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" is to provide statistics on a national sample of studen
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/ Foreword o

The National Longitudinal Study of the High School Class of
" 1972 is a’large-scale, long-term survey effort supporftd primarily by
the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Office of the
Asgistant Secretary for Ed ation in the Departmept of Health,
Education, and Welfare (DHEW). The primary purpof of this effort
as they move
out of the American high school system into the critical years of

- early adulthood. The base-year survey data, collected by the Educa-

LY
b

el

tional Testing Service, have beerrintegrated with the first and second
follow-up survey data by the Research 'I‘na.ngle Institute (RTI). RTI
-has processed the data and is presentifig major findings in a series of
*reports, each with 'a central theme. This report is one of the series
and contains empirical inf 1on ‘about the reliability of selected
NLS Second Follow-Up Questio items and scales, apd discusses -
reliability and validity of NLS type\questionnaires and_survey re- ,
search in general. This report evaluates. reliab ty and valldlty asa’
" function of question chafacteristics, respond t characteristics, and
" data collection procedures. o

_—_.-Many people and organizations have contri generously o

whose cooperation this contmumg study
posmble




" __ The authors wish tothank all those people who have
contributed to this study and the writing of this report. Dr. Samuel
S. Peng was instrumental in the planning and xdata collection phases
of the reliability study, and Ms. Lucia Ward contributed greatly to .
the literature review. Grateful acknowledgments are also due Yo Ms.
Lois Bressler for her efforts in data prdcessing and to Ms. Diane -

- Brandon for-her patient, assistance in the preparation of this.report.
In addition,' the helpful editoridl comments of Drp*'J.P. Bailey, dJr,
and George H. Dunteman are sincerely appteciatell. Special thanks
are also due for the considerable support and input of Mr. Elmer,
Collins, NCES Project Officer for NLS, Dr. J.A. Davis, Director of
-the Center for Educational Research and Evaluation at RTI, and Dr.

J.P. Bailey, Jr., RTI's Project Director of the NLS study.
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This report has two major purposes: a

':. review of the literature on tl{e validity and * — -~

L4

’

-

reliability of survey data; #nd an analysis of
! the reliability of selected questions in the
- -Second Follow-Up questiopnaire of the Na-
tional Longitudinal Survey of the High School
Class of 1972 (NLS). The key .part of the (
reliability study 'is an empirical analysis<of
selected NLS items. on a sample of NLS
. respondents. The reliability study includes an
é‘valuation of .test-retest reliability as a func-
tion of dBta collection procedurés (mail-in or
personal 1nterview), item characteristics
(response * format, item content, and itemi
lengthy, respondent characteristics (sex,
fonicity, SES, and ability) and the inter-
~action of ‘thesg diverse factors. The general
purpose of the reliability study 1s to provide * +
information on the quality of NLS question-
naire data; however, a more general discussion
of the findings will include guidelines for ana-
lyzing survey data and for improving the
quality of dgta 1n survey studies.

While an empirical analysis of validity
would have been desirable, such a study was
not undertaken because of concerns. about
federal policies ang pending legislation con- *
cerning informed consent and the invasion of

;‘ \
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. © "I INTRODUCTION . - o -

, a literature review focusifig on NLS types of

- High School Class of 1972,” briefly sum- -

. design, and characteristics of the basic longi-

--implications of - these results for survey

privacy. §Some concern also existed about the

possibi;}ty of respondent attrition in reaction, L
to a validity check. In lieu of dn empirical ° T
analysis of validity, RTI and NCES jaintly

agreed to anl¥nvestigation of validity based on .

items. This investigation, like' the reliability
study, considers data collection* procedures,
item charfrteristics, respondent characteris-
tics and their interactions. ¢ b

This report is divided into.four major
sections. The first section, “A Capsule View '
of the National Longitudinal Stud% of the . .

«

marizes the purpose of NLS, the sample

tudinal questionnajres. The seeond major
section provides a comprehgggive review of
validity and reliability for NLS type questions
and respondents. The third section presents a
detailed study of the feliability of a sample of
Second Follow-Up "questionnaire items on a
sample of NLS respémdents. The final section
integrates’ the conclusions of the review and
reliability study results and discusses the -

research.

Al -
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Il. A CAPSULE VIEW OF THE NATIONAL LONGITUDINKLSTUDY .

The Natlonal Longxtudlqal Study of the
High School Class®of 1972 (NLS) may be,
. briefly characterized as a.wide-ranging longi-
tudinal “questionnaire’ survey on a_ highly
heterogeneous sample. NLS is  sponsored
primarily by the United States Department of

+ Health, Education, and Welfare and is admin-

‘records:

istered by the National Center for Education
. Statistics (NCES). Bneﬂy, 'the overall purpose
of the NLS- survey - ‘is to determine, what
happens to young adults after they leave high
school—as measgred by thejr experiences;
plans aspi{atlons and attitudes at various
points in time. Thisvinformation is deemed
z{s‘jentxal for the review and reformulation of

eral policies and programs’ designed to
enhance educational opportunjty and achieve-
.ment and to upgrade, occu;?gmal attainment
and careeg outcomes.

"The major vehicle for obtaining data has
been mail-administered questionnaires but-
tressed and ‘gugmented by telephone or

. personal interviews as required. But othe

information has also been collected. The i
struments thus far include: high school
d high school descriptive informa-
tion for every student‘and high school com-
prising the sample. Also, a counsélor question-
naire was admipistered to at ldast one coun-
participating high school.

' Most students in the original base-year sample

were administered & test battery covering a
range of.verbal and \nonverbal ability meas-
ures; this battery was dévised and admin-
istered by the Educatiopal Testing Service.' '
Each studént has been ‘administered four
questionnaires so far: a Base-Year question.
naire administered guring the spring of 1972,
the First Follow-Up questionnaire mailed in
October of 1973, a Second Folow-Up ques-

, tiopnaire mailed in October of 1974, and a

Third Follow-Up questionnaire mailed in

- October '1976. A Fourth Follow-Up is tenta-

tively planned.for October 1979. In addition,
a replication study of the high school class of’
1980 is on the drawing boards.

"Most questions (new' ones have been .
added, from time to time) have been field-
tested and different formats for questions and
questionnaires have been. evaluated on a
900-membgr sample of students from the high

~~ - QF THE HIGH SCHOOL CLASS OF 1972 - .

A

-

v .
school class of 1971 In this way; problems
‘with forgatting, wording, and item redun-

- dancy have been worked out on an independ-

.ent sample of - pex:sons before arriving at the
firial instrument.. . ~

A. Sample Design

The sa.mple de51gn is a deeply stratlfled
two-stage probability sample with schools as -
first-stage sampling units and students within
schools as second-stage units. The population .
sampled®consisted of all 1972 twelfth graders
enrolled in public, private, and church affili-
ated schools in the fifty states and District of
Columbia. A variety of strata were used for

school selection: _
1. Type of contrdl, )
Geographic region,
School size, *

Percent minority enrollment,

i

Income level of comrflunity,
Degree of ur.banization and

Proxnmty to mstltutlons of h)gher
learning. D

In order to increase the numbers of dis-
advantaged students in the sample, schools
located in low income areas and schqals with
high ‘proportlons I minority group enroll-
ments were sam'ﬁled at approximately twicey
the sample rate used for the remalning
schools. A variety of other consjderations

" were also empldyed, and dre outlined in detml

élsewhere (WESTAT, 1972).

- The sample e¢ventually mvolved about
1,300 primary and back-up s¢hools and over
23,000 students. ‘This breaks down for Base-
Year questionnairesiinto: 1,070 participating
s¢hools with 19,044 respondents, and .
resurvey during)the fall of 1972 provided data
from about L%?ctudenta from 257 seheols
declining to partitjpate in spring 1972. The
resurvey was ungertakem o complete the
basic sample but some critical data are lacking
on these respondents: viz, ability, locus of
control, self-esteem; that is, all data which are,
“soft”—ie., psychofoglcal in nature—were not
"obtained. '




- O1 the 22,654 studenis rnailed First|

Follow-Up questionnaires, a tota} of 21 ,350
respondents either retumed the questionnaire
or were personally interviewed (by the Bureau - -
‘of. the Census), yleldmg the high* return Tate
of 94.2 percent The - Second Follow-Up
survey produced an even better retum\gat’é—
20 ,876 students or 94.6 percent of the mail-

out at that time. ‘Ovér 90 percent of the Base-
_Year survey respondents been retained in
the-study through two fellow-ups.

B, Questionnaire Characteristics

Four kinds of instruments have been used
in the NLS survex: school and counsel®r
*quegti onnaires detailing Mgh school and
counseling. characteristics; a school record
informagion form filled in by the high school
for eacliam:xdent in yhe sample; an ability
baitery administered §o the students surveyed
during their senior year in high school; and
self-report student questionnaires which
provide the longitudinal datar Since this
report focyses only on the longitudinal ques-
tionnaires, further discussion ¢f the other
mstruments will not be undertaken. The basic*
longltudmal questionnaires (adminigtered in
the spring of 1972, fall of 1973, fall'of 1974,
and the fall of 1976) ‘are* self-report instru-
ments including complex skip patterns and a
vanety of formats (simple fill-ins, binary

choices; ,ratings ®f subjective importance,
mﬁltlgh\endorsemgnt among fixed options,

/

. [ |
4"“ .
s1ngle endorsement among fixed qptlons, atd).;
In adgdition to a vanety of item character-
{stlcs,‘ the “method ‘of\data, collectidn also
variel. Three basic data collectlon methodd
have been used: self-administration of the*
questionnaire «handled entirely through the
mail); self-administratlon followed up by tele-
phone interviews to collect critical missing
data; and. personal interviews the U.S.
Census-Bureau (First ‘Follow-Up) and by RTI-
fleld staff (Second and Third Follow-Ups) for
respondents who failed to ‘mail in their ques-
tionnaires by a specified date. This overal]
data collection strategy| has produced a.
remarkably high return ‘rate, but clearly the
quality of data could v as a function of

mode of data collection. , . }

s

A large variety of topigs are covered in the
NLS quesﬁonna.u'es Major sections of the
questionnaires are devoted to background

. ipibrmatlon psychological and social factors,
education, work, military, and homemaking.

Each of' the sections on educatiom, work,

. military, and homemaking includes questions

on activities, plans, and attitudes and
opiniens. The psycholog‘ical and sbciological

* topics include consume} and political® atti-

tudes and activities, career and life goals, and ’

- attitudes about the self. In corresponglence -

with the range of topids and restrictions on
questionnaire length, many of the constructs
cannot be pursued. in depth, thus the instru-
ments may be typified as broad band and low
fidelity (Cronbact -1970) -

v

b
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. A REVIEW 0F§URVEY DATA ‘VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY

int ction . ' °

* a As indicated in the capsule view of the
NLS' survey, the basic longitudinal question-
naires cover a broad domain of . question
formats and content.
include: factual and subjectlve information,

" open-ended and restricted choice formatss and
rating scales. The time orientation of -the
questions / varies from retrospective through
prospective. Question content includes work,
educational, military, and "homemaking
activities, - opinions and plans; family and
financial status; and a variety of opinion
athtude questlons covering consumer

-t -

ings about the seIf Thus, while the NLS
tionnaires provide a rich. variety of infc
tion, the scope of the material covered i

junction with the variety of data coll Ctlok

procedures and heterogenelty of respondents;
plus the novelty or relative novelty of many
questions, prohibits an in-depth literature
rreview of validity and reliability. This review
of survey question validity ‘and reliability will
focus on NLS type data collection proce-
'dures, questlonsfand respondents However, ™
since it is unlikely that other studies would
even approach similarity on.all three dimen-
sions, the literature. included in .this review
will be selected for maximum similarity and
information/on any one or.two of these three
dimensiond. The review will focus pnmanly
on vahdlty and secondanly on reliability as
they relate to-three major sources of
vanatlon

\
1. Variation associatéd with content and
item characteristics;

2.. Variation assocjafed with the mode of .

data coltection (mailjn questionnaires
versus interview obtained data); and,

. Variatign associated with respondent
~ characteristics.

In addition te the problems of obtairing
items and respondents maximally’similar to
NLS items and respondents, other proble
should. be noted. One major problem i
reviewing the literature is the variety of proce-
dures used to obtain information on vilidity
and reliability and the variety of indices used
to summarize the results. While this was riot

P

& P s

Question types!,'

. studies.
conclude on the basis of percent. agreement, °

T #

‘unantmipated because of Ihe ~variety of‘ '

problems for equating findings from various

research dlsc1plmes su(veye:lg it does pose
For example, one

isearcher might

that /a particular item is highly valid, while
another researcher using a contingency or
correlation coefficient might conclude that
the same item was relatively imvalid. Short of,
soliciting’ the, original data and recomputmg
the statistics, there is no way by whigh such

discrepancies could be resolved. We have,,

however, chosen to empHasize those studies
whlch clearly specify the data eollection

procedures and which use t!® most appro- '

priate (for that data set) statistical indices.

“~~"# In addition; althouglr the classical distinc-

tion between validity and reliapjlity is con-
ceptually appealing, the distinction quickly
blurs under a variety, of condltlons We have
attempted to maintain this" distinction by
referring to validjty only when the study com-
pares a respondent’s: results to data obtained
‘from a factual or independent source of

dnformation. The exception to this is the brief
- review of the valic*ty of psychological vari- .

ables which generally require a constryct
validation approach. Reliability is used to °
refer to results ob

ency analyses (e.g., coefficient alpha) or

test-retest procedures on the same respond- -

ents. We have generally not included studies
which relate response distributions based on
independent samples of respondents.

- B Literature Review \

Two unpubhshed studies have been done
on selected NL$ data: Ecdernacht (1973)
carriéd out a limited study of” the reliability
and validity of selected NLS Base-Year Stu-

"“<dent Questionnaire items; and’ LyoBs and

¢

-naire. The_research of Ectema

Moore (in press).investigated the reghabghty of
selected retrospective Basq:Yemx -data col-
lected on the NLS First Follow#lp Question-

test-retest reliability substudy (similar ®
design to the reliability 'stud¥ covered in this
report) and a proxy vahdlty substudy. While .
these two substudies had potential of

“providing critical mformh n the quality
of NLS data, the analyseq % i limited to

-

\\
4

thined from internal consist- -

included a ~




-

> items for

investigating net and gross difference rates
(Hansen, itz, and Pritzker, 1964) foy
entlre subsample and for males
and fergales sepatately Por the reliability
substudy, Ecternacht ¢oncluded that the item
» reliabilities were e generally rather low- and
tecommended that- composites be formed.to
improve data quality \The validity substutly
was reported as being m thonlogxcally com-
promxsed and the respork& jentl

* biased to negate validity .estimafion. In both
substudies by IEcternac\ht respondent
characteristics (other than sex), item content,
and data collection procedures. were not
investigated. Because of these and other limi-

tations these two substudies are not: glven

further consideration®™ - -

"The study by Lyons and Moore (1"n press)
also disregarded respondent characteristics
and data collection procedures. More impor-
taritly, the study focused on the refrospective
reliability of a.selected set of items in an
attempt to specify the degree"to which retro-
spect1ver collected data could be taken as a
"valid indicator of an earlier status. Inthis
regard, their results are not partlcularly rele-
vant to the purpose of thxs review.

-. Among others, vanEs and .lekening
(1970) assessed the reliability of a standard-
jzed nteryiew schedule focusing on item
characteristics. Although the major purpose
of this study was a comparison of Brazilian

. and United States data, the results of the US.
" data seem particularly germane. In general,

response. reliability varied gstrongly with item
content and temporal focus. The most stable
items were demographic (70 percent were in
the 80-.99 reliability range); next most stable
were variables dealing with factually oriented”

current behaviors (64 percent in the .80-99 -

range); third most reliable were variables deal-
ing with factually oriented past behaviors (42
percent in the .80-.99 range); and least stable
were evaluations, or subjectively oriented
items (only 20 [!ercent were in the 80- 99
range). Q)

Astin' (1965) optalned similar results from
a questionraire’ test-retest over a six-week

/interval based on 107 college students. Ques-

tions which had little_ ambiguity and deait
with important accomplishments (e.g., elected
student president) had high rates of stability

" (95-100 percent). Achievements of a more

2

ambxguou§ .or less important state had slightly
“ lower agreemént rates (90-100 percent). Ques-
tions dealing with father’s occupation, high
school grades, and nonacade;nic“accomplish-
ments were subject to greater variability
(74-92 percent agreement). Attitudinal items
or “future plans produced even lower agree-
ment rates (60-70 percent agreement).

The accuracy of survey data shows similar
variation. Walsh (1967, 1968) investigated the
accuracy of self report on grades, major area

- of study, number of semester hours com-
. pleted and high school status (grades, fank in

» evaluated on 4,415 respondents :

. differences

,aceur

class, etc.). Using only 45 st‘gents from thtee
differerit residence halls, Walsh also attempted
to compare aecuracy as a function of data
collection procedure ° (quesﬁoqnau‘e, mt,er-
' or biographical inventory). Nd

&re detected among the data.
collectipn prokedures; however, agcurdcy of
inf ation did vary with content. The most ; f
information’ was for number of
classes dropped and. number of courses in
whkh a D or failing grade was obtamned
(80-100 percent). Least accurate were self
reports on cumulative or recent ggpde point
average (50-80 percent) arzd retrospective’
reports of high school.grades and elass rank
(51 53 percent).

. A comprehenswe study on valxdxty and
reliability eovering items similar in scope to
the NLS questionnaires was carried out by
Boruch and Creager (1972). The basic study
involved a two-week test-retest by 202 college
freshmen on ~questions dealing with high ~
school experiences and activities, academio _
and career plans, life goals, and - attlgudes
<towards various politidal and academic issues.
" In addition, accuracy. of grades and age was’
&
Because of the sum]anty of many of their -
questxﬁms to the NLS questxons reliability
coefficients of selected varPables are reportéd
in detail in Tables 1-3 based on tables pre-
sented by Boruch and Creager &

b Y

In general ldabxhty of’ demographxc

characteristics, family background variables -

and high schb\ol performance was high (reli?

abilities were generally dhove .95). Reliability

for items dealing with financial support and

concerns about financial support in college

were somewhat, lower (.85-.90). The itemns
.

/ y
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e, Tabletrt oty
tm RETEST RELIABI Lmzs'shn xmg
N DEMOGRAPHICTHARACTE) , EAMIEY
BNCKGROUND, HIBH SEHDOL Mﬁmsveuem‘ ~
;3\ * ANO conése Anulsslous' :_%i;.
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99
W97
.98
85
9’
9
» 98
- 97
97
: &‘

‘.

’s Eﬂuutlon N

High School Grade

- \Q er af-Applications to Dther.Colleges
Nymber of Acceptances by Other Coifiges
istance of Colloga From Home

6md on Boruch and quager 1972.

I

~Fahle 2 s
TEST-RETEST RELIABILITIES FOR FOUR -
BEfORTED SOUHCES OF FINANCIAL SUPPORT

DURING FRESHMAN YEAR*

Source of Financial Support
Ouring Freshmap Yaar _

Reliability4r)

-~

-

86
88 /
86
85

~ Personsl Sayings or Employment
Aid From Parents or Family
Repayable Loan .
- - Stholarship/Grant/Qther Gift

!

*For each source, the respondent was asked to checli -

whether it was major (coded 3), minor (coded 2), or nota
source {coded 1). Based on Borueh and Creager, 1972. °

oo ' ’ L

'
-

¢ ~
., which dealt more w1th ‘subjective judgments

or opinions were much Jower (median for 63
test-retest ' correlatnons of .74%in Tables )
- throygh 15 of Boructhand Creager’s repg:
range, .41.to .88). Retrospective reports of.
high school achievements were hlghly rehable
(range .88 to 1.00).

While Boruch and@=Creager’s resylts gen-
erally support the: findings previotusly -
reported, several differences are worth.
notin ej: the reliability coefficients they “qb-
tained were genetally higher, than others and

A

" .Helping Otfiers in Difficulty

»~"their retrospective data were about as reliable
as their demographic data.” The relatively
!hort§~ t‘esﬁ-w‘ast interval of two weeks could
account “this dlfference a8 ‘could ether
factors (&.g. ﬁ&e*a‘ablll &

ents or bett,er' i

-

» Boruch and Creagen, ve 4,415 freshmen’
, questionnaires durmg the fall of 1966 .and
summer of' 1967 (mail questionfiaire). . The -
' }eritexion® data against which thg validity of 2
., grades and age was absessed were obtalned
= from college yegistrarg. ~ ..

The overall correlation between self-
repgrted and registrar-reported grades was .88
and did not vary with the respond’ents sex.
Valldlty did however vary with grade level
The reports of studerts who acmally per— -
formed at the A/A+ level were most accurate,

hlle students in the B, B-, and C+. strata
ere least accura'be\No major vanatlon in age
/ ™ a

-

-

-

Table 3

TEST-RETEST BELIABILITIES FOR
REPORTEO DRJECTIVE*

Relidbility (r)f,

_Objective_

Being Accomplished in 3 T
Parforming Art
Being an Authority m\Fleld -
Obtaining Recognition From Peers
inHuencing the Political Structure -
Raising a Family F .
Having an Active Social Life
. Havigg Friends Different From Self
Being an Expertin mecl nnd
\ Contmerce ’
- Having Administrative Responsibility,
For Work of Others .
" Being Very Well-off Financially

v

66 -
T8t
66
J4
19
.80
.n
81
81
87
B9 .

_Bécoming a Community Leader
Contributing to a Scientific Theory o
Writing Original Works :

Not Baing Qbligated to People
Creating Works of Art .

Keeping Up With Political Affairs.
Succeeding in Own Business
Dewsloping a Philosophy of Life

* Bapod on Boruch ond Creager,)1972.

A

L]

t Alternatuves' and scoring key. \eua{xml 4; very importapt .
-/‘ 3, somewtiat important = 2; not tmportant = 1. -




%*
. Aaccuracy as a funotwn of age was apparent,
but' mén tended to, be moreg.accurate (91)
than women ( 85) imreporting age.

. Although ‘gine .differences in’ validity

were associated with race, Boruch and Creager
felt that the numf)er of blacks included in

. - ited an accurate’ estimate of differential
respanding -as a function of grade level ‘No
dlﬂ’erc;,fes were noted m reportmg age as a.

- their samplé (64 men and 86 women) prohib-

4. Males currently in schdal are more
likely to agree w1th their fathers than .
males not currently enrolled.” . .1:

Kerckhoff, Mason, and Poss (.1973) inves- .
tlgated the validity of family- “social status
using bdys’"questlonnaxre reports of parental
educational level and father’s occupation.
Criterion data were provided by interviews
with the parents. The results indicated a ¢
moderately high validity level (sée:Table 4)

u% . efunctl of race , ‘ for reports of parents’ education and fathker’s |
i 3 mg daja "from a national longitudinale" occupationfal stalys. The validity of the son’s
LT sutvey, Borus and Neste] (1971; 1973) repo al #atus _did, , #,
T .. sampled 913 father-son pairs in order to assess “howe ites proﬁded ¥
- the vihdltv of the son’s repotts of his father’s .~ MOre val 2 . /-
edupation. A.variety of SES and demographic - ;_ dh’a similar stuy .on the validity of. .
variables. were included to determine  their - # 'ﬁ'répor»ts on parental education and occupation, .
% L rélatwnshlp to the ageuracy of reporting. Cohen and-Orum (1972) found lower con-4, *
C R e botk 4rﬁva1;1ate and multlvanafg sensus for black parent-child pairs than white
"+ fhiques, Borus and Nestel reached the * ‘parent-child pairs on both. accupational and
following concluslong f educablonal reports (Tat@ 5). \ .
1. There are major dlfferen&s in ~ Differences in the fmdmgs of these twq .
ﬁccuracy“as a functjon of (6§ per- studies cotld, of course,. ‘be due toa variety of °
5 cent -of & ite fat éon pairs . factors (index of cofrelation, reSponse cate- ,
. A roduced lﬂeﬁjﬂ data 'COmparé‘ﬁ to® gorigs, inclusion of both males and femalés In )
vt 7 percent o k father-son pairs); th b ohe? a?)d (t)mmt ;tudcy,h and ’ ; (l)a!ger :
umbe cts rum
. ‘2. Father-son palrs mhouseholds w1th, gtudyot ;?n s:n;e cas:: thz d?reil:l:: of the
-*-10 or more family members are less '~ . results In both studies is consistent: . for these
, likely to be in agreement than father- variables white parent-child pairs were more
L . _, son paits frofismaller households; - in agreement than b“:k parent-child pairs.
N 3 Sons. who i3 port fathers as “white 4 " In the same, study (Cohen and Orum, .
- collar work€ts” are more likely to be 1972) validify was also associated with
. + . in agreement ‘with their fathgrs than *  resgondent characteristics of Child’s sex,
: sons. who say their fathers are in child’s age, ahd child’s school (ufban middle- ’
+  service occupations; class ~privaté’ school versus mner-cﬂ:y lower
) ’ ) .‘i i ! 4 M
. e { . ~
v . » ' L N
. . o N . . "’*hs - »
AR Table 4 - " . GAMMA CORRELATIONS BETWEEN PARENTAND
o VALIDITY INDICES* BY RACE FOR 12th GRADERS' - CHILD RESPONSES FOR REPORTS ON - ‘» :
3 REPORTS OF PARENTAL EDUCATION AND PARENTAL EHUCATION AND OCCUPATION* *
T EATHER'S OCCUPATIONAL STATUS — ey ~
T&- ' — Varisbls > Blacks (1) Whites () -
: Variable Blacks (1) Whites (1) ' = v
et . Mother's Eduction M. A9
. Mother's Education - 83 . 84 . “Father's Education b3 91
Father's Education’ 81 89 "\ Mother’s Occupation ' 8’ 4 /.
- , Fnhtr"l)ccupltmn 74 " 93 -, Father's Otcupation .76 e 84 \ y
« N wes’ )
’ * Data from Kerckhoff, Mason, dnd Poss, 1973, ) * Based on ‘dats from Cohon and Orum, 1972. . ’ ‘
w’ *,‘ ! \/ : & -
Q . ) ?&jﬁ‘{\ | é# L 713 o . - d". .
B - £ Y-S . : . , P
_ - x;\f‘ ; N . . .
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" class pret@):g;

- . 2 -to workmgclasscp

: Among these groupings there were no ¢y
.ent differe across,_all~four ‘3e ggt”

. Ures: mo grup was qgonsistent
lnfenor althougb groupgﬁdl d

X J JAJso mvestlgatmg studet

211!

e years and an mdep’éhdent survey Qf .
arent§ They concluded™ that student
oot re%lqrts were stable over time with parental
. cation ‘being most reliable (.96~ for
] gmhothers, 97 for fathers) and father s océupa-z
tion and iricome least reliable (.79 /for occupa-
. tion and .56 for income). The validities,
" gorrected “for unreliability, were only mod-
erate. Compared' to the concurrent mother’s
‘report, validity of mother’s education was
.72, father’s education was .83, and father’s
- " occupation was .86. Compared to.the con-
current father’s report, the'validity of father’s

‘ - edueation was .70, fathers occupation was™
* .74, and father’s income was dnly .21. Based
on the val(dlty findings, Kyaser and Summers
concluded that student reports should be’
utilized with some caution, and, where pos-
¢ sible, direct measures of parental SES should

’ be used. ™ .

<y -

. In-an investigation ef retrospective report-

ing of own and others’ occupational status,

Featherman and Hauser (1973) relied on data.

" collected from’ a ‘variety of sources. Based

. strictly on adults’ reports (age 19 and over)

. . they concluded that retrospective reporting of

B own occupational-status is robust over a five-

. - year period; however, proxy retrospective

- ‘reparts are apparently subject to (memory)
.decay. o y

Although F rman and Hauser (1973)
; ¥ °  seem guardedly optimistic about the accuracy
: of retrospective reporting of SES indices, one
1 . of the sources on which their conclusions are
based (Walsh and BunckhoIdt 1970) reached
less optimistic conclusions, ’l‘hey concluded:

1. There was a relatlvely high rate of.
response error -associated with the
retrospectively reported data on work ™
status and occupation five years ago.
Only 67 percent of the total respond-
ents accurately reported both sets of,’
information.

.

% 8, Kyaser and Samme
’ d .ftudent data fof each of. theee

ominantly whxte sc - L

-

—~

between workers and nonworkers: in-

4 the. accuracy of reporting this infor-

" . -mation. Approximately 70 percent of
the nonworkers correctly reported
their work - status five years ago,
whereas "only 48 percent of _the
,workers - accurately answered the
retrospective questions.

"38. Errors in reporting work status five
years ago was an important factor in
the overall level of error, The failure
to report having worked five years ago
accounteds.for one- -gird of the errors
made by persons whp errked in
1963. This, of course, resulted in ‘=
corresponding loss in- the data on-
occupation five years dgo. :

4. The.accuracy rates varied among the
major occupation groups. As ex-
bected, the accuracy rates were hlgher

or -the more skilled occupation

groups such as professionals and .

managers than for the less §kllled
groups such as farm and nonfarm
laborers. :

5. Age was a determining factor in the
accuracy of Yeporting this mforma_;
tion. Persons in the middle age™
group—30 to 64 years old—had a signi-
ficantly higher quality of response
than the other two age groups con- =
sidered (19 9 years old and 65
years old and over).

6. The quality ¢f the retro ive data
for occupationally mobile/persons was
substantially lower than that for other
worker"s

>

7. The accuracy “the retrospective
occupation resp
only about 7 to 9 percentage points ‘
lower than the accuracy of reporting
current occupation in the 1960
Census. This is due partially to the
fact that the nonmobile workers make
up the vast majority of respondents
and the error rate for nonmobile

»*  workers is considerably lower than

that for mobile workers.

s

Keating, Peterson, and Stone (1950)

compdred inter?w reports of weekly wages |

14

s, however, was .
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to employer’s wage reports. They found
approximately equal validity correlations_for

" males (.90) and females (.893). Durafién of

duced equally hxgh validity- correlations for
bo_th fnales and females,\( 98J.

Borus (1966) in a survey of validity
aptudies based on 1950- census data versus
other sources concluded that comparisons of
census distributions versus other source .dis-
“tributions showed only minor differences in
median earnings. In a more direct study of
validity, comparing interview data to employ-
er’s records, Borus (1966)¢found a .95 correla-
tion for eamnings. A more detailed analysis
based on regression techniques showed, how-
ever,
report and employer s report were related to
tespondent characteristics. In particular,
women compared to mewunderreported ea
ings and underreporting varied directly wit
amoupnt earned, Inversely with age, and
_inversely with education. Borus also found
that underreportmg decreased as-familiarity
with the interviewer increased. In a second

regression analysis, Borus related response
. error characteristics of the respondent’s .
- jobs. Bhe additional findings of this analysis. -

were tHat errors in reporting were greater for

new ethployees and for partime employees.

Babed on these analyses, Borus concluded

: that onse bias exists and is significantly
related to yespondent characteristics. Thus

earnings statdstics not only involve-sampling
error,.they also involve response error.

Sihce the error 1» Borus’s study emerged
as bias and not strictly random deviations, the
com parlson of independent distributions
aggregated over different kmds of respondents
could obscure this error; yet the majority of

data collection procedures are.based on'just
this approach (Cannell and Fowler, 1963).
Despite the problem of artifactually obscuring

differences, Cannell and Fowler- note that.
_compérisons .of distributions generated by
questlonnmre versus interview cedures do

sl'{ow dlfferences The most relevant findings

S\

1. There are few differences between the
procedures but those that occur are’
.thought to arjse from the respondent’s
desire to present a socially desirable ot

" monthreatening self-image;
L g i | i -
ERIC = .. ' .

employment using the same procedure pro- -

that the discrepancies between self

studies investigating item formatting and the °

2. When"questiéns are ambiguous, the
presence of an mterv1eWer resulttm
. fewer nonrgspofses; - .

3. People with a high education and
income are more likely to cooperate
in ¢ mail survey; and

4. People who cpnsult records. tend to
report more accurately. '
i
Cannqll and Fowler also undertook their
own study of interview veesus questionnaire
procedures on hospltahzatlon variables. Using
462 interviews and 465 questionnaires solicit-

. ing information bn length of stay; month of

and whether or not surgery was performed,
they concluded that (1) the self-ghumerative-~
procedure is more accurate when Yecords are
available (i.e., length pof sfay and month of
discharge); (2) anonymity rather than inter-
viewer presence or absence 1s-the relevant vari-
able i the Tinding that self-enumerative prp-
ures ténd to reduce social desirability; (3)
edudation of the:respondent is more impor-
,in \(he interview than mn the self-
eratlve procedure; (4) motivation is an
important factot, particularly in the question-
naire procedure, with education seemingly
only important within the ‘“‘better motivated”
group. of réspondents; and (5) given minimal
ipterest on the part of many resporidents,
they recommend that quéstionnaires be self-
explanatory and as short as possible.

The ove; review has been primarily
focused /on the valdity and reliability of
factually, oriented data; the NLS question-

”‘haxres do, howaever, involve a number of atti-
tude and opinion questions. Chief among
these are self-gsteem, locus of control and
work, and copmunity’ and family orienta-
tions. These sches ¢annot /af\dourse be veri-
fied in ‘the same way that income, grades, or
other factually based data can be - veri-
fied: there simply are no objective measures
of ' self-esteem,; locus of control® etc. To
further complicate matters, the majority of

. attitydinal or pgychological scales are novel to -
NLS and no literature can be surv’eyed to
weave a construct vahdxty net.’

The best approx1matlon to the construct
validity of these gcales is to be found in
Conger, Peng,‘a Dunteman (1976) using
precisely these scdles on NLS respondents. In
this report, thé variable of self-esteem based

.

[
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“on Eosenberg s selLesteem scale (Rosenberg,
" 1965) did not emerge as a pGtent variable for
discriminating among demographic froups;
howeVer, the dxfferences whleh did emerge
were generally consxstent with * p:ev1ous and
twlpated differences. ™

The lotus-of-control scale borrowed from.
' Coleman, Campbell, Hobson, Mcpartland,
Mood, Wemfleld' and York (1966), while
deviating in content and form frem other
locus of control scales—for example, Rotter’s
scale (Rotter, “1966) and' the JamesPhares’
scale (James, 1957)—-general}y showed similar
patterns of between-group dlscrumnatron In
particular, whifes were more intérnal than-
‘nonwhites and.Jow SES persons were more
external than middle or high SES perskns '
The strongest relationship was with,abilit
finding .that,-at first glance, was not entn‘ely
gonsistent with the hterature; hagever, as
~Longer, Peng, and Dunteman hoted, thnsrfmd.«
ing actually integrated previos dnscrepancnes
in the literature. While no pOSSlblllty existed
for investigating saurces of contamination of t
bias mn the self report of locus of control, tyo
mdjor sources' of bias have been Investigated
for other locus-of-control scales. In particular,
anxiety 1s purported to have an unduly high
correlation with externality (ef.- Butterfield,
1964) but socially desu'gble respondmg 18
thought to play «at most, a minor rol®
(Lefcourt, 1966) To theextent that-the NLS.
Jocus-of-control scale 1s similar to these ather
‘scales, one could anticipate that these-sources
of bias operate 1n the NLS data in a similar
way.

The Iife goal onentatnon composntes gen-
erally showed tweak but 1nterpretable ‘relation-
ships. Since no pnor hterature exists on these
scales, and they had faidy modest or
ncy reljabiities, 1t 1s
difficul{ to formulate a statement about their
construat vahdity. .

Reliability of the NLS self-esteem locus-
of-control, and Ife goal scales has_been
obtained by both internal cohastency
methods and test-retest methods (see Chapter
III). Overall, the rehability .of those short
(three- or four-item) psychological scales 1s
reasonable via either approach’ for self-esteem

; (@ =.66, r=.66), and test-retest rehability 1s -
generally high for locus of céntrol (r=.71)
and"work (r-=.68), community (r = .67) and

'ﬁ%oals (= .44); a
The reliability level,

—

x,:, a y .
»r L s ‘
’ A
, ‘ A
family (r = .68&) life goals. The internal con-
sistencies, However, of all but the self-esteem

scale are generally low: locus of control
(a = .56); work goals. (@ = .53); co’mmuﬁity
farpily goals (a =.30).

ol? course, puts con-
straints on the maximum values for the valid-
ity coefficients. p

- C. Conclugions

In terms of the/three sources of variation
outhined in the introduction, 1.e., 1tem, data
collection, and respohdent characteristics, the
following represent the general conclusions
which can b#xfrawn from this revieW:

1. Variability of responses 1s very much
affected by the ‘‘content” of the
1tenqs Content 1n this, instance refers
to 7the dimension of objectlvnty-
sub)enthty Demographnc character-
1stics and factual information about
.present behavior “yield the highest
validity (and reliability) coefficients,
" respectively. Factual information on
past behavior and evaluative or judg-
mental behavior yields the least stable
data, with the latter representing
lowest response stability.  Further-

. more, vahdity of reports of past
- behavior may be moderated by the

“importance of the accomplishment.”

* . That 1s, past.events’ which have low
ambiguity and are sigmficant to the '
respondent 1n terms of accomplsh-
ment, e.g., elected student president,
tend to have high rates of vahdity.

% The reliability of report of future *
events and for goals yields moderate ~
to moderately high coefficients ( Yo<
‘¥ < .88) 1n most cases. Howdver, as
one would expect, these r §. are
‘affected by the objectwnty%ivp
ty dimension of the query. 'Those ,
future  events and/or goals requiring
evaluation or judgment may yield co-
efficients i the .50’s.and .6

+ 2. ‘Vanation of response due to data
collectlo,n mode can prodyce a
sngmﬁcant effect when one 15 using

proxy
one 1§

re s and mixed effects when -
3 to an interview versus K
a quest) method. ’

iv o
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- income reports *

.~ Proxy geports by highyschool age
_children yield reasonably reliable data

when measuring parenta] education;
‘however, reliability decreases whén
measuring father’s occupation or
income. Validities for all SES meas-
ures were modePgte but the validity of
particularly low.

Proxy reports are\further affected by

respondent characferistics. Reliability .

and validity _are/ decreased if the
respondent is black, is not énrolled in
schoa)or has lpw ‘educational attain-
ment, or has-a blue collar or service-

worker, for a father. These character-

istics by no means exhaust the domain
of variables which. affect va.hdlty and

. reljability of reporting, but do repre-

sent some of the major factors. Proxy
reports - of -fathess_current status on
some variables, Yi.e., educatidn and
possibly occupation, may be accept-
able, for research purposes;however,
rettospectlve proxy reports are in gen-

- eral unacceptable.

, The most detailed study of inter- .

view versus questionnaire procedures
yields mixed results. When the
respondent has records to consult,
questionnaire procedures produce

-

;.A ,&:ﬁ; PU——

*

. actions.

more accdrate results. According to

Cannell and Fowler (1963), ediication

of the respondent is more important
in the interview procedure than in th#
queggionnaire procedure. Motivation
of the régpondent comes into play but

\tnly within educational groups. On

he other hand, motivation is more
1mportan in the guestionnaire proce-
“dure with education ‘Deeoming a
factor.- .within “better. motivated”
groups of-respondents. There is little
information on content or respondent
characteristics by data mode inter-

Respondent characteristics play an
ubiquitous role. in affecting ‘the vari-
ability of response, perhaps because
they encompass such a limitless do-
main. By and large, white, highly edu-
cated, welo-do, employed respond.
ents -from small- famxhes produce the
most accurate and stable - ‘responses.

Some studies find ‘males slightly more

reliable and accurate than fegmabs,

‘while others find no sex differences..
There #are exceptions to the-conclu- -~

sions above, of course, but as a general

rule they hold.

-




The basic longitudinal questionnaires of
the NBB study have been described (above) as
broad in scope and diverse in item character-

~istics. The review of the available literature

indicates that the NLS, questionnaire items .

- should vary:in rehablhty as a function of item

. .content and, to a lesser degree, as a function

' of item formatting. In a similar fashion, the
diversé characteristics, of the'NLS respondents

can be— expected to be. associated with -

differential reliability. In particular, the litera-

ture review indicates that rehablhty varies

. with respondent’s tace and sex, ‘'with whites
and males generally Being the rhore reha}ale,
Only limitad information has béen collectéd,
on rel‘fa.b”ty as a_function of SES and ability
variables: howevéii +he results indicate that

L IV. ARELIABIL|TY STUDY OF NLS DATA /

high SES and high ability respondents are -

. most re'hable Studies on data collection
pmcedui'es dé not strictly favor interview or

maikin apprgaches; .rather an -nteraction

appeﬁrs to exist between data collection pro-

cedures gnd the res§ondent s abiflty and SES

level, and between dafa collection procedures
A

and item content. > noe

It would, thus appear that the V‘ery factors
.whmﬁ make the NLS data base unique and .
’ desw"ainle /(1e., heterogeneity -of content® and
respondém characteristics ahd data gollection.

procedures designed to prov1de a high return

rate) also introduce th possxbnhty of highty
dlffermg data quaht%s a function of item
content, respondenticharacteristics; ard data

_ colleétion procedure. Interactions among
these three sources of variabilitv are also%ike-
ly. Obviously a study of ‘these factors would
. provide useful informatron to users of NLS
.data and to survey research 1n general.

« To date however, only a small amount of .

gffort has been' devoted, ‘to .nvestigating the
¢ quality of NES data (Ecternacht, 1973 and
1974; and Lyons and’ Moorg, n press) * In
"the course of ifstyurgent develppment (via
field tests on 900 students from the fugh
school class of 1971) decisions about nstru-
ments -have prilkarily focused on question-
naire format, the reduction of item redun-
dancy and the development of com-
, posites: generally, problems of #phdlty and

reliability” have not been investigated,
" Exceptions to this include the determination
of eomposite score internal consistefcy
indices (coefficient alpha) for certain psycho-

logical measures (e.g.,' self-esteem, locus of

control, and life goals, Conger, Dunteman,
“and Peng, 1976), and an investigation of the

quality of retrospectrve data (Lyons and -

. Moore, in press). .o .

a,',g . Information on reliability is generally
desmble and aften critical depenging,on how
the &ta are to be used. One primary purpose
of réliability information is to establish sub-

Yiective confidence in the manifest responses
and statistics summarizing these responges.
Unreliability inflates variances and propor-
fionally broadens confidence intervals. Unreli,
ability also-weakens the power of statistical

_tests (ié., the probability of detecting true

~ among-group differénces)-and atténuates the

magnitude of relationships. Thesé are prob.
lems -of ‘‘degree” and not of ‘“kind.” How-
ever, a number of studies have been done or

' aré comtemplated which use path analyses or -

structufral modehng The consequénces of
urtknown 0r mcorrectly estimated measure-
ment errors for these models can be pro-
found: conclusions about determination and
contributiogg- in path analyses or structural
. modelings could well be misleading and could
be direetly opposite to the true relationships
if errors of measurement are ignoted .or are
incorrectly specified (cf. Duncan, 1975).

4 This chapter reports the results of a study.
designed to provide partial answers to the
* above 1ssues. This chapter is oriented around

@& -

- the following questions: : W
L 'How.rehalfle are NLS data?
. a2 How does reliability vary as a function
o1 of item characteristics (e.g bjec-

* See Chapter III for a discussion of these

st:udles ‘ -
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tiveness, item format item length, and
item content)?

3. How does rehabxllty vary as functlon
of ‘data eollection procedures (mail
versus 1nt,erv1ew)‘7

Does reliability vary with respondent
characteristics? .

5. What
colleftion procedures, item character-
istlcs, ?nd respondent characteristics?

.

interactions exist among data




- a subset of items (17) .framw

«

- by data collection rxtodes i ula&d as e .
' LR PR i . J > e
A. SamplmgProceduras I “5 s 600N, . ST
. - N . ‘=—v‘— : - .
e - A probability sample ‘of ﬁbOemdent.s Y ) \22 239. BN
: ' selécted for the Yeliabilty stully. The sam- > - T S . <
-+ pling.. frame, for, the réliability study sample ‘. wheren; = ﬁallt')t;atj -stratum-i,
consisted of 22,398 individuals 'who partiei: .7 . 'd- "N, = frdme sfe, for stmtuhl-i
pated, in dither the base:year 'or ﬁxs‘ollow -p ,.\ : A, ‘. '
syrveys. This samplihg’ ftame was fqﬁred by . N’ext ‘the total szim;;le’/alloqatlonskfor Certain
mergin e original* basé-year student fﬂe ". analysns cqtegones were checked. 8pecifically,
* with a prelminary- edltlon .of.\thg fitst follpwe » -+ wnptes. of af least J | persops- were desired
- _up file, (The final édrted Versmn .of . the far ‘eaclhr. Qf the fo owing * groups: males,
_ merged base-year and. first followup data file, fetﬂales, persons attending four-year colleges, -
was hot availablé for.use when this sample e persons attendihg other pbstsecondary ingkitu- _ .
! wasselected) TR S ! tiépd, and persons woffing. Closer examina-
The-sampling, rame ‘was. strhtlﬂled by. sex . tign indicated ofily one of these groups—other v
. race, and plann activity, state for - - postsecondary education—would fall short of
1974 (tem 16 of the First Folldw-Uﬁ w s 100 sarnple indiyduals. TQ insure a- sample
. tionnaire). 'A ‘“‘not ascgftamed” ca'tegol-y was!" T sxze of 100 for this; 'category, the allocatibns
h included for gach ‘stratification variable. The - . to ‘all strata mvelving 1974 plans of “ether- '+
categories usg.'l for each of the stratxflc;atnon~ -~pbstsecoﬁd‘gry edpcatwn "were ove pled
vambles were as follows; , * ., Mo Aie, mulflphed by 1.535) ‘and the alll:a%f .
’ - 1 Sex: Male, Female, Not Ascertam ' to aﬁmtrata volving 1874 plans of * four-
’ . . Yyear cbllege ere undbr'sampl Wi.e. . thulti-
_ 2 Race: Wh"'e Nonwhlte N°€ Ascer R ,phed by 846) These ‘adjusted .ailocat-ions are
A T tained; oo /. shown in Teble 7 in, the coluinn headed
. .. 3% October. 19‘74 Plans: FouFYear “ad]usj.ed allocation.”, The final allocdtions®
N ~ - .College, Other .Postsesondary Educa- ~~shown’ as the "last colmn in Table 7 weére
v . . tion, Work, ‘Other (e g., active mlhtary : detefmmed by roupding ‘the adjusted a‘lloéa- -
' v duty, homemaker)J Not Ascertmned *  tions to integer ‘values.and by reducmg the-
Table 6 shows the numbers of persons in % allocations to the largest strata to force a total
the sampling frame ‘sorted by the cross- - zfample siz¢ of 600 persons. * I

; - Consequently, generalizations to all NL

“u

/ N

. Answers to these questions will provide
.~ .« useful information on the quality of data in'
* the NLS survey; however, limitations in the
design and execution of this study prohibit a
comprehensive “or definitive | conclusw

and to survgys in general can be made o

a tentative fashion. The limi tions are’ iny

tHe " Second. .
Follow-Up Questionnaize hiv included;".
only a subset (60Q)-of NLS re ondents were
targeted as. participants;
number of actual partleipants prohibits
Getailed compahsons of rehabxhty among glb-

" groups formed b‘y cross-classlfyplg :espbndent
chgmctemhcs and respondent charactenstx;s .

classification of the three stratxflqptlon vari-* .

ables. Of the 45 cells defined by crossing the
RS _three vatiables, two cells ‘were empty and 14

addltxonal cel]s each contamed fewer than 56

. : * -4

and the limited tLe

2 13

persons. Smce strata with fewer than 56 md1~

- viduals would \bé allocated fewer than two
sample persans, these cells were combined ,

with other sundar cells to foxm%Q final strata.

First, persons in small cells (1 e.,’h < 56) with

~sex not ascertained (NA) were combmed W%ith

femalés of the same race and activity classi-
v fwatlon Then males with race NA and activ+
state NA were combined with white males’

: wx-tllg activity state NA. The 29 final strata

_cofstruct®d in this inanner are (listéd in ’I’able
7. * - - o

Y The allocation of the fotal sample of 600
persons' to the 29 final sfrath was determined
. m several, steps Flrst a-preliminary allocataon N
m pmpoi’tlon to. the stratim counts was cal

‘The. last step. in drawing the reliability
sstudy.” sample involved,the selection.of the-
number of persons in the final allocation
“column for eally stratum from the tofal

s ‘fm M

13 v

Y-
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" Table§

IMER OF PERSOPS IN THE SMRPLING FRME BY SEX, RACE AND 1074 PI.ANS

[

M P

" Dther

3,503
4, 140

7,6?7

number in the stratum sampling frame. These
selections were magde with equal probabihties
and without replacement using random
numbers generated by a computer program.

B. l'nstrumen_t_g; ) i
The quesfions used for the reliability

analyses are a subset of .items from the -
8Second Follow- Up.questlonnaue This gubset .-

was extracted® from .the Second E
questlonmure and complled mto

“short form” questionnaire ’ (the firft
‘data for-the “test-retest’” design W&~
responses to the selected questions embedded

in the Second Follow-Up questionnaire; the °

second set of data were the i’esponses to th
short form questlonnaxre) Co

* .the items should represent the variety

The decision as to how ntany and Wthh
items to include.in the bx;?ﬁblhty“ study was
made pnmanly on the of’ the followu;g
criteria: ‘(1) respondent burdénYi.e., the juesy
tionnaire should be brief and requlre no more

—_—

1

than 15 minutes to complete; (2} amenablhty,,,,,j,

to analysis, i.e., the stability or consistency of
the items should be capable of estimtion by
questioning the same respondents at two clqse

points in time; (3) criticality, i.e., the items '

should bé important or central to the basic
NLS analysis; and (4) representativeness, -i.e.,
of’

" _formats, content areas, and reliance on fact

" versug subjective opinion. ;

d‘ﬁ‘n these criteria, 17 items (Table 8) -

. were selected far mcluslon in sthe reliability

*
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¢ e DESCRIPTION OF STRATA USED FOR RELIABILITY SAMPLE
’ i . : Final
’ 3 ] Frame Preliminary Adjusted Sample
‘Stritum’ _Sex Race 1974 Plans Size Aliocation Allocatien Allocation
- v ' f R v
1 Male White 4 Collega 36H " 974 82.4 81
2 - NA .  College 360 .. .97 8.2 8
' - 3 . \Wale White Other Education 916 247 319 .37
4 Male NA Othef Education 93 25 3.8 4 “
5~ Male White Wo 2,560 69.1 69.1 68
6 * Male NA Wo:EY 242 65 , B85 <7
— 7 Msie White Other” 32 H? 1" 12
8 Male NA Oth 58 - 16 16 2
9 Male White NA/ 431 18 ng 12°
. Wale NA NA | : '
10 Male Nonwhite Coli 859" 232 19.6 20
n . Male Nonwhite Other Education 351 95 148 15
12 Male Noawhite  Wo 701 189 189 19°
13 Male Nonwhite Other 169 46 < 48 5
Tt Male Nonwhite NA 175 47 47 5.
. [ Female White College . 3,065 - 824 89.7 69
-\ . ~ NA White Collpge : o | - '
16 Female NA College 305 1 82 69 ! 17
. « NA - NA Coliege ot - '
) 17— Famele White } Other Education 782 . 206 36 32
NA . White Other Education o
18 . Femals NA/ Other Educstion 65 18 28 3
" 19 Female . White Work ' 3,023 818 81.6 . 8
"NA White Work | ] . o
20 Femalé NA Work 295 8. 8.0 8
‘ NA NA Work ,
2 Femals White Other 775 209 209 2
NA White Other ..
RN , 2 Female NA Other ° % .. ar 1 . 2
T — NA. NA - Other , -
oLt 3 Female . White NA 252 68 6.8 7
, , NA White NA ’ )
e g 2 Female NA NA ° 132 38 36 4
b NA NA NA
P 5 Female Nonwhite  College % . 974 263 222 .o
DR NA Nonwhite cou ﬁi‘.. - .
' 26 Female Nonwhite _ Other Ed¥ica fon . 124 19.0 19
Neﬁﬂ Nonwhite Othn Educmon . ’
‘ 21 Female Nonwhite _ Work —= 8 -+ 226 \ 22.6 R
. NA ‘Nonwhits  Work ; . .
, -8 Female Nonwhits - Other 144 39 ~38 4
L 2 Femmale Nonwhite NA 24 33 33 3
NA' - Nonwhits NA i ‘
;- Total . 22,239 600.2 6002 © 600
' ) Subtotal . -College (9,184) (2412) (209.0) (207)
Subtotal Other Education (2,647) (14 (109.7) (10) .
‘t . i 4
‘ ]
/ N \ s ~
/- . | .
v £y 4.
: 21 - : _
15 k4 - ’ :’.t-
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i ‘ Table 8 S { mto a computenzed Real Tilne COntrol Sys-
' DESCRIPTION OF ITEMS EXTRACTED FOR fem. A _computet printout identifying reli-
. o RE].IAIILTI’V STUDY - % ability stidy sample members whose -long-
’ -~ - form  questionnaires had been received was
- Questionneirs Number “ooLr " generated on a daily basis. '
" ShortForm LoagForm -, Description , - Short-form naires, with a cover
- 2 letter {see Appendix A), were therf mailed to
1 8  Race or Ethnicity reliability study members who returned their
2 2 10 Educational Activity. =4 ¢ long-form questionnaires by* mail. This event
3 12 Kind of Schoo! Attended
+— 33 Grades From Oct. 73 - occurred no earligr than ten days after the
e to Oct. ‘74 -completion date Henoted on the background
3 75 Work Activity in First Week _information page of the Second Follow-Up
' v ofdct. 74 questionnaire. Two weeks after the mailing of -
. 6= 76 0"“"’“‘" °f;17°: Held First the short-form’ guestionnaire, a ‘prampting
7 ’77. Avvv:;:.oug‘?n A Week Worked telephone call was made to the n‘am:espond-
at This Job - ent enpcouraging him/her to return the ques-
8 105 Marital' Status as of Fur‘n Week tionfaire. If the nonrespondent indicated that
of Oct. 74 . . He/shehad either lost or had never received a
- -8 11 Number of Oependenté-as of ' short-form questionnaire, or if the nonre-
) 0 1 I:;o"';r‘(::‘fo:p?’r“'-’:mu“ ), spondent could not be contacted for prompt-
p - and totsl) i ing, then a secopd mailout occurred imme-
1 132 Salf- Em?m and Locys of AN \dxately No further attempts were made to
‘ : : Control 5. AN \obtam a response. N
v - :g ) :333 g:::mr::::mg in” ) \ Reliability sample membe¢rs who com-
. Oct. 75 . pleted a long- fox‘m questionnaire by personal
14 140 Educational Expectations ipterview were recontacted two weeks .after
15 4 Factors Importent in Ostermin. the first interview, at which time an interview"
: ‘é’ e L'.’f': tLi::f:l‘Ovr‘::lkunons (work, with the short-form questionnaire was com-
community, and family) .- pleted. . :
N7 142 Carewr Expactations t the Each returned short-form questionnafte
o g " Age of 30 underwent an initial editing process to deter-
»> mine whether of not it contained adequate
= ) . - information for acceptance and entry onto
. . J the dats’ file. Generally," the editing progess
: study. These 17 items are identical in wording required crosg-checking a respondent’s
and format to those of the Second Follow-Up’ answers to each of 12 “key” questions on the
. questionnaire. (A copy of the Short Form short form thh.his or her answers to the
Second_Follow-Up questionnejre is provxded -“same questions on the long foym. The
, In Arpeﬁm Al) decision rule for fletermining whether or not a
" . ‘key question‘(anid, theréfore, the short-forin
. Data Collectlon - questionnaire) should fail edit may be stated
- Procedures s fo The fail-edit condition results if
~ The data/were collected for thls study, rgnd o f a key question was appropriately
and for NLS as.a whole, through a combina- . answered on the long-form questionnaire but
tion of mail, field interview, and telephone was unanswered or inappropriately answered
effarts. Data collection activity for the reli- on -4he . gorrefponding ‘short-form questxonz
ability study actually' began the second week naire. ) ‘ -
of October 1974 thh the -initial mailing of . If a respondent’s short-form questionnaire
‘ * . Second Follow-Up questxonnaxres to all N I;S failed edit, a telephone call was initiateq and
sample members.. All incoming Seecond an a;tgmpt was made to obtain’information
Follow-up questxonnan'es .completed by mail for the Key itengs that the respondent failed
or by personal interview were event-coded to ansg Edited short-form questionnan'es
v 4 ' *
N ’ /
e 22




) aﬁ?i the relevant: portions 9f the correspond- fie.g.f%npo{sﬁes) réquires a variety of ana-
\ ~ ing Secofd Follow-Up (long-form) question- ., lytic ‘proeejiures. First, of all, the items.have
\ .+ naire were then coded  and keypunched. Al " .- been classified (Table 9) as either categoricil '
o\ da collection activities /were completed by _ or eontinuous in nature. Reliability estimates
\ 30 April 1975. A L for cafegorical items are Baséd on the percent
’ . ] . . “agreement in responses (including item non-
' D. Data Analysis Procp/dums . responses) across the two time paints, and_the
The variety of fesearch questions, data : degree oMéoc}atibn is additiopally summa-
collectior procedures, itemfy~and item uses rized ,by.Crﬁmer’f V (cf. Statistical Package
’ / ' a .
) / ' YL ~ . -\ * v

* . S Tees ¥
- VARIABLE SPECIFICATION AND DESCRIPTION -
. , )
Short Form Htam Number - 1
Categorical Variables . Description

1 o ! Ethnic self-descriptions (8) plus missing clustered
: into 3 categories: white, nonwhite, and missing
School typs g} plus missing .
Work acti ories (3) plus missing
Census cods job ducription-nn?yzed major
classifications . »
o : ' Employer types (4) plus misfhg
.8 f Marital statuses (4) plus misfing &
ey : . - _Edugational (7) expsctancies (7) plus migsing
1 . . r goals (17) plus missing

Continuous Variables ‘ Co B y
School attendance (dichptomous variable) ‘o
~  School performance (seven |evels of seif-reported
grade) ‘ ,
Date of smployment: for job heid in October 1974:
. - scored as number of months from Dec¥mber 1971
7 . ’ Hours.worked per week {(write in response)
9 ) Number of dependents: 0,1,2,3,4
10s . o Ownincome (write in)
«~ 10b ‘ - Spouse incoms {write ih) ——
10c o Other income (write in) ,
Jod *Total income (write i) S
1 g Seif-esteem composits® (items a, ¢, d, and h)
" Locus of control compeosits® {items b, ¢, f, and g).
12 5012, LO Consumer composite® 1 {items 8, b, and d)
12 $Q12, LG : Consumer composite® 2 (items l’d .
12 5012, LA o Consumer compatits 3 litem c) '
13 - Plans (6)—sach of &-f handied as a dichotomous
. . varisble (applies or does not apply) with
o responses assumed missing only if all are blank
15 * . Work composits® 1:(items a and b) ‘
(15 L . Work composite® 2 (items ¢, e, f,end i) . .
15 . Work composits® 3 (items g,-h,/and j)
:}5 - . : Work composita® 4 (item d)
16 ’ {lork orientation® (itemfa, c, and o)
16 . ommunity orientation® (items f, g, and j)
. 16 Family orientation® (items b, h,andi)  ~

. ) . ' i Y

¢ gfswouu‘m: oo computzd by averaging svailable responses Composites used are based on factor anelyms fron'\ previous
studies. ' .
’

(4

s o




or Social Sciences, 1975). Reliability esti-
mates for the continyous and dichotomous
N iables are provided by product-momern._.
co relatlons on e available (test- retest%
responses. . .

In order to address the various research —
‘q estions regarding data collection procedures
d respondent characteristics, the following
" procedures were employed:

P ¥ Categorical variables: reliability esti-
' * mates for subgroups were calculated
as percentage agreement and Cramer’s
\V; differences in reliability among
subgroups were determined by com-
paring percent disagreement’ and
agreement among subgroups using a
1 x* procedure. That is, for each
respondent @n each categorieal vari-,
able, responses across the two time /
Jpoints were compared and scored as .
either ‘‘disggreement” or, “agree:
. ment.” These scores were then. cast
into a subgroup by agreement cross—
tabulation table and analyzed by a x? -
statistic.| For each variable designed as
categorijcal ‘the ‘following analyses
were do re: N

{Data| Collegtion Mode by Agree-
ment, -
b Sex t} A’éreement
Ethnicity by Agreement,
. SESb Agrqement,\J
Ablllt){ by Agreement

. Sex Within a Data Collection

. Mgge by Agreement, \

" Ethnicity Within a Data Collectlon
Mode by Agreement,.
SES Within _a_Da
Mode by Agreement,
Ability Within a Da
Mode by, Agreement. /-

(2

W

a.

‘Collection-

Collection

! :
2. Continuous variables; reliability esti-
mates for subgroups were computed

. by’ product-moment correlations;
\‘ differences in reliability among sab-

\ ‘groups were determined by comparing

these correlations using x? tests on
Fisher log .transformations of .the
correlations. The correlations were
calculated on available test-retest data

N

[

"~ o

w1th no imputation for missing obser-
/ vatlons

/ t of the \full- ale Second Follow-

p survey, lpngiform questionnaires data‘'w
ere obtained Eﬁ 558 of the 600 desig-
ated participants. This return rate of 93 per-
ent is very similar to that obtained for the
entlre sample, The second. questlonnan'e
(short- form) was administered to- these 558
initial 'respondents, but only 462 shorb-form
questionnaires (82.8 perc 9t) were com-
pleted. The larger than normal attrition from
long form to short:form obviously introduces
some potential bias. In order to further tnves-
tigate this-problem, an analysis was done to
see. if a’ differential response rate was asso-
cidted with demographic characteristics of
, ethnicity, SES, and ability. These ahaly-

s indicated that no major or statistically
ignificant differences in attntion could be
associated with these demographic character-
istics. .

' _A second preliminary analysis was done
on method of data collection. Of the 462
. tespondiénts jproviding data on both the long
and short orm, 133 (28.8 péfbent) were
interviewed and 329 (71.2 pert provided
data by mail or mail plus telephdte solicita-
tion for crivical data. These analysés compar

iewed than whites (44 versus 22
percent), low SES persons were more likely
(36.1 percent) to be interviewed than either
middle (24.3] percent) or high (220 percent)
SES persons and ow ability persong were
more likely tervnewed (39.2 percent)
than middle lability p\.psqns (24.3 percent) -
anq this group in turn was more likely to be
interviewed than ‘high sbility persons (11.4

~ percent). These differences in data collection_
procedures “as \a function of ethnicity, SES,
and ability couldLintroduce bias into subgrqup
rellablllty estimates to the- extent! that reli-
ability s differentially associatéd |with date
collection procedures. Fof exampl¢, if inter-

‘', view data are generally more £rel ble than
mail-in data, nonwhltes low S ar Tow abil-
ity persons could show hi er ; reliability
values than their counterparts. While this
- , 'r: ‘)




gerall - reliability indices for the entire NLS
sample,, it definitely would limit generaliza-
tions tosurvey research as a whole. As a result
& of-the differences in data collection proece-
®- dures among subgroups, it was decided that
Fy mibde of response needed to be controlled for
"% in subgroup analyses. This has the unfortu-
". nate consequerice of severely limiting sample
- gige for cross—classmcatxons (eg.,. sex by
‘ ethnlc ) among the major classmﬁ,ahon vari-
ables
- - classification variable within a data collection
: mode ¢e., only eight high-ability persons

were interviewed). *

Tables 10 and, 11 present the total sampl;

r .
§

om e bn 2Ty ' 3

‘not necessarily mtroduce bias into the- ,

d even among subgroups within a . '

reliabjlity indices for the categorical and con-

tinuous variables, respectlvely The reliability.

Qf\the items included in this study is generall
quite xeasonable. Based on the correl

coefficients and Oramers V coefficient for ’

categorical data, the median rehablhty is .67.
* The reliability of some itemg, however, is
quite low (e.g., .36 for other mcome, .41 for

nonacademic educational plants and .48 for-

“pther” plans). The highest gellablhty ob-
served for the total sample was' 92 for school
attendance. .

Table 10 also presents percents agreement .

for the total sample across the two time
points for the. eight categorlcpl variables,
These percents present a more ‘favorable

———

‘ ) Table 10 «

\

\\

OVERALL nE LIABILITY AND RELIABILITY AS A EUNCTION OF DATA coug,cnou PROCEDURES:
(CATEGORICAL VARIABLES)' ¥,
.. ) , ‘ o 5
T — ¥ )
S n . Totsl Sample +#% . Dita Collection Groups
» . Percent Cramer’s Percent Agresment -
- Agroement N v Maeil Interview
— ) :
\  Ethnic self-description 97.2 * .87 4 %64 99.2
~ Type of school 944 83 933 - - 91.0
Work activity - 90.7 75 89.4 Mg
Job description 88.5 83 '_‘ 869 925
Typs of amployer 837 Je 884 . 857
ital status _9do n 9038 A 88.0
Ediational expectations - 706 59 720 V. 668
| Carowr goals at 30 - 67.7 . b - 628° 9.7 -
. " i o . N
\ \ N . . 482 462 7 B . 1
\\i M Dm. nce botwoenjubgrotu percent agrbemems T3 sugmf icant at p < .00%-*

[}




«QVEBAI.L mmmﬁrv AND RELIABILITY

DN PROCEDURES: CONTINUOUS VARIABLES  ~

Table 11 " é s N -

AFUHCT[QN OF DAIA.GOI.LECTION T

1

. N

I ’ . _ N . ) .

Letters a, b, ¢, refer to significance levels for between-group comparisons of product-moment correlations
indicates p < .01, and ¢ indicates p < .001 The significance of differences between correlations 15 based onax® test on Flsher log

transformations of the correlations.

. 4

picture than do the coefficients of associa-
tion.* Four of the categorical variables Jhad

* This dlscrepancy results from the 1nhe?ent
- characteristics of these two statistics. T
pefcent agreement index is a measure of
agreement for the average respondent ignor-
ing categories of response while Cramer’s V
is related to the agreement of the average
response category Differences between the
two statistics “indicate that some response’
categories are likely to be highly unreliable#
For example, ethnic self-description had a
92.7 percent agreement index but a .67 co-
efficient of ,association. A closer examina-

tion of that crosstab tahle revealed that the

"major frequency categories of white and
nonwhite had high percent agreements but
the ’gategory “Not Ascertained” had 0 per-

. self-description;

. , ! Pata Collection Group - °
Description * ) > Total Sample (1) N U ’ Intoviw (0~ *

* School attendancs - T - 97 (453) 7 ) 92 (320) 33(133) P

School performance 81(211) | 4 78% (161) 89(50) '

Date of employment R 661288) |~ . .64 (198) ) J5780 ) .

Hours worked/week 81 (293) 18" @202) 80(91) o
Numbee pf dependents .“ J8°(318) . ~ 8a(f3) S

“Bwn income (369 570 (252) 75 (117) R
Spouse income 6712 84° (132) N 3596 ) .

Other income™ - 36(221) 34 (124) -50(97 ) 4
Total income .74 (363) 70%.4247) ‘95 (118) .
Seif-estesm .66 {454) ) 67 (324) - . 60(130)

Locus of control .714{454) — .68, (329) . = .73(130)

Consumer behavior 1 L .63 (455) 587\(328) ., 5 (130),

‘Consumer behgvior2 . ¥ 58 (454) 513290 ~  , . 7201300 .
Consumer behavior3 . * 50 (447) LY 50 Y(319). 52 (128)

* Plans: Working _ . .77(459) 79 (326} J10133)- "
Plans: Academic education : .85 (459) —.84-(326) . 870133 )
Plans: Other schooling 41(459) - 316 (326) 60 (133)...

Plans: Military - .86 (459} - 81° (326) 1,00 (133) .
Plans: Homemaker .84 (459) S .sz‘ (326) *.89 (133) .

* Plans: Other p A48 (459) B 43%(326) 66(133). ° .
Work 1 5B (449) 55 (319) 58 (130) s
Work 2 ‘ 66 (447) . .65 (317) 69 (130) ‘
Work 3 M 54 (447) - am317) 69 (130)

Work 4 B » .56 (441)° T s (3N 65 (130) co
Work goals , . 68.(a51) "85 (327)° 74 (130)
Community goals, 67 (457) - 66 (321 | 13 (130)
Fuyilﬂy goals . - *.68 (457) - 68 (327) ' .68 (130) ,
v v T
Numbers 1n_parentheses are sample sizes. Numbers differ across varisbles due to respondent nonresponse. 9
. > bies 2

a indicates p < .05, b \
L T

\

¢

percents in the 90’s: 97.2 percent for ethnic vﬁ.’%@
94 4 percent for type of % '

cent agreement. chh approach is legltlmate 5
depending on the ‘use; however, percent f “
agreement indices tend w—result in higher &?’ -
valyes. In fact, a high percent agreememt 9
could result from totally unreliable data as
measured by coefficients of association. For
* ‘example, a high endorsement rate for a
single response category on both testing
occastons imposes a high percent agréement
gverall. If, for example, 99 percent of the
respondents claim fo have a dictionary-in
—the home, the test-retest percent agreement
- must be at least 98 percent. But if the over-
all agreement were 98 percent, a ¢ -coeffi-
cient calculated on the same data would be" -
-.01. .

L3




R :" ,
schooI attendeq 90:7 percent for. \wrk status
atnd 90.0 geman for marifal status, Ediica-
ional expectafihs and cateer goals afjthe age
&}30 hédd mdﬁf Lowe?’%éﬁenh (7 .6 and
67.7 percent, respectlvely-) . b
E S

1. Results: Contentf
] .and Format S e -

Some yanatlonm the "rehablhtles, can be
associated with a dimension of objectivity-
sub]ectmty Amdng thefegtegorical variables
both indices .of “reliabili ity (Cramerss V and
percent agreement) show:dhat the, to most
subjectlve xtems/ (educatxgnal expectatxons
and career goals)J;ad the lowest rejiabxlntnes
(Table 10); however, the percent agreement

indices . provide” the sharpest delmeatlon‘

between the subjective and objective items.
Amﬂng the 29 variables handled as contin- ~
‘@ﬁp or dichetomous measures there was a
erf _Qegree of variation in the reliabilities.
;[‘ ~mediap reliability of the five factually
ori s (Table 11) was higher than the
me&“@’greh bility of the remaining subjective
items (.81 versus .67) with only one factual
item (hours worked ‘per week) not “being
. superior to the subjective items. Based on
these result,s one can assert that subjectlvé

variables are per se generally less rejiable than
vanablee with a ‘factual bias. One must, also

consider that a mumiber of the sub]ectlve vari- -

ables -are comﬁosntes ‘and thus have a higher
rellablllty than the single items making up the

. -components of the ‘composites. Thus, if coz-

rections'swere made for this factor, the

" * factually oriented items would emerge as even

meore reliable than the subjective 1tems.
Systematic variatiohs with other item

.+ characteristics are not apparent. Seven of the-

‘1tems are open-ended (job description, date of
en\ployment hours worked per week, and the
f our ;nco,me itemsg). These items -clustér

. around the median mlwhxhty of .67. One item .

1975) .was a
ing respondents

{expectéd act1v1ty in Octo
1tem req

plans and .48 for miscellaneous plans). Items
embedded in sk.ip pattefas (_shor't form items

S~

'3, 4, 6,:and 7) whickt were all factual in nafire
were neither bettgr nor worse than factudl
items not so em ed. - .

Thﬁe ..the items (ethnlc self-
description®kind of school attended, plans for
October 1975) i luded a waste basket re-
sponse category ‘témed “other.;’ The percent ,
agreement across the two tune points was

* quite low in each case. The variable “‘other

income” also' manifested“a low test-retest
correlation. Taken in conjunction, these

results would tend to indicate that the use of ,

catch-all or miscellaneous response ‘categorjes
does not provide reliable data. L

o 2 ‘Results: Data Collection

Procedures

Variation in rehablhty was also assocxabed
“'with the mode df data collectiGgias mail-in or
interview. Fifteen of the’ thu'tg;
investigated showed significant a often sub-
stantial differences in reliability- nétion
of data collection mode (Tables 0 and 11).
Onhe difference (ﬁpousg s mcome) strongly .

favored the mail-in procedure, but this differ- -

ence should not b¥ interpreted without refer-
ence to the sex by mode interaction discussed
betow. .The “remaining fourteen differences

favored the interview proceduse. These differ-+

ences cut across the item characteristic djffer-
ences préviously described, but most of them
were also involved in interaction with other
respondent characteristics. Despite these
interactions, however, it seems fairly safe to
‘con¢lude that interview-obtained data is more
reliable than mail-in data. The previously
described ‘relationship between respondent
characteristics and probability of being inter-

viewed would indicate that substantial differ-
ences in data quality probably -exist across -

individuals bdth as a fungtion of mode of data

. collectlon (a direct effect) and as a function
of respondent charactenstlcs (an indirect '
effect). - '

3. Results: . Variations Associated *
with Respondent Characteristics
“—Reliability varidtions as a function of re-
spontident characteristics will be - distussed .

variables. |

o
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ately fo; the categorical variables and,tqt‘x o 'ﬁ :

thé gontinuous vanables -
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f'Were no differences associated with ethmcng
L or SES and small differences associated with
sgx and ability or their interactions with data
irollection procedures —

o Table 12 ghows th agreement
% indices for males and /femllés overall and
" within data collection’.modes. Overall,
comparisons indicate that females are more --
reliable then males when theré is a dlfference”

_ however, these differerices emerg@-pnman&y
i the mail-in data collectiortprocedire. Four
., of the five differences show that females are
» ‘ore reliable than males for the mail mode
ﬂm no differences for"the interview mode.

Among the three ability groups there was
only one overall difference (marital status,
Table 13), but this is qualified by an‘ability
¥ %% mode interaction. There were thsee signifi-
cant differences among the ability gmUps for
the mail-in questionnaires and no“significant
differences among groups for interview-
collected data. All of the significant differ-
ences were of the same type:: low ability per-
sons were less reliable than either middle or
high ability persons. The latter two groups
were generally compuable .

. Fot contmu‘bus variables, a quick élimpse
at Tables 14 throu 17 indicates that a large -
number of dlffetgnces exist among groups

‘o

A

the”"':l

-
Pad

items classified as continuous variables
showed no difference among any groups (con-
sumer cémposite 3, plans for education other
than collegd, and community antl family life
goalgl; the first two of these, however, had\.
diffefences in reliability as a function of daja
collection procedures. -

Altogether, 16 of the 27 variables (Table
_14) handled ‘as continuous or dichotomous
dista produced sex by data collection mode
*igteractions and* an additional 2 items only
had an overall sex difference. Twelve items,
héwever, manifested a difference in reliabitity
‘between males and females when the data
collgetion procedure is ignored. The items for
which there twas no apparent. interaétion
are: own income (males substantially more
reliable than females), self-esteem, and loc\gs\

of control (females mpre reliable than m#lles

For the remaining jtems involving inter-
actions, differences occurred between males
and females within both data collection
procedures. Within the mail mode four of the
differen in reliability favored males ‘and
four favored females. Males mote reliably
reported total *expected mcome, plans for
“ college, and militaty and homemaking activ-
ities for the follawing year. Females more reli-
ably reperted whether or not they were
attehding“echool, school performance the past
year, date of ‘employment- for their current

differentiated, on the' basis of sex, ethnicity, job, and pJans for nonacademic schoolmg in
ability, and §E,S and thdir interaction with _the subsequent year .
data ﬁolléctlon procedures. Only 4°of the 27 . - . *
R
o L X4 " S
T _ . Table 12
T ~FEST-RETEST PERCENT AGREEMENT FOR SEX GROUPS: CATEGORICAL VARIABLES
1 C ' Mail Mode . Interview Mede . ANl Respondents
sion ' .‘SarGroups -—~-Sax Groups Sex Gréupé
e Maes Females * Moles Fomales Males Fomales
Type of school " 88gh 972 - 9 - 969 %1_4' 97.1
Work activity” o . 938 © 941 938 - 13 938
Job description .~ 8ol .. 920 928 ° 923 . aag 9
Type of.employ, o - 84.2" 9
Educatibnal expeftations 6540 @ 778 . 708 £3.1 67.0 733
. . . g 0
S T . 176 68 ©om 1.
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Latm 8, b, c, refer to anmﬂcance |mls for between-group compamons of poruut o
05 b mdwatesp < .01, snd c indicates p < 001

<

it using  x* statistic 8" indicates p <




Toble 1'5
TBST-RETEST PERCENT AGREEMENT FOR ABILITY GROUPS: CATEGORICAL VARIABLES

N

e

2
4

-

. - ) Mail updo‘ T ~ IV r:iwrModo' » All Respondents -
(" - 0 on Ability Groups Ability Groups 1.; ‘Ability Groups
‘ - Low  Middie + High / Low  Middle * High  Low Middle  High )

Job decription 0" 90 89 %47 . 878 1000 5 917 g5]
» -

Type of employer 814° 922 935 895 805 750 - BAK 893 914

Marital Status P w2 s2 w47 st 1000 e 929 957
~ @

N 59 128 CINE e 8 -9 169 )

-

Letters &, b, c, refer to significance levels Sor between-group comparions of percent agreement using a x* statistic: s mdicates p<g

05, b indicates p < .01, and ¢ mducate: p < .001.

-

—_

Within the interview mode, fwe differ-
ences, favored males and three favored
femal‘eﬁ Males more reliably reported date of
employment <¢feversing the relationship,
observed in the mail mode), number of
dependents, spous’s income, miscellaneous
plans, and were more reliable for consumer
composite 2. Females were more reliable on
-hours worked per week, other income, and
wor composne 4. -

" These results cannot be easﬂy\;nterpreted
but some may be dismissed. In ‘particular,
little meaning should be associated with
difffrences betweenr males and females oh
plans .for the militdry or plans for home-
making activities. In! the' former case, ahout
one percent’ of the females indicated a likely
military 1nvolvement and in the latter around
one percent of the males indicated a likely
role as a homemaker.

- The dijfference in reliability between
males and females on spouse’s income in the
interview procedures is, however, interpret-
able. Females were generally less reliable than
males in reporting their own expected income
and total expected income, perhaps 1nd1cat1ng -
that they are not as atfuned to finaneial
matters as males. Consequently the hxghly

*=unreliable report of spouse’s income in the
interview mode (r = .28) relative to the mail
mode (r = .91) could irHicate that'¥ th& mail
" mode, the females requested this m{ormatlon
from their spouses (who were nof'available in

’ 1 % ;

(

4 ) ! .

Py
.

t

i

.number of dependents, own income, spouse’s

P oy -
gg:ﬁ’d,

N\ .o RA
i o

Ay
o i

the interview mode). One‘rpust also consider,
however, that females in the mterv1ew mode
very reliably reported other income—the only
group across modes to do so.

In general, while gJlarge njgnber of reli-
ability differences be\%in males and females
do exist, they do notlend themselves to a
camprehensive interpretation, nor do they
consistently favor je group over another.

' Numerous erences- (Table 15) in reli-
ability occurred betiveen whites and non-
whites. Nine differences (school attendance,

income, locus of confrol, military and home-
making plans, and “\rorli composites 1 and 3)
were interactive in nature (i.e., occurred only
under one data collection procedure) and four
differences occurred independent of data
collection mode (date of employment, other
income, total income, and self-esteem), Of the
20 significant differences in Table 15, 14
favored ‘nonwhites over whites, a finding not
indicated by prior research en the reliability
or validity of survey data (see review chapter).
Five_of the.six differences for which whites
were more reliable than nonwhites occurred
on subjectively oriented data (self-esteem,
locus of control, and work composites 1 and -
3)..By comparison, -only 3 of the 14 differ-
ences favoring nonwhites were subjective in
nature (military and homemakmg plans).

. Of particular interest are the six whlte—
nonwhite differences in reliability for income.

-
N
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- \ . , Tabla 18 ,
B ST , RELIABIUITY FOR SEX GROUPS: CONTINUOUS VARIABLES -
-. - —— = ~r -
- Mail Mode Interview Mode All Respondents
Description . ' Sex Groups Sex Groups . Sex Groups
= Maies Femdles ~ °  Males Females, Males Females
g » )] {r) (r) () n n
%\ o ]
< School attendance 89° 95 93 - TR 84
, , (149) ‘ (n . (e8) ws -2 (236)
School performance - 68" 86 Y 8 s 86
. - - - (19) (82) (28) (22 . (107) (104)
- . Date of employment 51 87 94 67 . &1 15
- . © 4099 (99) (50) (40) (149) (139) s
L Hours worlgd/week g b 76 86" ‘99 81 81
., ’ - - (100) (102) LE © (40) {159 (142)
No.of dependents 78 76 ‘o 85 - 850 -.78
§ . hew (170) (66) (64) (218) (234)
Own income Y [ LA ¥ - 95° 56 85° 46
: oy (19) (133) (62) (55) (181) (188)
Spouss income * .8 93 89° . 28 95° 682
‘ : < (49) (83) - (51) - (45) (100) -(128)
_ Other income A e, 30 30° 91 35 51
“ : . (52) (12) (53 @44 _ (105) (116)
' -~ Toty ipeome- 9° 64 + 84 - 36 81° 61
. (118) {133) (62) (54 «{176) (187
. Seffesteam | sof B % o' .56 7
o EY sy 173 (66)° 184) ,m (231 .
Locus ot control_ﬁ;:‘* ;g!f - ¢ & - - 66° .75
o ‘ ir ‘ (217) (237)
Cohayiner behavior 2 %8 54 83b 80 682 56
., s (173) (66) - (64) (217) 237)
Plans: Working b - 85 10 b 7P v
' (151) . (175) * (68) (65) (219) (240)
- Plans: Acadenic education Y 80, 87 88 8% W2
*(151) (7s) - (e8) (65) (219) (240)
/- Plans: Military z‘ ’ 57 "1.00 1.00 88° T10
i . o - ) (175) (68) «(65) < (219) (240)
* Plans: Homemaking 100° m x 88 82 81
I : (151) (175) (68) - (65) (219) (240)
:Plans: Other I 8P 57 a8, 49
(1sy - _.(179) (68) (65) -(219) (240)
Work composite 4 55, a8 552 76 55 J, 56
’ T (1)) (164 . (66) (84) (213) (228)
Numbers in pureﬁnﬂthem indicate sample nzes."‘ N ‘ . ’ -
Letters a,‘t;. ¢, refer to significance levels for between-group comparnsons of correlations: a indicates p < .05. b indicates p < .01,
, and cindicates p < .001. The significance of dvfierencu,?atween correlations s based on a x* test on Fisher log transformations of
the correistions. , o '
) é’r' z f
- & 7, w24, 9D '




BELIABILITY FOR ETHIIC GHOUPS CONTINUOUS VARIABLES"

o N Mail Mod o Interview Mods Al Ruspondents
\. NG Ethnic Groups v -Ethnic Groups Ethnic Groups
g Description White Nonwhits Whits Nonwhite White Norwhite
. {r) {r) ) {0 n - N (]
, —£ - l * .
School attendance 92 2 98P 8 .. 83 90
— - , (266) (54) (84) (49) (350) (103)
Data of employment{ - 610 84 10¢ - 98 - B1° 89
- : teH. o 6 128) (226) (62)
No. of independents anr 90 85 - 93 80° 92
. - (267) (51) (82) (48), (349) (99]
Own income 80 4 68¢ 93 4 g2 0,
(219) (33) (76) (a1 - (298) (74)
Spouse income ° .. 4 .80 28° 995 6* 98
X (116) (16) (60) (36) (176) (52).
Other intome - ) 68 X - .86 30° 80
' (108) (16) " .(58) (38) - HE7) (54)
B Total income - - - - ’ 12° 88
- ’ 1 - (288) (75)
Self-esteem - - - - " 0P . .52
a4 : ) P (350) *(108),
Locus of control 8 69 ik 54 - 64
3 ( (268) '(56) (82) . (48) (350) (104)
Plans: Military .76° 92 1.00 1.00 -.80° "85
(270) “ (56) (84) “9) {354) - (105)
* Plans: Homemaking 83 b1 . 6P 94 84 87
: (270) (56) - (84) (49) (354) (108)
Work composite 1 60b- 24 64 46 61° 37
‘ (265) (54) (82) o (48) (347) (102)
Work composite 3 A7 “46 13t ' 56 ‘ 48
. : — (262) (55) 8 . ///f::; (344) (103)
XY

L

Numbers in parentheses indicate ssmple sizes.

Letters a, b, c, refer to significance levels for between-group comparisons of correjations: a mducutes p < .05, b indicates p <%1
#nd c indicates p < ,001 The signjficance of dnffmces between correlations is based on a x° test on Fuher log tramformauom of

* the correlations.

-

-

“The gr?ater reliability for nonwhites stands in "
direct contradiction to other studies and is

internally contradictory with ability group

results (below) but supported by the observed

SES differences (below).

Some difference in reliability among the
three ability groups occurred on 18 of the 27.

. continuous* variables' (Table 16), however,
there weére 36 significant dlfferences overall.
Of these, the lowest ability group was the
least reliable 30 times, and the highest ability
group Wwas the least reliable only once (work-

“*  ing plans). This large number of differences
ocqurrgd despite a substantially smaller
2531 - ° ‘

L4
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Numbers in parentheses indicste sample sizes.

-

L Lo T @ \
. * " RELIABILITY FOR ABILITY GROUPS: CONTINUOUS VARIABLES
K B Mode ' Intsrview Niode " AN Respondents P
- Deseription bility Groups Ability Groups . Ability Groups {
. Low - Middle High ~ Low Middle High  Llow Middle  High
« U] W . 0 0 (r) n n - n y- '/ )
School sttendance 0 C 9 93 82  jo0 . 100 .88 a4 94
- o (56) 4125) ) (38 . (41 8- ‘(94 . (166) (69) .
School performance - 58 n 86 -7 90 w9 78 86
T (18) (56, @9 (6. .- (19): m (24 (75) (58)
Dateofemployment '+~ 695 .47  “97 998 90 L | .
} - Jayr (81) ., (35 (220 < (29) © 68 e @9 ik
Houpworked/week A B Mt s 00 . s 83 T/ 3
. ’ S < Rt 1) @Bn 22 (31 6r - (55 ap ’%‘ wy |
No. of dependents 4t T o e 9 g0 Fwe ol KURD, 95 % g
: (54),  N26). - (62)  (37) an @ e AR L (0
- Own income 37° 91 92 58 - 98" 98 A 938, M
.- ® @n oy (57 (32 7. (40) (m (69) (142) (64)
Spouse income 83 98 ay  .16° 1.00 oo 24 98 8
. (19) (51) (3) (280 B0 . B (4N, " _(81) (39)
Other income 66 83 38 86° 26 -, - 100 .68 33 a2
~ L . #3626 29 B 43 02 @)
‘4 '
Total income 29° 80 . 96 95 8y - 98 38° 91 96 .
(3sf ' oo 53 (32~ 38, (M. (68  (133)  (60)
Self-estogm Zsf 84 v 1, 0 .. 66 S 56 84 5
T ~ %)  (128) (62 . (31) @n 7 (@8 (93) (159 0
Comsumer behevior2 ©~ ¢ 25°  82° 70 v 72 .64 . 56 46 54 68
.. -, (56) 21 €2 6N W ® . (93 (168) (10
" - Plans: Working J5°- 81 4 13 55 74 LIRS ! 13 g
EEE (57) t128) +. (620 .(38) (41) (8  (95) (169 (70)
Plans: Academic education, .89 . 80 80 .82 8 100 86 81 83
' (57) (128)  {62) - (38r  ‘(41) (8 (95 (169 (70)
_ Plans: Miliary 80° B4 100 100  ToO- 190  84° 88 1.00 .
o 57 (128 (62  (38) (41) ® -~ (95) (169 (70) :
Plans: Hofegwking 485 -89, 8 _ 93 94 g6 0° 90 82 .
P s a8 w2 ¥ ce @) 8 ¢ (95  (168)  (70)
Plans: Other 7 35 s 4 x x 50 R 85 |
57 . U8 482 T8 . @) (@ (95 (189 .(70)
" Work composite 1 v - S - - - 358 59 .58 J
- - - - - - - (94) (163) {70)
Work composite 2 a3l 58 noom 53~ 31 6 85 o
. e 023) 62 . @7 (41) @ . (2 e (70
’ ~3

Letters a, b, c, refer to significancesievels for between-group comparisons of correlations: 8 yndicates p < .05, b indicates p < .01,
end c indicates p < .001. The (mamficlhce _o‘l)diﬂemnces between correletions is based on 8 x* test on Fisher log transformations of
the correiations. . .

£ indicatei 0 variancemon one or both questionneires; thus nq:_corrdation wes computed.
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. ;ES Groups

Mail Mode

RELIAMEITY FORSES snours conTinuoygl

Low P

(v)

Middle
n .

Low

{r)

* Dats of employment

AL, Hoiw_omd/mk

N

* No.of dc;amdont:
' Own income
‘ Sgouse income

. Other income

Total income

Locus of control

Consumer behavior 1

v .

3

\.

Plans: Academic education

L ¥

Plans: Military
Plans; Homemaking
Plahs: Other

b
*Work composite 1
Work composite 3

Workgoals

85¢
(83)

80
(64)
79t
{80)
248
(76)
89
(36)

68°

(36)

35¢

(74 -

80P
(96)

61

83
(96)
8ab
(96)
85 -
(96)

220
(96)

oA

(91)
44
(90) -
59
97/

®5)-.

‘51
(102)

. 4
405)

.76
(1568)

N
(122)

35
“(70)

7]
(60)

'y

.65
(159)

- 56
(160)

Vaa
(1601
-

(160)

! 82

(160)

46
4160)

56
(159)
4
(158)

.64
« (161

“(50)

-

A A
98¢

(31}

93¢

(30)
.86°¢

(48) -
h
- 97°

(45)

96°
(36)-
96°
< 438)

98P

(43)

70
(49}

740

" (40)

85¢

1.00

(80) -

8P
(50)

* g1b
(50)

57

(49),

828
{49)

88b.

(49)

94

(43)

8
(45) .

99

(5,9’) s
62,

{52)
.25

43

30
(39)

94
(54)
a1
{59}
.68
(59)

81
. m, .
1.00 -

(60)
385
(60)

g
(60)

50

(59)
82

(59) °

.59
(59)

~

(18) ..

49 .
(16) - _

FYRR

{20}
9

- (20)
1.00°

(16

26
f19)

9.
19)

10
(20)

92
(20)

1.00
f21)

X

nr,

80
2n
X
(21)
.19
(20)

a1
(20)

a7

+ (20)

%

*'{139)
40°

" ()
92°
(72)

. .84C
(74)
A6°
mnn
R
(145)
.66
(184)
8
(148)

88 .
(146)

85
{146)
442
(146)
48
(140)
58
(149)
0
(146)

liw L ;

(171)

(150)

84
1218)

11
(174)

' 58
113)

32
(99)

94

10
(218)

T @9)

82
(220

84
(220

85+
(220)

45
(220

53
(218)
50
(217)
83
(220) -

Numbers in perentheses indicate sample sizes,

Letters a, b, ¢, refés Yo significance levels for between-group comparisons of correlations:

the correlations.

{x indicotes 0 variance on one or both questionnsires; thus no correlation wes computed.

®

*

!
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mdu:otu p < .05,b indicates p < .01,
snd- ¢ indicates p < .001. The significance of differences bctween correianom is buod onax? test on Fisher log transformations of
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sample size due to the lack of ability data on”
126 : subjects, and, in partic#la;, -significant
differences can be noted among ability groups
in the interview response mode for as few as

h d.l%nts (e.g.,” school performance).
‘A :i ere are a few eXcepmons’ﬁ the

general trend - of rehab:hty bemg positively

- %associated with ability, it seems reasonable tos

conclude that low ability persons do not
provnde data as reliable as that of middle.or
high {alnlﬁy persons. This trend eXists across
item® characteristics .and data t:ollectlon pro-
_cedures. : .

Among the more criticaI differences are
¢ the low reliabilities (for low ab:hty persons)
for school performance (r= 49), hours
‘worked per week (r=.56),'and own income,
spouse’s income, ‘and total income (r’s of 41,
.24, and .38). Taking thk data collectjon pro-
cedure into account, mail-in~ questionnaire
data for low ability persons is particularly
unreliable for number of dependents (r = .42),
own income (r =.32), total income ¢r = .29),
and consumer composite 2 (r =.25). In the
rview mode, low ability persons were
mmhble on schapl performance (r = - 17)
and spouse’s income (r = 16)

Table 17 provides data on SES differences
in reliability. Like the preceding results on
séx, ethnicity, and ability, there are many
differences which do not form a readily inter-
pretable picture. Most of the differences are
interactive with data collection procedures—
'sometimes with striking results (e.g., on own'
income, low SES persons are the least reliable
in the mail mode, r= .24, but the most reli-

' ~able in the interview mede, r = .97). Table 17

indicates a total of 30 significant differ-
ences: 8 overal)} 9 in the mail-in mode, and
13 in ghe interView mode. ONEy two of the

-, eight overall differences (other income and
work composite 1) ate apparently independ-
‘ent of.the data collection procedure. Gener
ally, .the least reliable group was the middle
SES group.

Reliabilities below .50 are numerous and
occur frequently on income . data. Own
income.and total income are quite unreliable
fot the low SES group overall and in the mail -
mode. These results may of course ba related
to the previously mentioned ablhty dlffer

ences in Xeliability.

|
F.‘ Discussion i
The vash array of differences in reliability ~

associated with item and respondent charac-
+ terjstics, data collection procedures, and inter-

ac ions among these factors prohibits any
lar conclusion apout the reliability of
NL data. -While the ave\rage item (of those
analyzed) is- reasonably reliable (median relj-
+ability = .67) as measured by correlation
coefficients for cdntinuous or di¢Rotomous-
variables and by Cramer’s V for categorical
-variables, the range is fairly broad. The high-
est t sample reliability was..92 (school
atte ), the only reliability coefficient in
the .90’s, By co t, three* items had reli-
_ability indices bélow .50: .36 for other in-
come, .41 for educational plans dther than
college and 48 for “other” mifgélianeous-
s. When respondent charactefistics and
data callection|procedures are considered the
" range i4 much greater: various subgrsups had
reliabilities of 1.00 but-there were msay reli-
abilities} below .50  (the lowest observed test-
retest correlation was -.17 for low bility
respondénts on school performance collected
by interview). .

.Based strictly on \ the total sample fact
ually. oriented items were substantially more

reliable than items dealing with expectations ~

and self-evaluations. This result is highly con-
- sistent with previous smdles of survey ques--

tionnaire reliability (seé review chapter) and
#stands as the best substantiated concluswn of

this stud

tu y// ' ‘
1. Reliability as a Function
of Data Collection Procedure

Fairly clear differences also exist between
' the reliability of interview and mailin re
sponses Interview data were, with only one
exception, as reliable or more reliable than
mail-in data. The single exception was fi

spouse’s income; however, this exceptiofi*"
, could well have been due to females wh&!e :

~ not well informed‘about their husbands’ gdim-

ings but who could seek out adeurate (or con-
sistent) results from their hugbands for- the
‘mdil-i -in proéedure. Also, numerous inter-

actions with respondent characteristics qual-
ify the main results of interviews being moré
" reliable than mail-solicitedsdata. Despite these
interactions, it seems, $4fe to conclude that
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the interview procedure generally produces
more reliable data than mail-in procedure

‘2. Reliability as a Functlon of
* Respondent Characteristics

Reliability also variédwamith respondent

characteristics; however, many of the differ- -

ences in reliability associatéd with respondent
characteristics were qualified by interactions
of respondent characteristics with data collec-
tienprocedures. Since many of the inter-

. actions between respondent characteristics
- and data collection procedures were not con-

sistent across items, it seems necessary fo con-
chide that there is at least a three-way inter-

action (respondent characteristics- by. data
_ collection made by item content).

Differences in reliability between males
and females$ exist but neither group was con-
sistently more reliable than the other. Males
were more reliable.than females far items
involving numerical judgments (eg., income);
otherwise females generally were more reli-
able than males. When males and females were
compared ‘within a data collection procedure,
differences were more frequent but did not
con\sistently favo;é either group.

“The ethnic gihup comparigons showed a
tendency for nonwhites to be slightly more
relable than whites. The items, favoring nop-’
whijtes involved factually™riented data (e £
anticipated income, number of dependents,
date of employment) while {.lmse favoring
whites #ere more subjective In nature (e.g.,
self-esteem, work factors). There was no tend-
ency -for the pattern of differences+ to ‘be

" agsociated with data collection procedures.-.

While 1t 1s comforting that there was no con-
sistent bias in reliabili{y associatéed with
ethnic/racial groupings, this finding does run
counter to previous research amd. deserves
further scrutiny. While test-retest question- -
naire nonresponse was not associated at ¢
ventional statistical levels (p < .05) with amy

comparj$on among demographic groups, there
wls g'tendency for whites to have a higher
-‘retuIn rate than nonwhites. If this trend has

been operating since base year-and if it also -

occurs at ‘an itém nonresponse level, the
current findings could be attributed to differ-
ent questionnaire-taking behaviors. That is, 1if

— unreliabl®- nonwhite respondents tend to drop

out at a greater rate than reliable| nonwhite

7

¥y -

\
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respondents’ and whites in general, the current
results could be artifactual. ‘Only an evalua-,

ion of questionnaire and item nonresponse
would provide the- -necessary data to resolve
thls Y] _

. The vast majority of items showed varia-
tion in reliability as a function of ability.
While there were a few minor exceptions (e.g.,
date of employment and other income in the
interview mode), it seems safe to conclude
that low ability persons provide less reliable
data than middle or high ability respondents.
Generally, the high ability respondents were
more reliable. . -

A large number of differences also.

occurred among SES groups, but unlike the
ability group differences the pattern:did not

* consistently favor any single SES level. Some

L4

items (e.g., dite of employment) favored the
lowest SES groups, others (ej., gumber of
dependents-interview mode) the middle SES
group, but most ‘favored the highest SES
group. While there _are numerous exceptions,
the overall trend ‘was for the highest SES
group to be most reliable and for the middle
SES group to be least reliable.

It should be apparent that theﬂassocxatlon
of reliability* with respondent characteristics
forms a complex and almost paradoxical
pattern. The general trend is of the least reli-
able respondents being low ability, middle
SES, and white and the most reliable being
high ablllty, high SES, and nonwhite. The

rparadoxxcal nature of thése results is to be

found m the fact that nonwhites have lower .

ability scores and SES dndices than whites.
Thus one would expect that if high ability
and high' SES persons were generally most
reliable, so too would whites be more reliable

than nonwhxtes Unfortunately, the already

smalFos%mple sizes prohibit any meaningful
comparison at a cross-classification level (e.g.,
ethnicity 4y ability by’ SES), particularly
when contrélling for mode of data collection.

3./ Integration of. Results ' 1

" On balance, it would appgar that complex
multiway interactions are operating among
the demographic factors. Thede interactions
are further complicate by -iriteractions with
data collection procedu san \1tem character-

1stics (particularly the abjectlv‘ity subjectivity
Despxte the’ existenqe of these

dimension).

!
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interactions, there -are’ fairly strotg-main’
effects, most” of which are supported by
prevjous research. These findings'in order of
strength of substantiation are: |

. |-
. a. Factually oriented iterns are more reh-

_able than subjectively onented items;_

__b Interv1ew collected data 1s more re11
able than"mail-in data;

. ¢. Low ability respondents are logs reli-

spondents;

" “d. Middie SES respondents are less reli-
;-able than low ot high SES respond-
“ ents; ry

on nonquantitative 1tems;

f. Nonwhites are more rellable than
whites; °

g Response categories with _an ambig-
uous referent (i.e.,, ‘“other’) are
' generally unreliable.

4. Interpretation and .

Implications n
The above conclusions are, of course,
qualified by the frequent interactions and
they need to be in
to the unknown effec mskument and item
nonresponse biases. Generalization of these
results to the entire NLS data base also needs
to be done with.care. While the reliability of
the aveslige item included in the study was
respect (.67), there was a 1bt of vanation.
This level of reliability clearly indicates that
the item or composite data are not totally
reliable and for some purposes they are not

. r X 2

d w1th/cautxon due .

able than middle or hlgh ablhty re#

e. Females are more reliable than males °

-

. N ~
B

sufficiently reliable. For example, the overall
level of reliability is not sufficiently high for
path analyses evem using aliberal assumption
that if the reliability is in the .9Q’s analytic
work may proceed. Similarly, construct inter-
pretatwns of correlations and regression
alyses and comparisons of effects among

" of work actwlty and attitud s would generally
involve more unreliable- réspondents than
would an investigatiorr of \postsecondary
edweation and related factors. Thus, even if a
v reseatcher used only those variahles inciuded
~in this study adequate estimates of reliability
for structural Modeling might not bk available
if the subsample did not correspond %o one of
_the~demographic subgroups ineluded\ in this
"study. T \ -
Generdlization to the entire NLS sam\ple is
also complicated by the higher than usual
attrition rate for the short form. There could
be a further confound also if the relatlonshlp
between demographic groups and data cqllec- -
tion procedures differs for this sample versus
he entire NLS sample. éearly generaliza-

E; s based solely on this study to the entire |

S data base can only be provmonally and —

g a1

cautiously offered. ) v

s multlple classification grougs all’ need -

e
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-

L3

The review of available hterature” on the
‘reliability of NLS type quéstions, respond-
- ents, and ddta collection procedures generated
findings which are generally consistent with
- those obtained in the reliability study. OxL_of
the goals of this chapter is to integrate the TS
findings of the reliability* study with the exist-
ing literature so that the quallty of NLS data,
and survey research data in general, can be
better understogd. Since a validity study was -
not carried out,'a comparison of validity con-
. _ siderations cannot be similarly offered. Con-
* sequently, generalizations about vahdity can
nly be made from previous research. The
valhidity results generally are in agreement
- with the. findings on rehablhty, however,
some dlscgepanmes do exist and require reso-
fution.

' /
¢ A. Reliability and Validity
as a Function of item
Characteristics

"The hiterature and reliabihty study are un-
equivocally consistent in the finding that
contemporapeous, objective, factually on-

. ented items are more reliable than subjective,:

N »temporally' remote, or ambiguous 1tems. In

partiéular, the reliability study results indi-

cated that the reliability of contemporaneous

“factually based items was 1n the “range

(.67-.92) and the remaning items were in

the range (.36 - 86) While the level of reli-

ability was perhaps lower than that obtained

by van Es and Wilkening (1970), Boruch and

Creager (1972), or Kyaser and Summers

(1973), the consistency of the findings 1s un-
ambiguous. ' - ,

~-

Boruch and Creager (1972) and van Es
and Wilkening (1970) also found that -items
with a future or retrospective orentation
were less rehat?'le than contemporaneous
items. The rellablhty study indicated similar
fmdmgs ‘although a comparison on this basis

™~

9

rature, however, even factually
s differ 1n reliabiity depending

IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS |

-or Wiggns, 1972).

. ever, one cvuld probably trust results which

I

\ I

vwell detaﬂed tables of Boruch and Creage '
(1972) also indicate\that personally sensitive ° \
items (e.g., income)‘are less reliable than
other factually onented items. In the reli-
ability study the incofe items were not
strictly factual since thh}&;equired earnings
Tor the cumrent year;-however, these items
were-generally of low rehablllty

\
\

\\ ’
The valdity results are simyilarly consist- )

ent. Both -Walsh (1967 and 1968) and Kyaser N
and Summers (1973) found that 1ighly fact- - T
ually eriented itemns were more valjd than less « 4
factually oriented 1tems. Of particular interest
are the Kyaser and Summers results on in-
come data; even corrected for attenuation due
to unrehability, proxy reports of iIncome were
highly invalid.

.o
P

.

The attitudinal and psychological var-
ables mncluded 1n the sample were typically of
moderate reliability. Most of these variables,
either as items or composites, have no prior
history; hence - their construct or predictive
validity is unknown. Although the results of P
the study by Conger, Peng, arrd Dunteman °
(1976) indicated a reasonable pattern of rela-
tionships for the self-esteem, locus of control,
and work, community, and family hfe-goal
orientations, the relationships were generally
weak. Reviews of the validity of even highly
refined personality and psychologlcal meas-
ures produce a simular result et Fiske, 1974; ‘

. /Y

Based on the differences in reliability and
accuracy or construct vahidity as,'a function of
item contermt, research involving combinations
of-content needs to be done cautiously. Path
analyses or structural medels with incorrectly
stumed reliability levels would generally
produce erroneous conclusions about "the
rel§\1Ve importance of these different kinds of
variables. Even simple regression studies in-
volving\statements about consfructs would a
prion more lkely to conclude *that
factually Yriented constructs are more impor- !
tant than ibjectively based constructs;-how-

2 indicated theé opposnte pattern (e.g., Coleman
et -al. (1966),\ who found locus of control to
be the most \mportant predictor of college
achievement| among mnonty Qeksor}s),

3¢

i
‘
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Research focusmg on st:nctly empurical rela-
tionships would, howevef, not be subject to
the same prablems.

_B. Reliability and.Validity asa . .

Functjoq of Data Collection. -~
/ Proeod;res

ta /collection procedures have not beens

exhaustlaéely studied as they bear on validity

ah'd\rehabxllty The prime studies by gValsh
(1967, 1968), and Cannell and.Fowler (1963)

" -and the review. by Borus (1970) indicate that

-

n#ither approach is consistently superior. The
~ Borus review and the Cannell and Fowler
study do, however, indicate some important
interactions. In particular, high ability and

high SES persons are less influenced by data .
_collection procedures than low ability or low

SES persons. The latter groups are more
codperative and produce more accurate or
valid data in the interview procedure.

. Both researchers alsb found a content by
data collection procedure interaction. That 1s,
questions which could be answered by con:
sultmg records are more accurately, answered
‘ina mail-in procedure

The results of the reliability §tudy md1— :

cated that'the imterview procedure generally’
produced more reliable results with one Ema)or
exceptlon the reporting of the spouse’s in-
come. On this variable, however, the discrep-
ancy was resolved by, noting that the lower

reliability 1ri the interview procedure could be |

" attributed to women. In the mailan approach,

N

\

N

males and females were equally reliable and

 were not different from males who were inter*
‘viewed. Apparently males need not consuit

récords in reporting.the wife’s incogpe bug.the
females may have consuited their husbans or

\_records in reporting the hifffband’s income.

This mixed_state of affgirs means that|

. N
&X;re is no singularly best procedure. for
collecting-reliable and valid sqrveﬁ\ta. Inter-

information on ‘factual

archival data and mail-in questionnaires woyld
lose \information on other vanables. :&gir
considerations, such as response rates and cost
should perhaps take precedenpe partncular&

if the respondents aré heterogeneous on abil-',
ity and SES. * 5

¥
i
1
!

|
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C. Reliability and Validity as a
Function of Respondent
Characteristics,

Few of the studies reviewed loeked \di-
rectly at reliability as.a fungtder of respond-
en®y characteristics, however, most of the
studies on vahdlty did consider’ this as a
factor. The validity studies indicated that race
., la.an important variable, witl blacks pw\qdmg
less accurate information than whites (Borus
and Nestel, 1971; Kerckhoff, Mason; and
Poss, 1973; and Cohen and Orum, 1972).
Also, high SES respondents were found to be
more .accurate than low SES' respondents
(Borus and Nestel, 1971; Cohen and Orum,
1972; and Walsh and Burkhoid;1970).

‘Boruch and Creager (1972) -found no
male female differences in validity and Cohen
(E)rq{n (1972) found differences, but
nelther group was cons1stently superior.
Ablllty was not directly mvestlghted how-
ever, persons with high obtained ;grades or
hlgher educational levels produced ore valid
'data than their counterparts (Boruch and
Creager, 1972; and Borus and Nestel, 1971).

The reliability study had results generally
agreement with the validity review with
ne major exception: the role of race. The ™
\ralldlty studies consisteptly "demonstrated

\

\

that blacks provided less valid data than

Whites; however, the reliability study ind-
qates a balanced set of differences with a

han whites. Unfortunately, possible ﬁ;roblems

_ §zndency for nonwhites.to be more rehable

n nopresponse rate®in the reliability study 2
/partlcula.r or 1n the sequential loss n respon
efits over time could acoour;t \for this discrep-

. ancy. Other alternatives are also poss e:, the

validity studies might have been bi d in
thewrr criterion or saniple‘ or, while
produce less valid data, errordgin \response
might be consistent over time. No o defihitive
statement can be offered at tm}e, ow-
-ever, a careful study of this prob mqle y is

warranted. J

t . \ /

The remaining relationships between \re- .
spondent characteristiga! and mllab}Qty or
validity are consistent. No clear edge
for either males or femalés, but a trend :\&
of males producing mgher quahty data’

38 ' /‘/
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financial or numerical questions. High ability

and high SES respondents are- substantially

‘more relisble and to a lesser extent mort

accurate thar lower ability or lower SES
spondents.

These dx![erencgs in rehablhty and valid-

ity as a function of race, sex, SES; and ability

can have profound c¢onsequences for research.

L In cular, generahzm results across popu’ )
nt‘charactenstlcs ,

lations differing on respg
--would be highly problemat:c One could not,
for example, m reasonable estimates of
measurement errors for structural modeling
 purposes if the réliability estimates came from
a population differing in ability level or SES.

imilarly, the pat coefﬁcnents of causal

odels could well ®vary w1th respondent
characteristics. In short, demographic vari-

hles need to be considered not only a3 con-
 trql variahles but also As modesator variables.

‘ \

D, Reliability and Validityasa -~ .
unction of Interactions Among
, Data Collection, and - - -
esp9ndent Characteristics

e "abqve ‘discussion has genera}ly
_on main effects associated with- ;tem,

. vahq

-

For _example, the reliability study indicatgd
that females unreliably repor® spouse’s in-

"~ come in an interview but are as reliable as.

males in the mail-in procedure. I a similar
fashion, Cannell and Fowler (1963) found
that mdllin questionnaires produce more
data than- interviews if records can be
consulted. The existence of such interactio )
not ¢nly requires that the main effects ne%\
tabe\quallf , but also indicates that th A
desxgn of surveys and analyses based on sur-
vey data should carefully consider the
content, data collection procedure, and re-
spongdent population. If the survey is directed
primarily at high ability respondents,- the
method is probably irreleyant; however, if the”
respondent population i o% low ability, in
view procedures would be more appropnate—
unless the content emphasized data for which

tecords could be consulted .

Path analyses can apparently be safely
undertaken with factually oriented data,

" (excluding mcomeL on high ability or high
SES respondents, /but otherwise structural

modeling with eyror of measurement esti-
mates based on y{.a similar population is re-
quired. Overall, the safest approach would be
to carry out reliability and validity pilot
studies prior to the main survey. Only in this
way could th¢ most appropnye adJustments
be made. / ‘

-
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RESEARCH TRIANGLE INSTITUTE R
- . " POST OFFICE BOX 12194 . q\
~ RESEARAH TRIANGLE PAREK, NORTH CAROLINA 27709 |

K} _— - . - *

QENTER F‘OR EOUCATY IONAL RESFARCH ANC EVALJATIDN

- < , - SR - & —
’ JDear Follow-Up Parttcipant:
. c . i — ' - s .
* We appreciate your completing the secénd follow—up guestionnaire for the
. - National Longitudinal Study of the High School €lass of 1972. Your
- . cooperation greatly helps in the continuing effort to collect information
« for planning better prvgrams to enhance work and educational activities

f, of young people ];il‘(e yourself, ’ -

. We are always tryirig to improve the qlestionnaire. One thing we wonder
e . about is whether a"question has.the same meaning to a person when asked
?j at different times. To determ:lgne this, we have selected a few questions
- “from the second Follow-up duestionnaire,’ which you have already completed,
and we are asking you to angyer them again. The results of this study
will help us improwve fu‘“e. questionnaires. ’

*f

E ol
1

Please rgad‘}:arefulfy each question in the short questionnaire. It is
important that’you follow the directions for responding. gSometimes ‘you
, are asked to fill in a blank--in these cases, simply write your respon§e.
Where you are asked to circle a number, make a heavy circle. Here is an
@ .. example: : :
4
Did you complete high school? , N . |

-
—_— . . o

- . ot (Circle one.)
. - . No, still n high school 3

-

) | .
k - .

*No, left igh school without completing 2
-8 Yed graduated : . ‘ @

A " The eﬁre questionnaire will take only a’ few minu
o e* you complete the questionnaire, please seal it in ¢
" provided and return it :
. i * . 1 s ,
v - " : OPERATION FOLLOW.UP ¢
.. i Research Trilipgle Idstitute
\ ST Post Office Box 12034 '
. . ) Research Triangle Park, North Carolina 27709

of your tipe. When
ostpaid -envelope

=

“— -— Thank you ag;in for yout help.
S RN ' .

- "Sincer I . , r
- ‘ . s . . - ’ . ) . ‘ M
[ . ob % . - ) . " /
J. §. Davis . . /-
. ‘RTI Project Directc;r ‘ R
. . v . R ¢ ) .
[ 75 ’ .
S . h . . . -~ : -
‘. g Enclogure -~ . - . - '
. ‘ " . . " 38 4‘5 ¢
] Tt N .

o, ’ . . - . e -~
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. L How do you describe yourself? - : . ] . ~
- -, . = ) - {Circle one. ),
. " American Indian ........ T R -
.. Black or&froAmencanor.Neffo .. - . .. .. . .2
N . * Mexican-American or Chicano " . 3
' - o Pue['tqﬂican.. . . R |
_Other Latin-American origin . .5 . -
Oriental or Asian-Amganh . )
* White or Cadcasnan
—-Other _

-

2. Did you attend scho in the first week of Octebir 19742
N . T .. 1 GOTOQS -
Yes . . 2 GoTO0Q. 3 J -

- )
3 i!hd kind of scheol is this? . o
) (Circle one.)
Vocational. trade, business, ' . . :
P or other careee training i 30 . . (
o ' &hool . .. .. 1 ‘ .
‘ Junior or community . ‘ ) . ’
.+ g - reollege (twoyear) . ¢ 2 ’ -
- Four-year college or umver- : ‘ ,
. osity . e 3 ' *-
Other tdescribe ¥3 ‘ S e
_ ’ 4 ‘ . ‘
- Co. ’

- hi

4. Wh,d the following best describes how well you have done in all of yeur coursework or program from October '
1973 through October 19347 If your school(s) or program(s) do not use letter grades, please choose the letter
. grade Hiiiomes closest to describing your pregress. ’ . : v
o (Circle one:) N ‘)
Mostly A . - o1 -

About half A and half B S

. .~ MostlyB . . ’ 3 /

v ’ ) About half B and half C ) 4 ’ )

- Mostly C 5 : . )

o ‘ About half C and half D | 8 &
* . Mostly*D or below 7

I3

t . - ..
. . % Were you working during the first week of Octeber 1974? N . .
. - o, . 3 1
|

y No .. . 1 Go10Q 9 ~ o ' I
Yes. full-time . . ‘
Yes, part-time .

4

§} GOTOQ.O N

Tt




Phaudncnbboﬂwﬂn |obml39|d%°mg'h0hrdwnkof October 1974. {if you held mm Ohanont job at
that time, describe the one at which rludﬁnnpﬂhwrs B

a For whom did you werk" {Name of company. businéss organization. or other employer) ‘ .,
(Write 1n) * . [ -

F—

What kind of busmess or industry was this? (For example re(all shoe state. resLaUrant ete ) Ty
(Write 1n) — v,
What kindof job or occupa%on did you have In lhlS business or industry”? (Fo?csmple salesperson.

P -

waitress. secretary,. etc ) - . -
~“TWrite n) , e

d What were VOAIr most frequent activities or duties on this job? {For example. sell‘\ng shoes wamng on tables,
typingand filing etc ) . 4 \
Mritemnr ' S

- e Were voup —

!
»

‘ e t.o ) {Circle om )
An employee of a PRIVATE company. bank. business. school. or individual working for i
wages. salary. or commissio

A GOVERNMENT employee (Federal. State. county or local lnsmuuon or schooh

Self-employed in your OWN business. professional practice. or farm

Working WITHOUT PAY in famyly busmess or farm? o8

f. When did you start working at this job” > {month) {year)
g Are you currently working at this job? ’
Yes . Fg . -
No 2 Date left : (month)

et

-

How many hours d({you usually work at thiy |pb
.in au\ average week?

L Hoursperweek /
. . .

7\

__ What was your marital flatus, as of the first week of October 19747

{Circle one.)
Never married. but plan to be married within tHe next 12 :
months S ’ - | S
Never married. and doul plan to be marned within the next
12 months
Dlyorced widowed. separated
Marned
4

.

Not including ,m.‘.'n, how many persons
vpon YOU for more than one haH
their financial tupport as d the first
Octeber 1974. . ™ > T
{Circle om.) e
«1%2 3 4 ormore*

]

£




, ° [ .
What is the best estimate of your income before taxes for ALL OF 14? If you are marghd, include your
speuse’s income in the total/but do not include gifts. Please make an entry on each line, either a dollar
amount, or if you will receiye no.income from a source ing 1974, write in the word “none’’. - .

. R . Amount Will Receive '

Seurce 4 ’ . - A
Your own wages. salaries. commussions. and net income from a busines}

or farm.. o : - ¢

Your spouse’s (thusband or wife) wages, salaries, commssions, and net in-
come from a business or farm ’ )

All other income you and your spouse will Wﬁ/g(lmlude interest,
dividends. rental property income. public assistance. unemployment
compensation. cash gifts scholarships fellowsmpg &tc)

TOTAL INCOME YOU AND YOUR SPOUSE WILL RE&E!VE

, g
®

How do you feel about each of the following statements ? "
I (Circle one humber on each tine.) &

Agres . Drisagree

’ : Strengly Disagres  Strengly

a I take a positive attitude toward myself 1

b luck 1s more important than hard

work for success 1
¢ Ifeel I am™a person of worth. on an equal
' plane with others

. d  1am able to do things as well as most

other people

e Every ime I try to get ahea®. something
or somebody stops me

f  .Planning only makes a person unhappy
since plans hardly ever work out anyway

g ' Peoplewho accept their condition in hfe are
happier thanthose whotry tochange things

h  On the whole. }'m satisfied with myself *

N

™~

Wways'doywumm"dapodbw!‘ryoérmy?
E 2 {Circle one number on dach line.)

o Regularly  Semetimes Never
I compare prices and label information of similar products or services 1 2 3
I return merchandise that 1s unsatisfactory/o the store where |
bought 1t 'Q . ) .
I rely on brands or companies 1 knaw wéll even if they cost more |
I follow leads n articles from d)nsurr'\er\ﬂeports. Changing Times. or
other such magazines .

I check a company’s reputation with the Better ness Bureau or
consumer protection agency before agreeing to an xpensive
service or repair .




A0 ) - L 3
LA
“» ’ ) .
. S
3, thdomummbodﬂnmw . "R Lt
; . - o saiy as apply.) -7
. ®, Workmg for pay at a M .time or part-ime )ob "‘ l R
e o Taking cademtl courses 4t a two--or-four- yearcal : :l- j s .
’ - Takmﬁ'ocauoﬂai or technical courses.at any kind:¢ /échobl )
] ——or college tfor example. vocatigpal, trade, bns . or-
I : other career traming school) . . .. .3 .
. Oractr uty in the Armed Forces {or service academy) L oA -
Home . ¢ ,, . .. 5 - ‘
"Other (de§cnbe' : - ’ 6 .:&\w
- - - . .
W hmmsmdm,'w«ummammwmmllyumw\; ’ o ooy
' - , : PR S (Cifcle one.)
High school only e et
. ) . 1 N
Vogational, trade. or - {Les%lgn years . ,,, T 2 ” .
business school ‘ Two years or more * e "3
Some college (including. tw&y%r b?‘ P |
3 i G'ollege' program - v} Finished coliege (féuy or five-year degree) 5, ¢
B . gasler $ degree or equjvalent 6 _
5 ‘D.M D‘ or equivalent 7 .
15. How important is each of the following f‘dors in dohrmmmg the kind of work you‘plan to be doing for mostof
- roor tite? N . (Circle ohe number on each line.)
) ; | ‘ o Very .  Net - 3
Ve . - ~ Impertant Impertant Impertant
a  Previous work-experience in the areg, N ST U
5 b Relative or friend in the same hine of work . . f i .2 . - .3 ’ .
o \___l\;lvo'b openings available in the occupation A e .2 U | .
d Work matches a hobby inferest of mine . : 1 2.0, ... .3 '
. - Good income to start or within a few years 1 .2 . 3 y -
’ " _f. Jobsecunty and pesmanence A 1 2. 3
. ‘g , Work that seems important and interesting to me ) 1 2 3
h  Freedom to make my own decisions .. A 2. 3 !
1 Opportunity for promotion and advancemdnt in the long run 1 2, 3
- )~ Meeting and working with sociable. friendly peopte CoL T 1 2 3
16.  How important is each of the following to you in your life? - " Co .
. "7 (Circle one number on each fine.) :
Very Somewhit " Net
Imporiant  Impertani - Imgertent
a. Being successful in my line of work 1 2 3
b. Finding the night person to marry and having a happy family hie 1 2" 3
. ¢ Having lots of money 1, T2 3
d Havind'strong friendships 1 2 3
L ®, e __Being able to find steady. work 1 2 1 3
f  Being a leader in my community 1 2 © 3
g Being able to give my-children better opportunities than I've had . 1 2. * 3 . i
h  Living close to parents and relatives 1 2 3
. 1 . Getting away [rom this are of the country \ 1 2 3
) Working to corréct social and economic inequalities 1 2! 3
k  Having leisure time to enjoy my own interests - 1 2- 3.4 - "
J-- Having a good education . ’ i 1 2 .3 L
. . 4 .
o a ~. e i “ s ?Aa . -
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f 3 E
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N , Vo
. mkﬁddwkvﬂlmhdﬂngwhmywanﬁmnw (ﬁlnhlﬁomﬂmcmc]muhvmdyw /"'
expect fo be doing.) '
’ . ' - (Circleome.)
& CL‘ICAL suchasbanhteller bookkeeper, secretary, typist, manl carner, ticket agent .. . . 1 3
’ FTSMAN such as baker, automobile mechamc machlmgt %nnter plumber telephone n-
: staller, carpenter ... ... R
K : FARMER. PARM MANAGER . e R 3
- ¢ HOMEMAKER OR HOUSEWIFE ONLY o . 4
e. LABORER such as construction worker, car washer, samtary worker larm laborer .- 5
f. MANAGER. ADMINISTRATOR such as sales manager office manager school admmlstrator
: buyer restaurant manager. government oihclal . .- 6
' g MILITARY such as career officer. enlisted man or woman in the Armea Forces . 7
' h. OPERATIVE such as meat cuttet. assembler, machine operator welder. taxicab. bus. or truck i
.driver, gas station attendant . <
PROFESSION4L such as accountant, artist, reglstered nurse. engi l|branan. writer. f
. social r. actor, actress. athlete, politician, but not including uplic school teacher 9
/) PROFESSIONAL such as clergyman, dentist, physician, lawyer, scientist. college teacher /10
k. PROPRIETOR OR OWNER such as bwner of a smalfbminess contractor, restaurant owner o1
-} PROTECTIVE SERVICE such as detective, polige officeror guard. shetiff, fire fighter . 12
o m  SALES such as salesperson, advertising or insurance agent, real estate broker . .13
n.  SCHOOL TEACHER such as elementary or secondary ... . . .14
> o SERVICE such as barber. beautician. practical nurse. private househol;l worker, ;aml.or waiter . ..15
/ v p TECHNICAL such ;{ draftsman, medical or dental technician, computer programmer .. 18
oot g NOTWORKING . -« . . O Y SV .17
2
" 18. When did you complets this questioniiaire? : ' S
(month)_____ (day) (year) ‘ ‘ -~
0y N . . o -~
‘¥
..
v . ’ .-/ .

- o « THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION

4

THIS INFORMATION WILL BE KEPT IN STRICT CONFIDENCE AND WILL BE USED ONLY FOR FUTURE
FOLLOW-UPS IN THE NATIONAL LONGITUDINAL STUDY OF THE HIGH SCHOOL CLASS OF 19712 |

)
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