NLTS2 MODULE 6 TRANSCRIPT

Module 6: Implications for Analysis: Data Content

This is Module 6, implication for analysis based on the NLTS2 data content. We recommend that you review the early modules, 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 to get a good sense of the general overview of NLTS2 data set design, sampling and specific data sources. 
In this module we will cover again, points about the NLTS2 sample, the multiple data sources, and the NLTS2 data collection time line. These have implications for the availability of data, discrepancies within the data, missing data. We will talk about response rates and we’ll discuss the need for acquiring a restricted use license for analyzing NLTS2 data. We will close with a wrap up of what we have covered and provide you with some important contact information.

A reminder that NLTS2 data are restricted and require a license. Data used in these presentations are from a randomly selected subset of the restricted use NLTS2 data. So results in these presentations cannot be replicated with the NLTS2 data licensed by NCES. At the end of the presentation, I will give you a website where you can go to access the data.
The NLTS2 sample is – was conducted in two stages, the first stage was from local education agencies and state operated special schools. In the second stage, students were sampled from rosters from those LEAs and schools, to represent youth in the 12 federally defined disability categories appropriate at this age range, which was 13 to 16 years old, with students in grades 7 or above attending school in a middle or high school. These complex sampling plans and design have implications for weighting. Weighting will be covered in a separate module later. 

NLTS2 has multiple data sources, there is the parent/youth survey, the parent interview or mail survey questionnaire was completed by the youth, parent, or guardian. A youth interview or a mail survey questionnaire was completed. School characteristic surveys were completed by either a school principal or administrator, about school level information of the school that the youth attended. 
A teacher survey from a general education instructor of an academic subject was completed about the youth’s experiences in that specific general education academic classroom. A general student school program survey provided an overview of the student’s program covering transition experiences and vocational education as well as their regular program. This was completed by someone who knew the student well.

And student assessments were conducted. A direct assessment of student’s scholastic abilities and a student interview on their attitudes about school and their self-determination, were conducted for most of the students in the sample. However, an alternate assessment was completed by the student’s teacher if the student was determined to be unable to participate in the direct assessment and interview.

And lastly, school transcripts were collected from the student’s high school. These are a lot of data sources to consider. And although data were collected from many sources – from parents, school administrators, teachers and youth, the unit of analysis is the individual youth. So any given wave, a single teacher may have responded to multiple surveys for students within that teacher’s school or classroom. But each survey is in reference to a single student.

Generalizations cannot be made about families, communities, LEA’s, schools, teachers or classrooms. Although many youth may have attended any single school, the data from the school characteristic survey is stored in a youth level record because this is a youth focused study. It was not stored in a school level record.  
Let’s consider the time line for data collection – the parent and guardian interviews and surveys were collected in five waves. Youth interviews on the other hand, began in Wave 2 and were collected in four waves. School data was collected only early in the study, when the majority of the students were actually attending school, so they were collected in the first two waves. Student assessments were only conducted once, when the student was 16 years of age or older. So there were multiple waves of collection, in Waves 1 and 2 where that data was actually being collected, but because there was only one collection per student, those data were combined and were provided in Wave 2.

And lastly, the secondary school transcripts were collected for school years when the youth was in secondary school and were done across the waves in terms of collecting them but reflected a much wider range of years, when youth were actually attending school. 
This graphic presents the NLTS2 data collection timeline so that you can make sense in a single slide of all of the information that I just provided. So you can see that the parent telephone interviews were collected in alternate years in all five waves. Beginning in Wave 2, the youth telephone interviews were conducted the same year as the parents. The direct assessments were conducted in 2002 and 2004, but remember this data is only provided in the data set for Wave 2. The teachers surveys, the student school program surveys were conducted in 2002 and 2004. The school characteristics survey was largely conducted in Wave 1, and in Wave 2 there was follow-up, so there is only one record of school characteristics data for any one student. And then the transcripts were collected in multiple years, but those data are provided only in Wave 5 dataset.

08:18:59:24 All of these sources of data that are available for a given student have implications for the availability of data. Within a wave, a youth may have one or more sources of data, but not necessarily all sources. So for example, there may be a Wave 1 parent interview for a youth, but no Wave 1 school level data. Then across waves, a youth may have data for a given source in one wave, but not in another. So for example, there may be a Wave 1 parent interview and a Wave 5 parent/youth interview, but no Wave 2, 3, or 4 parent/youth data.  

Multiple sources of data also create data discrepancies. So for example, all youth in the sample were in special education in 2000, however some parents actually indicated that their son or daughter was never in special education in the parent interview and parents reported disabilities in the parent interview other than those that the district or school reported during sampling. A parent may have reported that the youth dropped out of school in one wave as well as having reported that he or she graduated from high school in another wave.
A secondary school transcript may report different high school leaving dates then reported by the parent or the youth in their interview. And a parent and youth may provide conflicting responses about such things as high school leaving status, post secondary attendance or employment. A parent or guardian and the youth responses of why you left secondary school could differ and the parent or guardian/youth responses for whether they attended two year college could differ. And the next slide give you some statistical data on this. So the first table at the top is regarding the question why the youth left high school. The columns represent that responses for the parent and the rows represent the youth responses. So you can see that although there is general agreement that between parent and youth in terms of graduating with 1,455 both saying that they graduated, when you look across that row, the parent has said that the student actually tested out to get a diploma or certificate whereas the youth characterized their school leaving as graduating.

Again, in the next column, the parent describes the youth as having dropped out, whereas the student says they graduated. So there are discrepancies based on both parent and youth perspective of things that have happened to them. This is also the case, or could be the case for youth answering the question, did the youth attend a two year college. And so again, parents’ responses are in the columns and the youth are in the rows and you can see that parents and youth agree that neither – there was no attendance of a two year college – 829 cases. And 563 cases agreed that the youth did attend college. But there is certainly disagreement, 131 parents said no college attendance to two years, yet the youth said they did and 65 parents said that the youth attended college when the youth did not believe that they had done so, so there are discrepancies in the data. There are also missing values. Considering the multiple data sources and multiple points in time when the data are collected, so there are many reasons for missing values and it’s an unavoidable part of survey work.
Data can be completely missing for a given source. This would occur when a school had no record of a student attending that school. Perhaps the youth had transferred and the information that we got about where they transferred actually was inaccurate. A parent had moved and we no longer had contact information to reach the family or a foster parent no longer had the youth in his or her care. These are all possible reasons for completely missing data of a particular source of data.

A respondent could also have refused to complete a questionnaire or to participate in an interview, it’s a voluntary study. And the youth may have attended a known school, but that school did not compile transcripts and so that youth wouldn’t have any transcript data. 

The respondent may have had data for a given source, but data can be missing within the file for that source. For example, the responder didn’t know or refused to answer a question. The question wasn’t applicable, a particular question was skipped by design in the interview. The respondent may have missed a page, turning pages in a questionnaire. The respondent could have terminated an interview before it was completed or the respondent completed a different version of an instrument that did not have a particular item that you might be searching for. This would be the case when the respondent completed a mailed family survey, a much shorter survey, in lieu of a parent/guardian interview.

So pay attention to the number of respondents, when conducting an analysis. Cross waves the number of respondents for a given data source, will vary. And within a wave, the number of respondents for each data source will be different from file to file. And then within a data collection instrument, n’s will vary item by item.
Longitudinal or multi-source analysis are effected by missing values. The more sources of data that are being combined, the larger the likelihood that the data will be be missing for at least one of those sources. And the number of respondents is typically smaller for a cross instrument or cross wave analysis than it would be if you are looking simply at information within a single instrument. So for example, an analysis that requires a respondent to have all five waves of parent/youth data, perhaps for some sort of model you are constructing, will have a much smaller number of respondents that can be included than any single wave of parent/youth survey data. 
Let’s consider response rates. Data collected from multiple sources and at multiple points in time generate different response rates. Generally there were higher response rates earlier in the study than in later waves. The lower response rates between Wave 1 and Wave 2 were largely due to attrition. And combining data from multiple sources can result in a smaller N if requiring that all respondents have that source.

Let’s look here at the response rates across the different kinds of data collection instruments. So we see for the parent/youth surveys they vary from 82% in the first wave, to about 50% in the final three waves. This compares with school surveys having a much lower response rate, ranging from about 36% to 57% depending upon which instrument it was at what point in time. The student assessments were 63% in the first year of assessment and 72% in the second. Combined, you get something in the middle of that. And then the transcript data – 81% of youth had at least some transcript data.

The NLTS2 data and the statistical output are restricted and require licensure for use. So again, as a reminder, the data in these presentations are a random subset of that full set of data. And the results can’t be replicated when you actually are using the fully licensed data. If you plan to use NLTS2 data, you will need to obtain that license and here is the website where you must go in order to first of all gain the license and then to be delivered the data.  
So to wrap up, we have covered the sampling, the multiple data sources and the NLTS2 data collection timeline and have considered the implications of those for the availability of data, the kinds of data discrepancies that may occur, the missing data that is always part of a large scale survey research like this. The response rates. And the importance of actually getting the license to do secondary analysis. We recommend that you next move on to module number 7 and 8, which will provide you with more detailed information about implications for analysis, the parent/youth data in particular and then module number 8 for the school survey, student assessment and transcript data.
The NLTS2 website contains reports, data tables and other project related information and links, it is at NLTS2.org. The NCES website will provide you with information about obtaining licensure and other general information about restricted use licenses and other studies available. And please contact NLTS2@sri.com if you have any question about the module or about the data. Thank you.

