CAO, institutional coordinator, and respondents, we note that NSOPF:04 is sponsored by ED—a large government agency that is highly respected and immediately recognizable by institution staff. 

For NSOPF:99, ED solicited endorsements of 16 professional associations for NSOPF. Eight of these organizations also endorsed the last iteration of NPSAS.   Several of these endorsing organizations participate in the National Technical Review Panels (NTRP) for NSOPF.  These NTRPs have worked very closely with ED in suggesting research priorities, defining and refining policy and research questions, and providing input in the design of the instruments. Professional organizations who have endorsed NSOPF in the previous cycle include:  National Education Association, the Association for Institutional Research, American Association of University Professors, the American Council on Education, American Association of State Colleges and Universities, Association of American Colleges, American Association of Community Colleges, the American Association for Higher Education, American Federation of Teachers, Association of Catholic Colleges and Universities, National Association of Independent Colleges and Universities,  The College Board, College and University Personnel Association, Council of Graduate Schools, National Association for Equal Opportunity in Higher Education, National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges, The Council of Independent Colleges, and The College Fund/UNCF.  These organizations will be solicited to renew their endorsement for NSoFaS. Organizations who have endorsed NPSAS in the previous cycle will also be asked to renew their endorsements. 

The complete list of endorsing associations will appear in the informational brochure (see below), to be included in the mailing to CAOs, institutional coordinators, institutional respondents, and faculty.  The list will also appear on the Institution and Faculty Questionnaires.

Informational brochure.  Informational brochures will be designed, both for NSoFaS overall and for the individual NSOPF and NPSAS components. These materials will highlight key findings of NSOPF: 04, coupled with a brief overview of the 2004 NSOPF. Informational brochures focusing on NSOPF will be included in the initial mailing to sampled institutions and faculty.  Brochures mailed to faculty and institutions will summarize the:

· study's purpose and objectives, 

· basic issues to be addressed by the 2004 NSOPF,

· how the study will be conducted,

· analysis and dissemination plan,

· key findings from the 1999 study,

· compliance and confidentiality,

· endorsing organizations, and

· individuals to contact for additional information about the study.

A sample of the NSOPF informational brochure appears in appendix A.  

Final report. ED also intends to send each participating institution a copy of the NSOPF final institution report.  The cover letters to institution staff will include a statement to this effect. Faculty who request copies of the report summarizing findings from their involvement will be sent a copy of the NSOPF faculty report. 

Coping with institutional nonresponse.  Plans for collecting the faculty lists and institution questionnaires involve the use of extensive telephone followup with CAOs, coordinators, and respondents.  Beginning with the initial contacts with the CAO’s office, the strategy for telephone followup involves:

· Prioritizing types of institutions according to their 1988, 1993, and 1999 participation/response rates so that these institutions can receive special attention early in the follow, and

· Quickly identifying potential sources of delay or refusal, beginning with the initial call to the CAO

Potential sources of delay or refusal can include resistance to the release of data items considered sensitive by institutions (such as home address) or instances where the survey requires approval from another office or governing body (e.g., the Faculty Senate, IRB or legal counsel). These issues will be forwarded immediately to the task leader for institutional data collection for early intervention.

Response rates will be closely monitored during the conduct of the study to identify problems with nonresponding institutions both individually and by their designated stratum.  Once the reasons for nonresponse have been clearly identified, trained and experienced telephone staff, including senior interviewers and supervisors, will be used to customize a refusal conversion plan that addresses the specific needs of each nonresponding institution. Senior members of the project staff, including the Project Director, Associate Project Director, and the Task Leader for Institutional Data Collection will also be available to personally handle nonresponding institutions.  This multi-level, customized strategy was very effective in obtaining institution cooperation in previous cycles of NSOPF. 

A similar strategy will be used to handle nonresponding faculty.  The only difference is that the faculty nonresponse problem may be institutionally based in some instances, whereas in other cases it is likely to appear across a certain class of faculty (e.g., part-time, health science faculty, etc.).  In either case, level of non-response will be continuously monitored to preclude high levels of non-response from categories of faculty and to ensure that the response rates across institutions and classes of faculty are uniformly high.

B.4.  Tests of Procedures and Methods

The purpose of this submission is to obtain clearance for the 2004 NSOPF list collection and institution questionnaire activities.  Because of the need to maintain comparability between studies for purposes of conducting trend analyses, the list collection procedures and questionnaires for NSOPF:04 draw heavily from the procedures and questionnaires used in the previous NSOPF studies.  Thus, NSOPF:88, NSOPF:93, and NSOPF:99 provide baseline tests of the questionnaires and list acquisition and other data collection procedures to be used in NSOPF:04.

NSOPF:99 included a Web option for the institution questionnaire, but data collection was primarily by telephone interview or hard-copy questionnaire using an optical scanable paper form.  While we will include a PDF version of the institution questionnaire on the study Web site during data collection, we do not propose to employ scanable forms,  and we expect that the primary data collection mode for NSOPF:04 will be a self-directed Web instrument, with CATI follow-up for nonrespondents.  The field test conducted in 2002-2003 will provide an opportunity to observe the extent to which the Web/CATI only options are feasible for the full-scale study.  The field test will test all procedures planned for the full-scale study of 2004.  Following the field test, we will prepare a report summarizing the results and procedures will be revised as needed for the full-scale study.

B.5.
Reviewing Statisticians and Individuals Responsible for Designing and conducting the Study

This OMB submission reflects much of the activities that were experienced from the 1988,1993, and 1999 NSOPFs under contract to SRI International, NORC, and The Gallup Organization, respectively. RTI International is the prime contractor responsible for conducting NSOPF:04. MPR Associates and Pinkerton Consulting are subcontractors for NSOPF:04.

The following individuals from NCES have contributed to the past success of NSOPF and will continue to be involved in NSOPF:04.

C. Dennis Carroll
(202) 502-7323

Steve Kaufman
(202) 502-7371

Paula Knepper
(202) 502-7367

Roslyn Korb
(202) 502-7378

Andrew Malizio
(202) 502-7387

Marilyn McMillen
(202) 502-7303

Linda Zimbler
(202) 502-7481

The following contractor staff are responsible for the statistical design and conducting of NSOPF:04

Ellen Bradburn

Principal Investigator, NSOPF:04  

MPR Associates

2150 Shattuck Ave, Suite 800

Berkeley, CA 94704

Maggie Cahalan

Project Director, NSOPF: 2004

RTI

1615 M Street, NW, Suite 740

Washington, DC 20036-3209

Susan Choy

Vice President

MPR NSoFaS, Project Director

MPR Associates

2150 Shattuck Ave, Suite 800

Berkeley, CA 94704

James Chromy

Senior Statistical Advisor, NSoFaS 

RTI

3040 Cornwallis Road

Post Office Box 12194

Research Triangle Park, NC  27709-2194

TR Curtin

Instrumentation Task Leader: NSOPF:04

RTI

3040 Cornwallis Road

Post Office Box 12194

Research Triangle Park, NC  27709-2194


Mansour Fahimi

Statistical Task Leader, NSOPF: 2004 

RTI

6110 Executive Boulevard, Suite 420

Rockville, Maryland 20852-3907

Donna Jewell

Deputy Project Director, NSOPF: 2004

RTI 

3040 Cornwallis Road

Post Office Box 12194

Research Triangle Park, NC  27709-2194

Brian Kuhr

Institutional Coordinator: NSoFaS

RTI

203 North Wabash Avenue, Suite 1900

Chicago, IL    60601

John Riccobono

Director, Educational Surveys Division

Project Director, NSoFaS

RTI

3040 Cornwallis Road

Post Office Box 12194

Research Triangle Park, NC  27709-2194

Roy Whitmore

Statistical Task Leader, NSoFaS 

RTI

3040 Cornwallis Road

Post Office Box 12194

Research Triangle Park, NC   27709-2194

Section C:
 2004 NSOPF Questionnaires

The 2004 NSOPF questionnaires are designed with the objective of addressing the changing issues facing faculty in postsecondary education, while maintaining as much comparability with previous cycles of NSOPF.  The NSOPF questionnaires are designed for two levels of inquiry:  the institutional-level and the individual faculty-level.  A specification version of the NSOPF:04 Institution Questionnaire is provided in appendix B.  (The faculty questionnaire is currently under revision; clearance for this instrument and its related procedures will be discussed in a subsequent clearance package)  

Revisions to the institution questionnaire from the previous cycle of NSOPF were based on information provided by many sources.  These suggestions came from:


· Staff at postsecondary institutions participating in NSOPF:99,

· Representatives from institutions who participated in site visits and focus groups, conducted by Synectics for Management Decisions,
 

· Members of the 1999 National Technical Review Panel, and

· Staff from the previous NSOPF data collection contractor (the Gallup Organization) and NCES.

At the institution-level, information is collected from institutional representatives on a variety of issues that would not necessarily apply or be known at an individual faculty-level.  Below is a list of  the research questions addressed in the institution questionnaire and the corresponding questionnaire numbers  for each issue (the instrument is included as appendix B):

· How many faculty are there in postsecondary institutions and the distribution of full-time to part-time (questions 1a and 1b);

· What are the turnover rates of faculty in postsecondary institutions (questions 3), and how many faculty were institutions seeking to hire (question 10);

· What are postsecondary institutions’ tenure policies and practices (questions 4–9), including the number of faculty who are considered for and granted tenure (questions 5 and 6);

· What fringe benefits and retirement plans are available to faculty (questions 11–12 and 15-17);

· To what extent are unions available to faculty at postsecondary institutions (questions 13 and 18);

· How is teaching performance assessed at postsecondary institutions (questions 14 and 19); and

What percentage of undergraduate instruction is provided by various types of staff in postsecondary institutions (question 20)?




�The terms "faculty" and "faculty and instructional staff" are used interchangeably in this OMB clearance package.  Instructional faculty and staff are a subset of all faculty (instructional and noninstructional).


� Similar to NSOPF:88, NSOPF:93, and NSOPF:99, the less-than-2-year and for-profit institutions will not be included in the NSOPF:04 universe because of budget constraints.


� In the following discussions, we use the term "private" interchangeably with "private, not-for profit".  The NSOPF:04 sampling frame does not include private, for profit institutions.


� Chromy, J.R. (1987).  “Design Optimization with Multiple Objectives.”  Proceedings of the American Statistical Association, Section on Survey Research Methods.


� Sponsored by NCES, these methodological studies were designed to improve the accuracy of faculty lists and faculty counts on the institution questionnaire.
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