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CHAPTER 1

INFORMATION FOR EDUCATIONAL POLICY MAKING:

A NATIONAL PROBLEM

American public schools--elementary and secondary--are directed
and financed thfough a complex web of relationships that intermingles
local, state, gnd federal levels of government; public and pfivate
agencles; non—profit and profit-making enterprises; university and
religious institutions; profesgiqﬁal educators and private citizens.
Picking one's way through this labyrinthine system is an immensely
challenging undertaking, for few maps are available to assist those
charged with formulating educational policy. Indeed, what guidelines
do exist are often more misleading than helpful, Signposts along the
way labeled "Local contrxol of education," "lay direction of
professionals," and "the spector of federal control" have bzcome«symbols
for myopic myths that oversimplify the complex relationships through
which public education in the United States 1s governed and supported.
Such symbols act as deterrents to understanding the over riding policy
issues in education about which basic decisions must be made.

Financing of public elementary and secondary education for the

nation as a whole 1s approximately 52 percent local, 41 percent state,
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and 7 percent federal, but there is great.variation in these proportions
among the districts of a state and between the states of the nation
despite statutory categories,'the iﬁtentions of the Unlted States Office
of Education, and of state education departments. The source of funding
is often operationally irrelevant to resourceful school district
superintendenté;

Administrative control over various aspects of school activities
is similarly difficult to disentangle. For example, while curriculum
determination is cne of the mandated responsibilities of state and
local education agencies, the impact of decisions by text book
manufacturing companies or state teachers colleges tends to be far more
influential than that of the official%y designated governing boards.

While understanding the worﬁing§lof this delicate balance between
centralization and decentralization, ;omogeneity_and heterogeneity,
public and private interests, citizeﬂ group and professional owrganiza-
tions may be exceedingly difficult, it is, we believe, crucial.

Substantial Improvements in education and further movement toward equal

educational opportunity can come only from those who grasp both the

| problems and the opportunities that lie buried in the intricate system

of American public schooling.

In recent years, the Federal government has begun to play a
significant role in American educétion. As é major recent study of the
administration of new Federal programs puts 1t:

In the scant period of 13 years (1954-67), however. a
change has occurred. The Federal government's Interest in

9
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stimulating change and improving quality in public education
at the pre-collegiate level has been increasingly wvisible in
four fields: (1) desegregation; (2) education related to
defense and to vocations; (3) ald to research; and
- (4) education of the economically and culturally disadvantaged,
and of the handicapped. Federal activity--judicial, legisiative,
and executive—-in these four areas has unquestionably affected
the traditional, decentralized autonomies of American education.
This is especially true when one adds the fact that Federal
aid to parochial school children was an important corollary,
even a precondition, of many of these new Federal thrusts, _
and that Sv)reme Court decisions on the place of religion in the
schools had widespread impact. Quality and equality of:
opportunity in education have become matters of national

' concern. All levels of government, and a variety of branches
-and agencies at each level, are now deeply involved ina =~
complex and uneasy partnership whose collective aims are
transforming educational priorities and methods. Education,
like so many other goversmental services, has now become
involved in a '"marble cake," not a "layer cake," of
federalism.l

Besides managing the vastly expanded Federal role as change agent
in the substance of public education, the United State Office of
education has had a responsibility since its four_mding for charting
"t‘he. condition and progress” of America's schools.

How effectively the Federalv government has pursued these dual
roles as both catalyst and chronicler of change is open to serious
question. General accord on the part of those concerned about American
" education coﬁld,however,be found on the need for improvement in the
duality of Fede.ral education dacision making and implemeptatioh.

- This rep.ort attempts to pinpoint cne of the major hindrances to

securing a wiser and more effecti\}e Federal role--the absence of

J‘St:e'phen K. Bailey and Edith K. Mosher, ESEA: The Office of
Education Administers a Law, Syracuse: Svracuse University Press,
1968, p.2.
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appropriate information to undergird educational policy making.

The problem: An information gap

4 Participants in educational policy making --— be they public

officials, researchers, educators,or interested citizens -- are haudd~

“~

capped by deficiencies in the available information on the state of

American education. ;‘I‘he data base that should be drawn upon in eval-
uating current'p'olicies and in designing new programs is woefully

inadequate. This inadequacy ma}; be traced to two causes: fiArs‘t, and
most important, data are not organized in ways that would facilitat;
policy formulation, and second, data are scattered among a variety of 4
agencies. The problem is particularly acute in c’onnection with the
development and implementation of national priorities in education.

A few questions that policy makers might reaSonab-ly raise will illustrate

some of the shortcomings of current educational statistical reports.
If one seeks to know the total fiscal impact of all relevant -

federal programs on education in particular school districts, data

are unavailable in any one place or in any single report. Similarly,

- {f one would like to know how much federal support is being provided ’-!'
for urban school districts, or impoverished rural districts, or gﬁ
' districts with high proportione of non-w’hite students, one cannot find

information in accessible form. Supposé‘.‘one iJeré interested in

desig'nir'{g an educational aid formula which would take into account -

the total services -- both educatioﬁal and fdr general governmental

1
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functions ~-- being supported out of a given community .t:ax base. -
Again, such data must currently be pieced together from a variety of
sourcé‘s. Statistics on ;liffe'rential' resource allocations within
school districts have not heretofore been co‘llect.ed, yet withcut them

the fiscal incidence of educational aid programs cannot be determined.

Other important areas of information shortage include (1) the educa- _

.tional impact (the achievement outputs) of the schools, and (2) the

status of education and finance in the non-public schools of the
natidn.
The failure to organize data for policymaking

Policymakers must of necessity think in terms of classes of

objects and objectives. At present we do nc':t::provide them with the

appropriate categories of data. 'Foru.\ulating‘ effective public policy

for the support of elementary and aécondlry educa‘fion requires a
knowledge of (1) the demand for various kinds‘of educational sérvices,
both at present and in the foresaeable future° (2) estimates of the costs

of those varied demands; (3) a conception of eqt.ity in the distribution

.both of educational services and of the costs of thoae-services; (4) a

continuous nonitoring and evaluation of the financial, and to t:he extent

feuible the educational, impact of federal programs in particular .

"and of American education more generally, Unf‘ortunately, data about

education is frequently presented in undigested, unaggregated form by

the U. S. 0ffice> of Education, leaving those who are not fhemselves

experienced manipulators of statistics at a loss to understand the

12
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\ Much of the collection of statistical material on education is

~on educational problems is traceable in large part to the inability : J

information has to do with its dispersed quality. Among the Federal

 States Office of Education, the Office of Economic Opportunity, the ‘

. ) !
significance of all the painstakingly collected and refined information. 1
In short, there is currently little attempt to present and

interpret information in policy-oriented categories like those above.

RSSO SRS

—

dominated By a laudable desire for accuracy én_d comprehensiveness. :
Equally needed éonceptua]. values, notably the relation of data to

issues of public policy, however, are not served. Overall, the fit

L
it s e S, st

between the needs of those who try to think and plan systematiqally :

for the future of American education and the statistical tools at

(LS oy e Lo e 93 ST

their disposal is faulty. The hit or miss quality of many of our

federal programs and the hunch-packed nature of much of our thinking

of policymakers to draw upon relevant information as they puraue

thelir deliberations.

The scatter of data

Besides the absence of a policy orientation in data aggre—

gation, a second reason for the inadequacy of currently available

agencies that currently collect, aggregate, and maintain information

. o ——— S £ ¢ 50
b b BT e ot e e f RS

of significance to educational policy formulation are the United

A e

Departments of Labor and Commerce, the Advisory Commission on Inter-—
governmental Relations, the Census Bureau, and the Office of Management
and Budget. State educational agencies and regional associations

are additional sources of information, as are private organizations

13
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like the National Educatiorn Association and the National Catholic
Education Association.‘_ The fact that multiple reporting and analytic

centers exist 1s not itself a problem. 1Indeed, it is not only an

‘3

inevitable situation, it is a positively beneficial one. The real
problem is that no single agency has effectively undertaken the task .

of providing an ovarview of the entire educational landscape.

In regard to Federal programs in particular, the USOE nas

largely limited the sweep of its vision to those programs and those .

data sources administered by the Office. Thus data cn early-‘child-_ '

hood education expenditures i8 scarce at NCES, S.hortages‘ of data on
aspects of state and local finance relevant to the nezd and capacity
for educ&tional support has come about becesu.se detca coliected for the
um; of Governments and analyzed by the Advisory Commission on
Intergovernmerital Relations has seldom been drawn upon by the Office

of Education. In short, the responsibility 'the Office of.Education

has carried since its founding in 1867 -- "to collect such statistics

L]

and facts u:-should show the condition and progress of eduéation ~- has

' bnn aubjected to a resirictive and self-defeating interpretation on

the buis of jurildﬁ ctional lives that are unrelated to the substance

"of its mandate.

' Conclusions

In order to develop recommendations to improve the .information
availéble to those interested in questions of edgcational finance policy,

. we have examined and catalogued both the hvailability and the usefulness

R i f ovrmtniyt il Y e R LN
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of information on the important questions on tﬁe nation's educational
agenda through interviews, questionnaires, and staff analysis. We

have met with local, state, and national officials of both executive
and legislative branches, and have studied .reports of previous panels
which have looked into the.information gap in education. In addition, .
we conducted a two-day conference of public officials, academic
researchersv and staf% of the President's Commission devoted to the
problems of developing a comprehghsive education inforiation system .
(see Appendix E). Finally, we conducted a survey of the representa-
ti\)es to the Committee on Educational Data Systems (the analysis of that
survey can be found in Appendix A).

On the basis of those research act"ivities, our major conclusion
is that the preéent system of educationa];'information fails to serve
the requirements of those who need timely, reliable and relevant in-
formation about the nation's educationallp’roblems. From the policy~
makers viewpoint, this fai]'.ure. has four critical dimensions:

1. Information is not organized and presented within

a policy-relevant framework. There is little indica-

tion that Federal education data collection begins

with the most basic of questions:: ‘da.ta'f.car'aﬁd'abdut.
what?

2. Information that is collected and disseminated is
rarely analyzed. As a result, USOE information
typically is presented according to the alﬁhébetical

order of the states or the encollment size of school

s 10
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districts, two cheracteristics that usually have
little relevance to the major issues facing the

natiocn. -

The format and presentation cf the informatiorn as

well as long delays in publr!;cation discourage use
by pbiicy-nakers.

Numerous gaps gxist‘ in the availability of data
required to answer questions relative to the
education agenda of the 1970'8. Such gaps occur

for three reasons.

&, Suitable comparisons from district to district

or state to state are often not available in
any form. Exemples include pupil achievement
data, cost benefit dai:a, and "needs' data in
- some basic inntructiona]_.. arsas.
b. Data available foi: soma m;cgations of
'ijuril;lictiona — e.8., 'n‘u.nic‘i,palities and
states -- are not available for othcr.
- "a_jgrcglations er jurisdicfiml levals. This |
1. one of the principlq ruioqs why it is so
difficult to relate filul. data about edqcatioﬂ |

to data about other state and municipal services.

¢, To be useful to policymskers an item of

| information must be presented in relationship -

Pk’
=3
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to another it-em to cr‘eate an index which
permits analysis and conclusions, e.g. number
of Title I eligible pupils per total district
enrollment. As often as not,. publications
present raw data which are of little use to
policmakers.
Several ‘additional conclusions about our national education
information system should also b.e,‘not:ed:

'5, State information systems have expanded and improved .

dramatically in the past decade, largely as a result of the availability

of federal funds (NDFA Title X gnd ESEA Title V). Great variations
continue to exist among states in both ability and willingness to
provide the Fedéral government with data.

6. A number of states are rebelling égainst information
reques’:s from Washington citiné duplications, lack of established need
for information and the high cost of collecting information not
routinely collected.

7. Thé National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES)
haé madeA major eiforts to impfbve data collection proéedures .in recent

years (since its inception in 1965). However, the Center is severely

limited in that almost 90 percent of elementary and sccondary educafion

data are collected by program management bureaus of USOE, Off;Fe of

Civil Rights (HEW), Bureau of the Cénsus, and the Department of

Agriculture. ‘Though interagency cvoperation is improving, 'greater

PRd
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coordination is in order. _

8. NCES has by far the smallest budget of all major.
statisti*al agencies in the Federal government., Given the pressing
need for relevant and timely infomation and the mﬁltiélicity of
problems associated with complete depende'lce upon state and local R
education agenciee, the curzent budget of $5.7 million is grossly .

1nadequate .

Recommendations -

The final chapter of this report contains a series of &etailea
recommendations. We believe, hovever, that the following three |
suggestions are the most basic and seminal, and we believe that it: may
‘be useful to present them at this point. |

1. Information on education which eéxplains 'tz;ends in

(1) the demand for education, (2) its ¢:ost:||r (3) conceptions of equity

_in the allocation of educational services and costs, and (4) the impact,

both fiacu and to the extent possible, aducational of Federal P jrm

nhould be produced by an analytical staff . 'located in the Nntionnl

Center for Fducational Statistics of th. United States Office of

Pducation. The funct:ién of the staff would parallel the activities of
such agencies as the Bureau of Labor Statistics and the Office of .
.'_'-Buaineas Econonica. While the Cantqt has made importlnt; progteu in
upgrading its statistical coﬁpetence in the last few yeats, more
adequate analysis will require the addition of personnel trained in

demograp_hy' ’ ecdnomica, educétion, public finance, sociology and other

M8
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areas of social science expertise. An editorial staff attached to

NCES should insure readability and clarity of format in NCES publicationms.

2. To guide improvement in NCES information gathering,

analysis and dissemination, an advisory committee shculd be created.

Composed of recognized scholars and other policy-oriented users of *
educational data, thg committee should be charged with producing an'
annual report.to the Congress, the Secretary of Health, Education and
Welfare and to the Commissione; of Education on (1) the important
trends in the condition and progress of American education and

(2) the state of the Office's information collectionm, analysis, and

dissemination. Such a committee, with a staff of its own, would parallel

in a general way the functions provided by Sucﬁ committees as the
Advisory Commission on the Education of Disadvantaged Children.
Specifically, it would provide the immensely useful function in regard
to data services of asking the essential question: "Information.for'
what?" Ambitious organizational changes like those envisioned in the
current proposal of USOE, the Common Core of Data for the Seventies,
will serve a useful function only as a body of analytically and policy-
6riented people influence the selection of items to bé collected and

the manner in which they are organized and presented.

3. Ultimately, however, independent, in-depth analysis of

the state of American education and educational finance will come only

fromﬁan independent and distinguished bodv roughly comparable to the

National Bureau of Economic Research or the Brookings Institution.

12
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Funded, perhaps, by the National Institute of Education, najor
foundations, and the Education Commiseion of the States, such a body could

develop the prestige and competence to attract distinguished senior

Yu

scholars and the most able junior colleagues. Drawing upon the data of
NCES, private interest groups, and university based research' cutting
across juriedictionel levels both horizontallv among the agenciles of

' the national govermment and vertically among state education agencies

~:i and local education agencies, such an agency is the primary hope: we

have for the development of the all important capacitv to provide

critical analyses and evaluations of the information collected about

the condition~and progress of American education.

ggkgnization of the Report

| ‘ ‘This report is in six chepterl. In dhapter IT the data collection,
enalysis and dissamination programs of the United States Office ot
Education (USOE) are placed in hietorical perspective. Eugene McLoonr;

. professor of . economics of education at the University of Maryllnd

| .lnduprincipel consultant for our project, traces the effort of USOE

: eince 1867 to fulfill itse mandate. to report on the condition und

4prdgrees of American educetion. In Chcpter III we exanine the nmjor

‘ producera of information about education, the USOE and the fifty state

education ugenciea. Chapter 1V is devoted to an analysis of the needs

AT e T Ceem e meemeez e e

end concerng of consumers of educationel data: Federal and state

R e AR

legislative and executive branch policy-makers, researchers and

foundatione, educational interest groups and education industries.
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The policy issue framework that we propose be employed to
determine which data to collect, analyze and disseminate are developed
in Chapter V. Fiﬁally, Chapter VI is devoted to a summary of major

conclusions and our recommendations which are designed to provide

the Federal govgrnment with the capability to meet the information
needs of policiwmakefs.

A supplementary document to thié Report has been prepared by
the Policy Institute. That supplemeht is an inventory of data -
by source and éollection level cufrently available. Data items
are organized according to policy issue framework developed in

Chapter V.
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CHAPTER I1

THE HISTORICAL PERSPMECTIVE OF DATA GATHERING AND

REPORTING IN THE UNITED STATES OFFICE OF EDUCATION

"gection 1. - There shall be established, at the city of
Washington, a Department of Education, for the purpose of
collecting such statisiics and facts as shall show the condi-
tion and progress of education in the several states and
territories, and of diffusing such information respecting the
organization and management of schools and school systems,
and methods of teaching, as shall aid the people of the United
States in the establishment and maintenance of efficient school
systems, and otherwise promote the cause of education through-
out the country."

Thus the 6rganic act of establishing the United States Office of
'Education (USOE) made the collection, analysis and dissemination of
gtatistics and facts on the condition and progress of education the
first purpose of the Office. In this chapter we examine the manner in
which that purpose has been served over the past 104 years. Particular
attention is given to the relationships between emerging educational
policy issues throughout the period and USOE studies and publications.
The principal question 1s, how adequately has the Office over-time

fulfilled the mandate to report on the condition and progress of education?

1
This chapter was prepared for the Policy Institute, SURC by Eugene
‘Mcloone, Professor of Economics and Education at che University of Maryland.
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0f major importa{nce' to an understanding of the data management problems that
contiﬁue to facé USOE is the discussion of the simultaneous occurence in
the mid-1960's of three events which diverted rescurces from statistical
programs: reorganization of the Office, implementation of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act: (ESEA), and production of the Coleman Report

("Equality of Educational Opportunity").
y .

Data collection: the continuing struﬁgle _

Throughout the history of the Office, problems of data'cpll'ection.aa
well as widely divergent attitudes within the education profession about
the needs to be served by such information have hindered the achievement
of the primary USOE nmndat:e.:L As early as 1868, when the U.S. Office of
Education was sllightly more than a year-and-one-half old, the Secretary
of the Interior2 said that there was ''no necessity of knowing anything
whatever about education.,”" In contrast, Henfy Barnard, the first
Commissioner of Education in the United States, had worked on his own
initiative since the early 1830's to obtain data on the status of education
and the educational attainment of the American people. He succeeded in
persuading the U.S. Bureau of Census to include questions on literacy in

the 1840 Census of Population. Representative James A. Garfield of Ohio,

1

One need only read the 1963 report of the Advisory Panel on
Education Statistics to find that the problems continue into the present.
The 1963 Report calls for a permanent advisory group rather than temporary
groups, citing as evidence the slight success of the 1957 and 1960
temporary panels. Report of the Advisory Panel on Educational Statistics
0E~-20061, December, 1963. '

2
For much of .its history, the Office of Education was part of the
Department of Interior.
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who was to become the twentieth President of the U_n‘itod States, impressed
by the dnta from the 1880 Census of Population, joined the proponents of
a greatér effort to collect information about education in the several
st.:at'es. Garfield wanted information to show up the laggards and thus act
as a stimulus toward improving conditions in i:he"'backward” states.
Barnard had sought information for the same purpose as well as for
coilecting and presenting facts about the number and types of s.chools,.

teachers, teacher training, teaching conditions and teacher require'ments.

| The contrasting views of Barnard and Garfield on the one hand and the

Secretary of Interior on the other, continue to exist today, more than a
ntury later.
Until the early 1900's information about the condition and progress

of American education was extremely limited. The Annual Report of the

Commissioner was the single source of data. Such data were obtained from

questionnaires and surveys mailed to State Departnients of Education and
selected local school districts.

About 1905, the United States Office of Education embarked upon
the development of an information system about education in each of the
states. Central t.o this operation were specialists in education who had
developed a ciose working relationship with personnel in fitate Education
Departments and local districts, This specialist approach to the Office's
relationships with the states in general and the collection and dissemina-
tion of data about American education in particular characterized OE
operations until th‘é mid-1960's. The Office published results of special

surveys, state surveys and analytical reports. In addition, information

was diffused through the personal consultation function ‘0f tne specialists,

- 172.4




who also collected data during their visits to states and local school

|
i
districts.

.Thus, in 1928, LA Kallback, Secretary of the Interior, could
state to the meeting of state representatives on Uniform Statistics
that the state representatives in the audiénce "know the difficulties
in obtaining promptly accurate and comparable statistics.'" He anci Harry
Phillips -- then the chief of data collection and a 30 year veteran éf
educational statistics -- coulc} list the problems of the U.S. Office of
Education as (1) '"delays in reporting" for which "gerious difficulties
exist in the initiating gources" (The Office theri, 2s now, published data
as fast as the slowest repcrting unit permits); (2) 'mo ascertainment of
the needs of the users'; (3) '"no anticipation of new needs" and (4) "lack
of plénning and‘ scheduling of statistical report:‘Lng and publicat:i.on."1
The generalized need for data that is timely, accurate and relevant has
cont inued qntil the présent.

This is not to say that important publicat_ions have not been produced.
On the contrary, by the 1960's the U.S. Office of HEducation had nine
series on a periodic basis devoted to public elementary and secondary
education, as well as one on higher education. The Biennial Survey of‘
Fducation which was begun in 1917 covered the number and type of schocls
an@ school districts, staff, enrollments, and finances, including both.
revenues and expenditures. Some of the information was available for

states; more detailed information was available for' large and medium size

lQuot:es are from the typescript of the morning session of December
11, 1928 on Uniform Statistics. The final document of the committee of
state representatives was printed as Vol. V. No. 5 Research Bulletin of the
National Education Association entitled School Records and Reports, 1928.
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cities, rural schools and county gchool districts. Some data were
collected and published annually; cthers bi-annually, or once every
five or ten years. Special publications dealt with the following topics:

- s8chool district reorganization

- characteristics of school ‘board members R
-~ school insurance ' ‘
- children's body measurements

- specialized facilities and equipment

- functions of state departments of education

- financing school facilities

-. state—aid programs .

- organization of elementary and junior high schools

- secondary school innovations :

- legal requirements for certification

- teacher turnover

- high school dropouts

In addition to the vital statistics, special r-eports and surveys,
'reporte of the grant programs of the ;U.S. Office of Education such as
Vocational Educ.ation (VEA), School Assistance to Federally Affected Areas
(SAFA), and the National Defense Education Act (NDEA) , produced informa—
tion related to the administration and evaluation of each program. In
addition, the distribution of reports and publications to the education
community increased threefold during this period. The highpoinl of these’ |
activities was reached in the early 1960's just after theipassage of NDEA

in 1958 and before ESEA in 1965.

Data ua - a persistent problem

Although the sixty year period from 1905 to 1965 was characterized
by the develo;:ment of the specialist system in the U.S. Office of Education,
which provided a standard series of statistical publications and periodic
reports on current issue.s, gaps in information useable for pelfcy making were

almost constant. Special Congressional appropriations for studies, and
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research efforts by private foundations, by individuals or by professional
associations sought to-eliminate the gaps. Often funds available from one
source did not see a study to completion and another group had to finance

the effort. On numerous occasions the U.S. Office of Education sought

to continue the task begun by others, but more often than not was unable to

v

see it through to complet.‘ion. {

The shifting and emergence of issues during the period from 1870 to
1940 were reflected in publj.catiohs.of th:z Office.l The literacy level of

: \ .

the population and the number of college g:;raduates, listed by state and the
Nation, were obtained from the 1870 Census of Population and published.
The decade of the 1870's also saw attention placed on the constitutional
provision made by the states for education, as new states were admitted’
and olderxr states revised consitutions. In 1885, data on personnel,
finances, pupils and buildings of large city school systems were collected

and published. These city school systems were held up as models to be

emulated by other school systems in their respective states. In 1890.

Chaptef 28 of Volume 2 of the Annusl Report of the Commissioner of o S

Education prese;nt:ed educational statistics collected on cities and states,
including data from the 1890 Census of Population. The eifort was not

repeated until George Strayer prepared the 1930 Annual Report. Histories

of education, sponsored by individual states, appeared gradually over the .

period from 1885 on, at widely varying times. Content also varied: some-
times the history gave statistical data, sometimes only higher education

was covered, at other times only secondary education was the subject.

1A summary of topics covered in Office of Education publications
1870 through 1939 appears at the end of this chapter.

-
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In 1905, a compendium of staté educétion legislation of the previous
biennial sessions of s‘t’gte legislatures was first published by the Office.
and continued périodic‘ally. “The Cubberly Source Book and the ''Model
Constitution for the State of Osceola' served as an updating of educational

Lo e : ‘ tonal i
finance data for the 1920's that was not done again until the National o

B | Educational Finance project began in 1969. Internal documents, similar

to those on the borrowing capacity of state and local governmentis prepared

e

for the Secretary of Health and Education in the late 1950's, for National

R

legislative purpose, are the closest parallel to present governmént documents.

The Research Division of the National Education Association continues this

reries today under the title Highlights of State Legislation, with additional

legal material covered in Pupil's Day in Court and Teacher's Day in Court.

Bulletin #4 of 1909 contoined data om educational expenditures and
educational salaries. The effort was not repeated until the Biennial

Surveys began in 1917. 1In 1913, attention was directed by bulletins to

. efficiency measures in the schools and the econorical use of time. A
special survey in 1914 resulted in bulletins lon compulsory attendance

- lawé and their enforcement, schools and employment, the organizatica

of achools, and the organization of state departments of education.

In 1915, the' subjects of sﬁate—instead-of-local financing, utilization of
‘school buildings, and salary payments were examined. 1In 1916, state ‘
pension paymeats to school 2mployees were subjects of Office publications.
- Also in 1916, a school survey of Wyoming was conducted and the

following'year,' ‘a survey of Colorado was conducted and published. These

school surveys were the beginning of the specialist effort to assist the

states through a comprehensive review of the educational system and its

28
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finances‘ as an aid to the mapping of. futu.r.e policy. The process of conducting
a school survey also mgd_e the specialists knowledgeable about the condi-

tions in a given state and pfovided aﬁ informal channel for them to share
knowledge gained, as well as providing an appreciation of the overal.l

problems to be solved. Such workihg relationships with educators in the
states continué& in varying degrees up through the 1960's.

In 1917, Bulle:in 22 on the Money Value of Education sought to

mobilize additional resources for schools by calling attention f:o the
investment character of educational spending. In 1917, the Offiée of
Education also presented data on practice .teaching and superintendents'\<—-»A
salaries.

Such special subjects as kindergartens, school legislation, data
ou crippled children, a‘.special suﬁey of cities, and school district
org‘aniz;tion attracted attention in .1918. In 1920, a nationwide daﬁa
collection of principals' sa’.lar:l.es‘was published and in 1921, certifi-
cation laws and a bulletin on school funding. In 1922, a first
was scored when Bulletin #6 presented data on public school finance.
In 1923, education efforts by such non-school agencies as the Young Men's
Christian Associat:'iou and the Knights of Columbus were made part of the
3iennial Survey. Also data were gathered and published on school trans-
portation and ciistribution patterns of free textbc;oks. In 1924, bulletins -
directed attention to the use of 'buildiﬁgs, and the idea of double
shifts (or platoon schools)-was presented as one possible solution to
problems of crowding in large city schools. District consolidation
made 'foads possible and bus 'ﬁransportation recéived attention. In the
same year, a bulletin waev‘ published on prisonv"schools. '

29
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In 1925, the personnel. of Stat.e Departments of Education, the
Parent-Teachers Associations and Medical Education received bulletin
attention. High school graduation, in terms of requirements and members,
was examined in 1928, and in 1929 a bulletin appeared on state aild and

taxes.

Policy 1ssues since 1920
The state studies of the Educational Finance Inquiry of the 1920's,
the Cubberly Source Book, and the early publications of the Rezearch

Division of the National Education Association demonstrated the serious

‘gaps' in educational data in the form required for policy-making purposes.

 following World War I.

Although the U.S. Gffice of Education had ploneered state studies
with its early histories of educatilon in the states and had conducted
studies in Wyoming and Coloradc in the middle 1910's, such important
questions as appropriate methods of financing for local schools and the
organization of school districts and state departments of education had
been‘neglec;ted. With the lessenéd importance of state endowment funds
af.t:er 1890 and with the growth of high échools;fron; 1890 bn, methods of
financing and organizing schools became of continuing interest in the
1920's. The Educational Finance Inquiryyst:ruck at the earlier gconomics
presented by 0Office bulletins in 1913 and 'laiter in 1925 in the recommen-
dations for 'plat:ooﬁ schools.

The Cubberly Source Book went beyond the examination of a few states
in the Education Finance Inquiry and did the important basic taék cf

codifying state school laws on attendance; organiiiat:ion of schools

3{}3 -
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districts and State Departments of Education; local taxes; state aid
plans; certification; buildings; and data on assessed valuation, personﬁel,
pﬁpils and retention rates. Cubberly set the basis by comparing the
actual situation in a glven state with hié "{deal" constitution, the
statutes and organization for the tythical State of Osceola. In much

the same manner that Bulletin 6 of 1922 complemented the studies of the
Edﬁcational Finance Inquiry, Bulletin 29 of 1929 updated some of the
Cubberly data of the early 1920's, and special studies of individuAl
states continued the effort throughout the 1930's.

Also in the 1930's, the Research Division of the National Education
Association gathered data on the salaries of teaching personnel, the
financial ability and effort of states, state ald plans and taxes used
for schools. The major reasons for these independent effotts ty NEA were
that Office data had large time lags, completeneés of coverage varied among,
the states studied, and there was no effort made to Integrate single
geries into a composite pilcture for polity purposes. [Equally important,
of course, was the need of NEA to have such complete data available for
use by state and locsl affiliates.

In the early 1930's, attention was again focused on the incomplete
job the U.S. Office of Education had done in analyzing existing data and
in collecting data relevant to policy questions by the ﬁational'Survey of
School Finance (NSSF), the National Survey of Secondary Education and the
Survey of Educating Minoritiles. The issues brought forward by NSSF were
the.variations in ability, effort, and éxpenditures by school districts
both within a given state and among states. In a new approach, the NGSSF
analyzed sources of educational funds from taxes and by state or local |

- 2=
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level; the relative importance of educatiohal revenue and expenditures in
the state-local public.sgctor; the organization of school districts; the
availability of educational opportunity; and the interrelated behavior of
these variables. District-by-district data rather than state totals werc
éought. Legal descriptions of stafe aid plans, prdcedures for reorganiza-
tion oflschool'districts,'and other data similar to that given in ﬁhe
CuBberly Source Bnok were collected.

NSSF recést data from the Governments Division of U.S, Bureaﬁ of Census
to answer questions regarding the relative importance ofséducation in state-
local public sector and divergence between sources of scﬂool finance and.

the general state-local sector. The issue of Federal aid to education was

examined and the devising of distribution formulas for state or Federal

- grants undertaken. Expenditures for schools were separated to show those

areas controllable or noncontrollable by local boards. The effects of
organizing large districts to insure better educational opportunity,
greater program breadth, and more equitable tax burdens than existed

were pdrtrayed. The Study of Secondary Education continued to focus on

these concerns by looking at the achievement and development of individual
pupil potential through better course offerings and better-prepared

teachers. Parts of NSSF data collection and analysis have been continued

" by the Offiée.1 Publication of the reports of the National Survey nf

School Finance was financed by the American Council on Zducation,

illustrating onca again the problem of diffusion faced by the U.S. Office

‘lFor example: Profiles of School Support, Public School Finance
Programg, 1957-58 and State Surveys of the 1930's by USOE.
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of Education from time to time.
In the late 1940's the gap between the type of data available and
the major policy issue needs of the period was illustrated by a report of

the Council of State Governments. In order to answer questions about the |
Y.

financing of public elementary and secondary schcols, parts of the Council's
report used information from the NSSF and the Cubberly Source Book. At

about the same- time, Senator Robert A. Taft shepherded through Congress \

approval for a School Housing Surﬁey designed to determine the actual
condition of American school facilities. The survey led directi§ to the
enactment of P.L. 815, aﬁthorizing federal financial assistance for
gchool construction in federally affected areas.

The problems of data gathering by the U.S.;Office of Education in ' :
the immediate pdst~World War II period are summarized in a 1950 report of
the Public Administration Service. Almost identical problems coutinue to
exist today.

Therefore, although the U.S. Office of Education had develcped both
! recurring and special studies, conducted by speéialists with the knowledge: : ?

and experience to analyze most educational problems, important gaps in -

jnformation appeared time and again in the 60 years from 1905 to 1965.
The Office was not able to develop and maintain a consistent statistical {

program to provide informetion organized for policy formulation. -

Since 1965: cultural shock and management crisis : : .

Given the disparities and uneven character of data collection

activities in the Office of Education, it was not surprising that when

‘ .

i ’ F faced with the massive shift in demands for data of the mid-1960's, the
|

\

\

\

9 .39
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Office was not able to maintain the capabilities developed since 1905,
New demands occurred because emerging educational issues facing policy-
makers became apparent a.t the same time that the Office was required to
marage programs designed to resolve those issues. Hence the need for new

types of information. The vehicle for meeting the educational problems of

poverty and the need for quality education and‘equal access to educational

.sefvices was the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965.

Existing procedures for ccllecting and analyzing educational data were
totally disrupted due to the simultaneous occurence of (1) implementatidn
of ESEA, (2) the reorganization of the Office to meet new demands under the
then Commissioner Francis Keppel, and (3) preparétion of the Coleman
Report (Equality of Educational Opportunity). Unfortunately, although
shortcomings exdisted long before 1965, statistical collection and analysis‘
has been even less satisfactory since that time.

A contributing cause to the deterioration of data collection by the
U.S. Office of Education from its usual sources, state departments of
education and other organizatioris, has been the recent turnovex; in personnel
at both the U.S. Office of Education and in state departments of education..
Major expansion of statistical operations in the Office took place in 1917
and the 1930's. During a large part of the period from 1917 until the _
late 1950's, the state respondents and Office tabulators remained the same,
Each understocd the other and data differences were resolved on a personal
basis to the satisfaction of both. After 1958, through the impetus of
Title X of the National Defense Education Act, ma.y states automated and

computerized data collection. About this time, a new but related problem

- 27 -
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emerged 'centering around the transition between the old méthod of
reliance on personnel for all data collection and other procedures and
the new demands imposed by thg computers. The aging of exlsting srtate
personnel speeded the process of automation, since those retiring were
replaced by specialists in compute;.' work., State cdmputer personnel are
more likely to change jobs or obtain increased' responsibilities :than their
older countefparts.' As a result, state educational data collect‘ors
changed often in the decade of the 1960's. Also, the late l950's< and
early 1960's saw many federal level étatistical personnel retire from
the U.S. Office of Education. While personnel changes would ordinarily
have little effect on a routinized operation, they created many bottle-
necks in” the new computer related data collection procedures.

While the Keppel reorganization, the implementation of ESEA and the
Coleman Report are highlights of the 104 year history of USOE, the fact
that all three activities occurred at the same point in time had a
critical impact on the ability of the Office to perform basic tasks

designed to report the condition and progress of American education.

In sum, in the mid-1960's a void was created in information manage-

ment activities through the retirement of a number of experienced
statistical specialists and the transfer of othé:rs to ESEA program moni-
toring posts. Thus fewer eiperienced personnel were available to handle
the recurring statistical tasks that constitutelthe original mandate.
Also, the all-out effort made by Office personnel to tabulate, analyze and

publish the Coleman Report so disrupted routine statistical studies that

few are yvet back on schedule.

Q.
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Decade

Summary of Topics Covered in

Office of Education Publications 1870's Through 1930's

. Topic

1870's

1880's

1890's

1900's

. 1910's

1920's

»theracy

wHigher education - number of . college students by state/
nationally

States' constitutional provisions for edrucation
I R R N

Large city school systems: personnel, finances, pupils,

buildings
RO R R OER R ERENE NN

Consolidation of information on «ities and states
S R I I A

States' educational legislation
Educational expenditures and salaries

T2 BE R K BE BE B K SRR BE R

Efficiency measures and economy of time; utilizaticn of
school buildings

Selaries; pensions puid school employees

Organization of schvols and of school dlstricts

Organization of state departments of education

School legislatizn; compulsory attendance laws and enforcement

State financing of education

Investment cherracter of educational spending

Schools and =zmplaoyment :

Data on prectice teaching

Handicapprd children

Provisions for kindergartens

Camprerensive school surveys by states and special surveys '
of cities

3 IR 2K R BE N R NE BE- AR BE 2N B 2R

Public school finance: state aid; taxes - state and local
ability and effort;' school organization; problems of -
devising new methods of financing and organization

Codified state school laws on attendance

Retention ability of schools

Organization of schools and school districts

State departments of education: organization and personnel

Use of buildings: double sessions; consolidation made
possible by roads and bus transport

School transportation

Free textbooks

Education by non-school agencies

e e A v 8 b A Y B A e & e 3 e+ Vb b AR




e Rl

N oar e o

Decade

Table IV - 1 continued

Topic.

1920's con't

1930's

Prison schools

Medical education

Parent Teachers Associations

Pupils

High school graduation requirements; members
Certification laws '
Salaries

AR R BN BE B BE B B BE JE R B R N

Public school finance: district-by-district and inter-
state variations in ability, effort, expenditures;
sources of funding - taxes and by governmental agencies;
relative importance of educational expenditures in public’
sector; divergence between sources of educational finance
and other governmental services, financing; state aid

Federal aid to education

Organization of school districts; educational and fiscal
effects of reorganizing into larger districts

Quality and quantity of teachers

Retention power of the schools

Availability of educational opportunity

Interrelated behavior of many of above mentioned variables

(O
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CHAPTER III

THE PRODUCERS OF EDUCATION INFORMATION

We turn now to an examination of the producers of data about

American education. 1In the first section of this chapter we look at’ the

agency within t;he USOE primarily responsible for collecting, analyzing
and disseminating information:. The National Center for Educational
Statistics (NCES). The growth of the Center over the past few years and
its ability to p\érfom designated functions will be compared to other

federal statistical agencies with similar mandates. Particular attention

is given to data collection activities of the USOE that are not the
responsibility of NCES. In addition, USGE plans to develop a compre-
hgns'ive education information system integrating state and federal

systems are examined.

Second, we take an extensive look at the more critical links in the
educational information chain, the states and local school districts. |
Emphasis is given to ways in which the Federal governmext has attempted
to improve the information capabilities of state education agencies (SEA)
during the last fifteen years. The adequacy of state information systems

and, in particular, the relevance of state publications for state level

policy making are also discussed.




The National Center for Educational Statistics

NCES was created in 1965 to serve as the statistical arm of the
Federal government's efforts in education. A part of the Keppel re-

organization discussed in the previous chapter, the establishment of the

Center was intended to elevate and coordinate basic information activities - .

E of the USOE. In that role NCES currently gathers, stores, analyzes and
disseminates general purpose —— as opposed to specific program managenient -
educational information. A small amount of data collected by other : s

" statistical agencies of the Federal government (i.e.,Census) 1is also

included in the 55 series of publications.

The budget for NCES activities grew more than six fold during the

1960's from $.9 million to more than $5.7 mill:[on.1 With the exception of
statistical operations of the newly created agencies of the 1960's (the
Depar:tment of Housing and Urban Development, 3.0 millién; Transportation,

5.7 million; and the Office of Economic Opportunity, 4.9 million) ,the

|
| budgeted rate of increase in data collection for education was greater

than any other gtatistical center in the Federal government:.2 Nevertheless,

1Pedera1 Statistics, Report of the President's Commission, Volume I,
Chapter 1, Appendix B, pp. 41-42. i

2The $.9 million covers only routine operational expenditures inclucing \
personnel salaries and benefits as well as cost of data collection and
publications. Special atudies such as the Coleman Report ( 1966, approxi- i
mately $1 million) and computer facilities (1967, approximately $1 million) -
are not included. However, the longitudinal study in higher educaticn
currently underway 1is included. If it were possible to sort out all such
additional statistical activities of the early and mid-1960's, the actual .
rate of increase would appear considerably smaller than it does with the

budget data used here.
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at 5.7 million dollars, the NCES budget for fiscal year 1971 is far less
than each of four other Federal government agencies whose missions clesely
approximate those of USOE, Tabhle III-1 compares Congressional appropriations
for 1971, persc;nnel ceilings for both years, and the amount of change in °
dollars and personnell frgm one year to the next in those agencies.

The closest parallel to NCES in the Federal government is the

National Center ‘or Health Statistics (NCHS) within the Department of

- Health, Education and Welfare. The NCHS budget for fiscal 19711 was almcst

twice that of NCES; in 1972 it was almost three times as large. More
important, NCHS received a larger single increase ($5.2 million) from 197l
ta 1972;2 That increase of $5.2 million was almost as large as the total:

buiget of NCES in 1971. Equally important are the differences in staff

sizes. NCHS had more than threce times the staff of NCES in 1971 and almost -

four times the staff planned for fiscal 1972. Other agencies included in

the table employ up to twenty times as many staff. Even though such come~

parisons among statistical agencies cannot be definitive, they do reflect

1NCES is the only one of the five agencies included in the table
whose budget is not subject to line item appropriations by the Congress.
Rather, Congress approved a USOE budget that included an additional
7 million, but when funds for research were cut in the OE budget, NCES
was reduced by that amount to free-up extra funds for research. Budgets
for each of the other agenciles were as indicated. .

2Unlesaz otherwise stated, all dates are for fiscal years.
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Table III-1

MANPOWER AND DOLLAR FESOURCES
OF THE GENERAL PURPOSE STAT)L.STICAL AGENCIES
FY 1971 and FY 1972

SR Sk

e At N

Statistical Budget in Millions . ~Personnel Ceiling

Agency FY 1971 FY 1972 Changes FY 1971 FY 1972 ‘Changes :
: . R
National Center = $ 5.7 $ 6.1 $ 0.4 148 157 9 ;
for Educational : 3
Statistics ' ]
National Center  10.1 15.3 5.2 459 583 124
~ for Health - . E
Statistics : "

Statistical 18.6 18.9 0.3 1339 1355 16

Reporting Service,
Department of

Agriculture

. Bureau of 26.4  29.4 1.8 1416 1562 146
Labor 3
Statistics : ' v
Census 22.6 24.4 1.8 3566 3724 158 ]

Source: Department of Health, Educatisn and Welfare

Al et

the comparitive value that both the -executive and legislative brances of

R

govefnment have placed on the coliect.ion of accurate, timely and useful data. -
These disp?rities are particularly surprising vhen viewed in the |
context of the activities being surveyed. 1In terms of gross measures

of the subject areas covered by each of the three statistical agencies,

education generated the largest dollar volune in 1970, But education is .

’- not only a major national ecffort fiscally, it has been the focus of intensive !

I criticism and concern on official and unofficlal state and local levels in !

- 3 -
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.recent years. Indeed, for well over one hundred years Americans have
placed much of the burden for relieving social inequities on their system
of publié: education. Given the sefious need for a program wvithin the
U.S. Office of Education that is capable of producing high quality, use-

.\

ful information to undergird intelligent public policy decisions, t;here

. appears to be generous room for budgetary growth in the area of education.

Table . III-2

GROSS MEASURES OF SIZE OF SUBJECY MATTER AREAS
COVERYED BY GENERAL—-PURPOSE STATISTICAL AGENCIES
U.S. TOTALS FOR FY 1970

Statistical
Agency Measure of Size Dollars in Billions
NCES Educational Expenditures . $ 70.6
(Public and Private) '
NCHS Health Expenditures _
(Public and Private) 67.2
SRS Realized Gross Farm Income 55.6
(Agriculture)

Source: Department of Health, Education and Welfare.

Qur primary focus in this report is on information about.education
up to and including high school. Table III-3 illustrates that approximately
60 percent of the funds and about half the personnel involved in surveys

are deyoted to the areas of elementary and secondary including vocational

education.
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Table -III-3
| NCES RECURRING SURVEY EFFORT - FY 1971
, Related Total
{ Publications Research &
Scheduled for Training Related
Completion . Dollars Staff
A. Recurring v .
Surveys ' : .
Higher Education 17 $ 613 34
Elementary & 20 934 25
Secondary :
(including SSS)
Adult & Vocationall 6 73 14
and Library Ed. _ )
TOTALS 43 $1620 73 ' 1
While NCES is nominally the focal point for educational statistics,
the Center processes only 10 percent of all data submitted to USOE. The ;
reason for this comparatively low proportion of data processing is that ]
..3

the great bulk of information supplied by States and local school districts

to the Office is submitted to the program monitoring bureaus. Such data

are used for internal prograr management and are rarely integrated with

recurring, general purpose information. In many cases the surveys employed

than the minimal requirements for the legislation.

; .

are required by legislution and, typically, €ulfill no furrher purpose f
}
i
|
}
1 |

Includes higler education as well as elementary and secondary.
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Two examples illustrate different dimensions of this problem.

Recent amendments to Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education

Act (ESEA) set precise ccmparability requirements for the intra-district

allocation of resources. There can be no more than a 5 percent variation

in local, state and other federal'funds between the average of all non-

Title I schools in a district and each Title I school. USOE has a

comparability report form thaf i{s made available to Title I administrators

in state education agencies (SEA's). These forms, occasionally with

pinor modifications, are sent to.each local education agency reéeiving'

Title I funds, in effect almost every school district in the United

States.1 For school districts without school-by-school budgeting and

accountig -—- the vast majority --= the task is massive. The City School

for example, estimated that more than 500

District in Syracuse, New York,
2

man-hours were required to complete the form in the Spring of 1970.

Completed reports were then submitted to the SEA where compliance

and district plans to make corrections are assessed, USOE may ask the

SEA's to send reports for those districts in the Belmont sample”™ to

Washington, but this is far from definite at this time.

1Two kinds of districts were excluded from completing the entire

Districts receiving less than $50,000 were required to complate

report.
Districts with one elementary school were

only one of three sections.
excluded entirely.

s -- the report must be completed for each of

21n subsequent year
e considerably

three consecutive years -- the time required should b
less, of course.

3The Belmont survey is designed to
evaluation purposes. It will be discusse

report.

collect data for USOE prcgram
d in greater detail later in this

-5y
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Furthermore, there are ﬁo plans to incorporate the data from the
comparability study into the NCES information program and the Centér's
Director has little knowledge of the study. At a time when NCES 1s placing

.major emphasis on developing good_relationshibs with the states, and some
SEA's are in fact refusing to honor USOE data requésts, the lack of
integral involvement of &CES in planning and administering the study can
be deplored. Since tac study is required by law1 and there has been

"increasing concern expressed to NCES about school-by-school dispgrities
in large citiesz, coordination with the Center could have resulted in ét
least making the unavoidable burden for local districts serve nultiple
purposes. Such coordination will only occur as a result of clear direction
from the Offiée of the Commissioner.

A second exémple of the extensive data collection that occurs out-
side of NCES is also related to the controversial Belmont survey. Bel-
mont was designed to gather data for program evaluation from school
districts and schools. A subsidiary purpose was to combine information
collected through several surveys into one survey. The principal
{nstruments are the Consolidated Program Tnformation Report (CPIR) on
which data about all federal programs at the school district level are

reported, the Elementary Schcol Survey (ESS) and the Secondary School

Survey (SSS).

1This is somewhat of a misnomer since the study 1is not specifically
required, only the results are.

ZAs an example, the Committee on Educational Finance Staristics
recommended that NCES collect school-by-school data on a sample basis in
its report of March, 1970.
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Belmont was conceived and implemented ﬁithin the Bureau of Elementary
and Secondary Education. The CPIR, EES and SSS require states and local
districts to submit almost as many data items as all of the Center's

elementary and secondary surveys put together, yet NCES has little

involvement. In most SEA's separate 'Belmont representative" is selected

by ‘the Chief State School Officer and his work is done iﬁdependently from

that of the representative'to the existing Committee for Educational Data

Systems (CEDS) who regularly deals with NCES.l

This separation of Belmont from NCES has been partially alleviated
NCES and Belmont

4

by a minor reorganization within the Office of Education.
are now directly responsible to the Deputy Commissioner for Development. !

|
As a first step toward better coordination within the Office, this re- .

organization is tc be applauded. In the long run, however, a more en-
compassing unification of information activities may well be in order.

The Title I Comparability Study a_[nd the Belmont Project illustrate

the difficulty of developing a comprehensive, integrated, policy-oriented

information program for education. State and local school districts rebel

At a nurber of places in this report we have drawn upon intérviews.
with CEDS representatives and their colleagues in State Education Agencies.
The CEDS representative is the personal envoy of each Chief State Schoel
Officer to NCES for education data. All CEDS representatives convenz once
each year to discuss implementation of USOE data programs. In addition, a
CEDS Planning Committee meets more frequently usually with Office Staff.
NCES seeks the advice of CEDS in both long-range and short-term planning for
data coliection.

Tre Final Report of this project will make direct use of a mail
survey to all CEDS representatives. Their attitudes and opinions will be
considered in developing recommendations for long-range planning. The
questionnaire for the CLDS survey is included in Appendix A.

|
:
|
|
!
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against the extensive burden_ of supplying data, a burden that is only
partialiy offset by federal funds (ESEA Title V and state and federal
fund administrative budgéts).' Though NCES has major responsibility for
reducing these problems, it has little or no control over many of the

problems generated by practices within other branches of USOE.

Recent studies and recommendations concerning information activities

During the part eight years three independent studies of the
activities for which NCES is responsible have been conducted. Eéch study
observed a number of problems and suggested recommendations which warrant
our attention.

The first study took place in the Fall of 1963 when the then
Commissioner of Education Francis Keppel appointed an Advisory Panel on
Educational Statistics. The panel was composed of 15 distinguished
educators chaired by 0. Meredith Wilson, then President of the University
of Minnesota. The Wilson Committee made a number of recommendations, soma
of which were incorporated im the 1965 reorganization of the U.S. Office
of Education that resulted in the creation of NCES. That reorganization
overcame some of the problems we have listed as observed in the early
1960's. However, the three most important findings of the Wilson Committee
are as current and as relevant today as they were then. Indeed, the
Wilson Committee described them as -'chronic'", but we would trust that

they are not so ''chronic' that they cannot be resolved. They are as

follows:

.= 40 -
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l. Long delays in the conpletion of many studies and reports.

As we noted above,this particular problem actually increased
during 1965-66 with the simultaneous occurence of the reorganization
of the Office of Education and the inplementation of ESEA. \ NCES
has yet to recover fr‘c:m the effect of those two events, and there is

little evidencé that this problem will be resolved in the near future.

2. Serious difficulties in the reporting of basic information

by initiating sources, involving some lack of adjustment in the

request for data to the form and circumstances of local and state

record systems., This problem points out the dependency of the Federal

govermment upon the data supplying capabilities of states and local
school districts. We will discuss this in greatey detail in the
folloving section, entitled '"Looking Ahead at USOE."

3. Less than adequate ascertainment of the needs of users of

educational statistics and poor anticipation of new needs. This

particular problem will be discussed in chapter IV. We note in
that chapter that NCES has given very little attention to the
specific needs of an important category of users of educational data:
Congressional and top 1level, Executive Branch officials. NCES has
attempted through a recent User's Study to ascertain the needs of
users of education data. However, it is sbundantly clear from that
study that no distinctions were made among the kinds of users or

their respective needs.

- 41 -
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A gecdnd and somewhat different study was conducted by the House
Committee on Education and Labor in 1967 of the entire U.S. Office of
Education. The House study poinr:ed out several plrobleul:.l

1. The lack of availabilitj of computing eqﬁipment used solely by

NCES. A nuimber of studies from 1950, 1957, 1963 and 1964 recommended
that the Office have control over its own computing facilities. As of
1967 that had not occurred and apparently has not today.

2. The absence of information about the non-public sector of

education including private, parochial, ccmmercial and technical schools.

This problem extended even to those schools that were recéiving federal
funds. In very large measure this problem continues to exist today.

The final study that has bearing on this project is that conducted
by the Committee on Educational Pinance Statistics, commonly called the
Kelly Committee after its chairman Professor James A. Kelly of Columbia
University. The Kelly Committee was probably the first to focus on the
critical lack of policy orientation in RCES and USOE data collection efforts.
In the Committee's report to the U.S. Cowmissioner of Education James A.

Allen, Kelly noted,

Intelligent decisinn-making requires that decision makers
at all levels of government ... have available to them the most
up-to-date, relevant, and comprehensive data that it is possible
to collect concerning (1) the nature of the problems to be solved,

1Committee on Education and Labor, House of Representatives, 89th
Congress, ''Study of the United States Office of Education: Report of -
the Special Subcommittee on Education," Washington, 1967, pp. 758-763.
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(2) the flow of Federal funds to states and_local school districts
and (3) the impact of that aid on children.

The Committee concluded that though important efforts vere being
made to provide fiecessary data, gaps in essential information continued
to exist. Areas in which data are required. but unavailable included:

1. Recaognition of "lack of coxparability between USOE data and
that collected by the Bursau of the Census. .

2. Dats at local, state and national levels relating Federal

aid by Title as well as by Act to the incidence of a target populuzion

at the school building level.
3. School-by-school demand or need for educational services.
4. School-by-school llloc'ation. of resources including Federal
aid in large cities.

5. Lack of data about Federal aid that reaches children by means

. of non-USOE administered programs.

To overcome these data inadequacies,the Kelly Committee recommended
that school finance ;lata be organized around analyticals common denomina-
tors relevant to significant public policy issues, expsnsion of the
Eiemnry and Secondary General Information Survey (ELSEGIS) and Belmont
s@lu and programs, and greater coordination with other agencies of the
Federal government collecting educational data.

Nine specific recommendatioas vere nade fo'r'accgnplishing these

objectives. A number of the recommendations were proposed for the 1971

1"Rzport of the Committee for Educational Finance Statistics: Re-
commendations for Data Collection Analysis and Publication," James A.
Kelly, Chairman, March, 1970, p. 2
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fiscal year budget, but did not survive Office review. However, several
have been incorporated in the budget for fiséal 1,972.1

One of the more unfortunate by-products of a study such as ours .
is the continuing focus on what is not being done. Current efforts and
plans for the f;.xcure are typically not given the same attention as are
the gaps or shortcomings in data procedures. Compounding this tendency .
is the unavoidable time lapse that sur-rounds the subject of our examination,

"
since the time batween the commencement of planning a particular change in
an information program and the colleciion, analysis, and eventual publi-
cation is measured in years, not in mdnths. On the one hand, we examine
shortcomings in publications planned three or four years ago and base cur
judgments on conversations with users of the same information. On the
other hand, through our conversations with staff .of the NCES and thu U.S.
Office of Education, we learn of plans to correct many of the problems
cited, but the corrections vill' not be reflected in publi;at:ions for
another three to four years.

The Common Core of Data for the Seventies (CCD-7‘0) 1s ar. example of
the latter. CCD-70 is designed to achieve comparability and overall
economy in the naticnwide effort to secure educational data needed on
problems in educationsl practice and educational finance. It will be

directed at fulfilling the need for (1) coordination of federal/state

planning toward ccmpatible information systems, (2) firancial assistance

lA summary of the Kelly Committee recommendations and their current
status is in Appendix C.
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for plasaing and eperation of coordinated data systems, (3) finsncial
assistance and tcchnfc;l.urv.icu to'tbc states, and (4) technical-
statistical development of systems of educational data in education.

The premise underlying CCD-70 is based on a proposition common to
massive information systems in all spheres of activity: information
available at the .top will be no bu:uter than that produced at subordinate
org‘nnintional levels. Thus, CCD-70 is putting its eggs in the baskei

of improviung the information system cspabilities in the 50 states and 6

" outlying territcrivs, Federal grants onal to 3 matching basis would ‘

te available to states. Costs would run from an optimal $60 million in
the first year to $100 miilion per year by fiscal 19'7. Greatly expanded
technical and consultant services to states would be provided. While the
staff of NCES would more than double within the next few years, it is a
very clear purpose of the Officu cf Education in CCD-70 to first meet the
information needs of statea;

USOE is to be commended for initiating plans for a comprehensive,
integrated information system in education. Clearly, no other national
organization or agency has this capacity in education information systems.
In addition, it is our feeling that a cost of $100 million dollars a year
may be unavoidable if the natlion is to have available the kinds of '
information that are requisite to intelligent educational policy formulation.

There are, however, some cautions that we would like to suggest.
Firat, as indicated earlier in this report, there is great variation in
the needs of the 50 states and 6 ter'ri.toriea. Such variation is inherent
in a federal system and is in no wti:;v‘ comparable to the integrated though

A ‘
A :
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decentraiized administrative structures that characterize a typical
large industrial company, or, for that matter, the many agencies of the
Federal government. One of the important observations that we have made
from talking with personnel in various state education agencies is that
the uses of and f.he interest in certain kinds of information vary dramat-
1cg]_.17 from sta'te to stat‘e. Serious question should be raised about the
intent to achieve comparability and intagration through the device of
meating the needs of indiv‘idual staites. |

Second, 1f one assumes that such a task can be accomplished as part
of CCD-70, he must recognize that the desired outcomes will occur only
after many, many years of intensive development. Those information needs
that are peculiar to the Federal government may not be adequately fulfilled
for a long number of years if we wait for information systems in each of
the states to attain an adequate level of usefulness. A somevwhat comparadble
situation exists in the state of Califormia today. Funds for iwproving
the educational infomtion syst.m in California have been directed at
improving the systems in individual school districts. The result is that
California's state information system is currently disjointed and inade-
quate. Though in the long term the system may be superior and more
sophisticated than those of other states, that pay-off appears to be

several years away.

Our third area of concern about CCD-70 is adiressed to a problem
area that cannot await a long-term solution. As we have noted earlier and .
often in this report, the usefulngss of NCES publications to policy makers

is largely a function of three interrelated factors: (1) the organization
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of publications and data around policy questions, (2) the level of analysis
employed, and (3) the rcadability of the materfial. NCES has given
increasing emphasis to the need for a policy orientation to educational
data in recent years. Such an emphasis is mentioned in seversl places

in documents ccncerning CCD-70. ﬁut one quickly gets the impression from ‘
reading the rhetdric about CCD-70 that attention is focused on strategies
to be exployed in collecting data about education and very lit;ie,
particularly at tha outset, on the question of "data for vha;:': " No
matter how useful the strategy, a comprehensive program for/collvectving,'
andlyzing and disseminating information about the condition and progress
of American education will be doomed to failure unless i/t begins with a
careful gselection and statement of the issues and resul"éing questions for
which data must be collected. Only then and on this t/aae can one turn t;:
a critical snalysis of existing data and determine what needs to be obtai-ned
to fill existing gaps. While this effort is certainly a purpose of our
study, the absence, at the outset of CCD-70, of a high priority for the
identification of issues suggests that any expenditure of funds close to
that being contemplated by the USOE may indeed be futile.

Also missing is a necessary focus on the development of a serie§ of
readahle publications structured around polics' issues. NCES is to be
applauded for its current emghasia on enhancing the statistical 1titegr1ty
of education data as well as in seéux‘ing' the level of expertise arvailable
to the Office and, in the future, to states. However, concern with
statistics and the needs and problems of State Education Agencies appears

to be taking precedence over the interests and concerns of policy makers

"4 5




in the Federal government.

When we turn to the questiou of analysis, we know that a number of
potentially severe problems exist. The 1963 report of the Advisory Panel
on Education Statistics addressed itself to such concerns in a manner

that has relevance today.

The data in the basic statistical series should be collected

" and reported so as to reduce to a ainimum questions or suspicions
concerning them. While these statistical data should be accompanied
by full explanation and objective interpretation, it is desirable
that the Office not be involved in controversial interpretations.
For this purpose the panel distinguishes two levels of interpretation:
(a) a first level which illumines data by explaining how they were
collected, by appraising the results obtained, by relating them to
cther factual matters, and oy deriving those valid conclusions or
implications which are purely analytical or logical; and (b) the
second level which interprets in a broader sense on the basis of
disputed value judgment or assumptions or general views of any sort
wvhich are not beyond reasonable differences of opinion.

The Office should provide the first level of interpretation
since raw data simply cannit be understood without some such inter-~
pretive guides. It is as bad to publish ambiguous and misleading
reports as to publish inaccurate ones. Moreover, the Ofiice may be
expected to be better informed about the operatfonal and factual
information that are needed for the interpretation of its own
statistics. The Office shiould not undertake to wnrk out and present

the second vype of interpretation.

When data are organized within a policy format, it is exceedingly
difficult to make a clear distinction between these two levels ofjanalysea.
One of the subjects of the iinal chapter of this report is alternative
ways in which this particular kind of problem can be resoclved. Such
alternatives will include utilization of existing mechanisms wiihin the

USOE as well as propcsed mechanisms outside of NCES and USOE. The point

,l"Report of the Advisory Panel on Educational Statistice,' U.S.
Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Office of Education,
December, 1963, pp. 18 and 19.
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to be made here, however, is that the problem is not in any way addressed
in USOE plans for CCD-70.

The final concern that.ve have about USOE plans for CCD-70 focuses
on that vast array of data vsed by states and the Office to monitou
Federal aid programs. We noted earlier that NCES currently collects less
than 10 percedt'of all data submitted by states and local school districts
to the USOE. The Title I Comparability Study was cited as an example of
a major project of the Bureau of Elementary and Secondary Education that
placed enormous demands upon local school districts, but wasvconducted '
without involvement of NCES. Perhaps more critical, there are no plans
to integrate comparability data into USOE information publications ~- or
simply to make the data available on computer tape.

If CCD-70, or any design of a comprehensive education information
system is expected to deal with the sources of major data problems, it must
include provisions for integrating all USOE collection, analysis and
dissemination activities. Distinctions among policy information, manage-
ment information, compliance information, etc., are relevant only in terms
of the nature of the analytic report or publication that is produced from
the data. The producer of the data — local school district or state
education agency -- is primarily concerned with supplying the original
information. The particular data item, e.g.,per pupil instructional
expeaditures, should not change ﬁith the ultimate use to which ;he data
will be put. In short, all data collecting, storing and integrating for

USOE should be the responsibility of NCES.
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Information Systems at the State Level

The success and efficiency of Federal government efforts to collect
educational data are dependenf upon the efforts of each of the 50 states
and six territories. 1In turn, the willingness of the states to provide
information, as well as the quality of the data supplied, is a function of
a state's educifional inférmation system and the extent to which the state
perceives a need for certain data items. 1If a state routinely collects
information from its local education agencies, relatively little eféort is
required to provide Washington with that information. On the other hané,
1f the SEA is required by USOE to collect new ard/or different information, ’
both the efficiency of the operation and the quality of the data supplied

will be affected. In this section we will review the condition of state

-information systems with a focus on the expansion that has occurred over

tha past decade. Particular attention will be given to the role of the
Federal government in encouraging that growth.

To say that the qualify of information nystems varies from state to
state would indeed be a mild understatement. In each state, there are
data that local school districts must supply to the SEA in order to receive
state aid or to fulfill other legal obligations determinred by statute such
as financial accormting of revenues and expenditures. Almost all such data
coacerning fiscal and pupil characteristics of school districts are
necessary for calculating the aliocation of state ajid. We char;cterize

such information as legal data.1

1The nature of the informaticn collected for these purposes differs
from state to state. For example, there are at least four ccmmon ways in _
which pupils are counted for state aid purposes., They include: enrollmeat as
of some selected time during the school year, average daily membership (ADM),
average daily attendence (ADA), and weighted average daily attendance (WADA).

- - 50 -
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The comprehensiveness and sophiéticatﬂion of a state's information
system, however, is determined by the nature of the non-legal data, which
may include such items as‘ the following: teacher characteristics
(experience, certification status, graduate level, tenure status), pupil
characteristics (racial/ethnic st:a.t:us, special needs), curricular offerings,
and achievement'écores. It is in this area of non-legal data where
greatest variation’occurs. The quality and content on non-legal data is a
ftmction of two closely related factors: first, the kind of infqrﬁation
generélly collected and published by SEA curriculum and program managemént
bureaus, and second, the extent to which these and other kinds of non-legal
{tems are related to each other and to legal data in order to provide a

picturé of the condition and progress of education within the state. The

influence of either factor on the development of a comprehensive information

"system is largely determined by the importance that policy-makers, and in

most.cases this means executive branch po_licy-makers, attach to the need ..for
various kinds of non-legal information.

Although there is marked unevenzss among the states with respect to
the comprehensiveness and sophistication of educational information systems,

significant progress has nevertheless taken place during the past ten years.

While some of that progress can be attributed to efforts initiated by state- '

level policy-makers both within legislatures and SEA's, the growth and

improvement that has occurred is lérgely a function of intervention by the
Federal government. Such intervention has taken two forms.
First, the demands for program management information that have

characterized the U.S. Office of Education since 1965 have had a similar

e




impactl uponn State Education bepartments. SEA's are primarily reSpoﬁsible
for managing the distribution .and use of federal funds within each state.
Conzequently, SEA st:aff‘ have been hired, often with federal funds, to
monitor federal programs as well as state cafegorical programs., Monitoring'
functions hg.ve required the collecfion of certain t;asic k‘inds of infbrmation
in addition to financial .audit:ing. However, information collected
Ireiativsz tc specific ﬁrograms is rarglf coordinated, integratéd © or
published with other types of educ_étional information, |

ISecond, the Federal goverﬁment has sought through two different ac.:ts
since 1958 to upgrade SEA's: Title X of the National Defense Education
Act (NDEA) of 1958 and Titla V of the Elementary and Seéondary Education

Act (ESEA) of 1965.

NDEA Title X

NDEA Title X, Section 1009 was enacted .'t:o improve and strengthen
(1) the adéquacy and reliability of educational statistics provided by
~ state and local reports and records, (2) the methods and techniques for .
collecting and processing educational data about the condition and progress
ofl education in the United States. Matchinglgrants were ;';v;ilable to
states for one-half the cost of improving educational statistics with .
- a per state 1limit of $50,000.

During the 1959 fiscal year .most Title X funds ‘allocated to states
were spent on the purchase of data processing equipment. By the 1960 fiscal
year t:hé pattern had shifted with 21 percent for personal services and 20

percent for miscellaneous expenditures., Before the influx of Title X funds
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in the late 1950's,only 12 of the 50 states were utilizing electronic

computers for data processing. Within 7 to 8 years data processing
procedures were upgrade.d to the extent that all but two states were
utilizing such equipment. | S |

By 1965 the Congress had authorlzed $2 8 mllion per year for I‘itle X.

As Table IV-4 shows , somewhat less than that figure was actually spent in

1966 and 1967 by the Federal gov_ernment. Two. hundred sixty-six professional

- and -’3.03'11011-'plrofessio‘nal emp loyees had bean hired by the states in funded

projects. The vast majority of these were new positions created as a

resuit qf Title X.
Table I11-4

NDEA—X Exven&itures and Staff,
1966 and 1967

Federal thds State Funds Professional - Non—Professional‘
expended for expended for SEA employees employees in
Administration  Administration  in program = program

1966 = 2,013,268 4,288,673 276.2 407.5

1967 . 2,100,447 4,213,377 266.7 403.9

Source: Annual Reports No. 1, 2 and 3.

In addition to the staff added to State Education Agencies, the U.S.
Of Fice of Education employzd 10-12 professionals as Title X consultants to

states. Nuch USOE consultant time was spent in the field working with SEA's

in the reorganiza‘.ion and develdpment of data systems The re'presentatives

to the Committee on.Educational Data Systems (CEDS) to whom we have talked in

the course of this study have to a man indicated that the period 1960-1965

was chaaracterlzed by the most effective relationships that have ever e}.isted

T
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~ either before or since, between the Office and, !ndividual SFA's. ' This

' p
occurred because USOE Title X field staff were exceptionally knowledgeable

not only about information systems ,but also about the kinds of problems
faced by SEA's in collecting data. CEDS representatives usually indicate .
*hat 0Office of Education personnel were "familiar with the business of

'

education." These cbservations fit well with the speéialist approach

that characterigzed the Office of Education before the reorganization of

1965, and discussed earlier in this report. The specialists involved in

Title X had either been serving in similar capacities as representatives ‘
to the dtates for a long number of.years or they had recently come to the
Office. from positions in an SEA.

ﬁe mqs't: point out, however, that although the‘relationship in .the
early 1960's betwéen SEA's and the Office of Education was ‘superior to -
what‘it appears to be today, thié is not meant to imply that the information
systems ‘in the individual states were also berter at that time than t;hey

are today. On the contrary, the reverse is true.

ESEA Title V

In 1967 Title X NDEA was merged with Title V ESEA. Title V provided
three programs to strengthen State Education Agenciles:

1. Basic grants to state education agencies to develop, improve
~and/or expand profcssional leadership activities (Sectiomn 503).

2. ‘Special project grants to support experimental programs, and to
develop special services designed to assist in the solution of
problems commcn to several states (Section 505),

3. Provision for an iﬁterchange of professional personnel to

develop and share leadership skills in both federal and state
education agencies (Section 507).
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Eighty—f‘j.ve percent or $14,450,000 »f the fiscal year 1966 appropriation
was al_located under Sect.ion 503. TFunctions for which these funds were

used included collecting, processing, recording, analyzing, interpreting,

and reporting state and local educational data.

forced the state information system or data processing units to compete for '.
federal funds éiong with all other branches of the lSEA. Cdntrary to NDEA
Title X, ESEA Title V did nct guarantee that any of the federal funds
woulq go to the improvement of information systems. In genera.i, information
systen improvement projects received 10 to 30 bercent of Section :503 funds,
Basié grant money c0ns’tituted 35 percent of the appropriation for each year.
Funds for Section 503 are all.ocat:ed among the states c¢n the basis of
schooi enrollments. As of June 30, .1969, 22 percent of the funds provivded
had been used for statistics and data processing; 24 p‘ercent of the new
posi;ions under 503 wne;re fl'or the same activities. Tables IV-5 and IV-'6 show

the perce’ntéée of Section 503 and total SEA expenditures devoted to

However, Title V also

statistics and data processing activities, 1965 through 1969.

Table IV-5

ESEA Title V, Section 503 (Basi: Grants) ‘Expenditures
for Statistica and Data Processing, 1966-68

Fiscal 1966
Fiscal 1967

Fiscal 1968

Expenditures

% of Total 503

$2,354,171
3,149,320

3,246,265

S i

20.93
10.05

17.78




Table IV-6

Expenditures for Statistics and Data Processing By
St:ate Education Agencies, 1965-1967

T Percent Total of
Expenditures  SEA Expenditures

Fiscal 1965 4,944,181 3.55
Fiscal 1966 8,112,505 4.52
Fiscal 1967 6,882,201 : 4.19

Source: Focus .on the Future; Education in the States—the Third Annﬁal
Annual Report of the Advisory Couwicil and State Dept. of
Education, March, 1968&.

' When ESEA was enacted, Sect:ion 505 p}r\ovided that 15 perceant of

Title V funds were to be used by the Commissioner of Education to fund

projects leading to the solution of problemé common to égveral states

In 1967, amendments reduced this to 5 percent but at the ssme time mandated

that the remaining 16 percent be allocated to the states, to be passed

through to local school districts in an "equitable manner on basis of need."

In its four-year hisztory, Section 505 has supported 59 mulci-state
?:; projects with grants totalling over $12 milliom. Tab'le IV—-'fehows the
ap#ropfiations and expenditures 'fclar these mult:i.—st:ate p‘rojects sincei 1666.
One of the more comprehensive of thc.e pfoject:a was the Midwestern States
| Education Information Project (MSEIF). which was designed to aid in the
establishment of a high quality :information system compatible awong 13

midwestern states. The system will provide basic information for reporting,

1Fifth Annual Report, pages 44 and 46.
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analysis, research, and decision making at both the state and local

school district level.' In addition, it will provide data for federal
reports and for specialized research. The system consists of five sub-
systems: (1) instructional programs, (2) facilities, (3) finance,
(4) personnel, and (5) pupils. MSEIP received approximately $1,8 million
in Section 50% over a fotir—year period.
Table IV-7
ESEA Title V Appropriation .

Fiscal Year Amount Apgropi'iated Amount Granted

1966 | 2,550,000 . 2,549,996
1967 3,300,000 3,300,000
1968 4,462,500 4,402,124
1969 . 1,487,500 1,487,500
1970 1,487,500 |  747,812°

TOTAL 12,287,500 12,487 ,4322

Since the firat ‘Annual Report (1966) states that ''a clear purpose
of Act (Titlg V ESEA) is to secure more encouragement for state education
agencies from state 1ogislatures,3 one nf the more noteworthy findings
derived from reviewing the five annual reports of the Advisory Council
on State Departmenis of Education is the lack of explicit mention of

improved information gervices to state legislatures. In view of the

l'I‘he Federal State Partnership for Education, Fifth Annual Report,
page 55.

.zFifth Annuel Revport,_ pages 44 and 46

3,First Annual Report, page 7
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part-time nature of the legislator's job and the virtuﬁl absence of
individual or even committee staff, the fundamental purpose noted above
would éeem to require gréater'focus on analysis and the provision of
publications that are designed for'non—speciglists. While the growth in

information systems activities as a result of NDEA.Title X and ESEA

Title V 18 quite'apparent; it is not at all clear whether thg data collected

_ 1s any more useful to legislators now than it was breviously.

Interviews with state legislators, as well as review of publicltions
from several atates,_indicate that most such publications are long on data
and exceedingly short on even rudimentary analysis. Considerable data

are published, but the types of data collected and the format of the data

.-do not lend themselves to easy understanding on the part of policy-makers

- who do not have backgrounds in education, education finance, or statistics.

The typical annual statistical report from a state consists of pupil.
accoﬁnting data, some minimal financial information, and general staffing
data. Often these data are provided only by enrollment size groupings,

i.e.»for schools having over 25,000 pupils, 10,000 to 24,999 pupils, etc.

Other Federal sburces for the collection of education data

Besides the two Federal Acts discussed above, other means for

developing and improving their information systems are potentially

" available to states. We indicated earlier, for example, that a great

deal of information about specific schools and school districts is supplied
tc federal program monitoring bureaus in SEA's. These data are rarely
assimilated with the recurring, general purpose data collected by SEA's.

An example in New York State, certainly one of the most advanced states

. - 58 -
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with respect to the sophistication and comprehenaiveness‘éf its 1nf§rmation
system, will illustrate a pattern that 1is all,&oo common. The office in
the New York State Deparfment of Education, responsible for administration
of ESEA Title I projects, collects annual data concerning the amount of
Title I funds allocated to each scﬁool district in-the state. One data
item is the numbgr of children from families receiving Aid to Families
wigh Depeﬁdent‘Children (AFDC) paymants.1 Such information concerning
ESEA Title I is published annually by the State Education Dep&r;qenf,'bué
thexﬁﬁmber of AFDZ children ~- one of the few éenerally avallable indi-'
cators. of poverty —- does not maké its way into the State Education
Department's Annual Statistical Summary .

Iq additior to providing the kinds of data required by Federal
statute for the administration of specific federal aild programs, only &
very few states have been particularly adept at using funds for adminisﬁta—
tion to collect information that is clearly ahd directly related to thel
needs of a comprehensive information system. -New York State can again'
serve as, an example. For a number of years prior'to 1965, New York State
had a sﬁall testing program for selected elementary grades that was made
available to local school districts. With the advent of ESEA in 196%, fhe
State Education Department used the Title I directions calling for
evaluative instruments for individual projects as a means of developing‘

a statewide testing program. As a result, achievement tests in yeading and

1Approximately 90 percent of the Title I funds allocated to scheol
districts in New York State are distributed on the basis of the incidence
of AFDC pupils. ' :
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arithmetic are administered annually to all third, siith, and ninth
graders 1in all public gnd most private schools throughout New York State.
Each year the cost of maintaiﬁing the Pupil Evaluation Program has been
borne by the statewlde administrative budge; for ESEA Title I. But éggin,
this significant and important body of data has yet to be coordinated with
the traditional materials in the State Education Department's informa;ion
syétem;l

As.a result of these practices, the Annual Statistical Sﬁmmary of
the New York State Educétion Department gives inforﬁation about éhe
financial condition of éach school district, the number of pupils en-
rolled in the school district, and comparaﬁive weélth of the district
in terms of propertyv Qaluationy but in no way enables one to get a sense
of the actual soclo-economic condition of the population or the achieve-
ment level of pupils in school districts. We might also add that
additional information 1s regularly collected and published in other
formsor available on computer printouts (post secondary patterns, drop-
outs) but not included in any prcfile of school districts; Most states,

however, do not routinely collect such information.

1It should be emphasized, however, that the Bureau of Research.
and Evaluvation in the New York State Education Department which ad-
ministers the PEP Testing Pirogram does analyze the results of the test

. on a community-type dimension. Theee analytical reports are produced

annually and focus on the percent.of educational disadvantagement in each
stratum. Educational Disadvantagement is defined as the percentage of
youngsters scoring below minimum competence levels; the 44th percentile

~on the reading and arithmetic tests.
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Summary '
State information systems have expanded and improved dramatically !

'
l

in the past decade, largely as a result of the availability of Federal

funds (NDEA Title X and ESEA Title V). Great variations continue to

. exist among states in both ability and willingness to provide the

Federal govemfnent wich duta. . _ oo .

A number of states are rebelling against information requests from

Washington citing duplications, lack of established need for information

and the high cost of collecting ;hfomation not routinely collected. .

| The Nationalv Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) has made
major efforts to improve data collecf:ion procaedures in recent years
(since 1its inception in 1965). However, the Center is severely'lir'nited
in that almost 90 percent of elementary and secondary education data
are collected by program mansgement bureaus of USOE, Office of Civil
Rights (}iEw), Bureau of the (Census 3 and the Department of Agriculture.
Though interagency cooperation is improving, greater coordination is
in order.

NCES has by far the smallest budget of all major statistical

agencies in the Federal government. Given the pressing need for ,

relevant and timely information and the multiplicity olf problems |

assoclated with complete dependence upon state and local education -

agencles, the current budget of $5.7 million is grossly inadequate.




iy = e Ty

X TTET e

CHAPTER IV

‘THE INTERESTS AND CONCERNS OF CONSUMERS OF EDUCATIONAL DATA

In this chapter we look at those who yse educational data. We

‘will identify the different kinds of consumers, cowment on their

'pn_‘.ticulu' concerns and interests, and suggest priocrities for brderiq‘g

the multitude of needs to be served,

The Uses and Users of National Data

To suggest that needs of an information system can be divided
into (1) policy needs aﬁd (2) management necds is a somewhat dmgafous
éxercise. Although legislators may ‘be considered primarily_ as policy~-
makers, it is nevertheless important to remember that Congressmen and

Senators, in the exercise of legislative oversight, are vitally con-

.cerned with managsment activities of the executive branch of government.

Conversely, initiation of new public policies as weli as assessments of
existing policies is not limited to legisl_ators, but 1s a natural out-
come of the direct involvemec.’t in program ﬁnqgemnt of public executives,
Furthermore, initiation and review ..+ public policies often occurs at
other levels of government and by such observers in the privét:e sector

as researchers, the press, foundations, private business, and groups of"’

coricerned! citizens. Therefore, in examining the arfay of consumers of
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educational data, we will focus on those concerns common to each
classification of consumer, as weil as on the dnifferencea in data needs
among these groups.}

The following diﬁcussion draws upon three sources of information,
? First, during the past ‘several months we hlav-e talked with a range of both
‘ consumars and producers of educ;at:ional data: Federal and state legisia— ‘
torg, legislative staff, executive branch' personnel in state educati‘oﬁ

agencies and t.he United States Office of Education, and staffa of

educational interast groups. Second we have examined the co-untl of

respondents to & survey of data users cecuducted for the U.S. Office of

Education in 1970. TFinally, we draw upon our several years ‘of experiénce

in.working with and for policy—makera at local, state and federal levels.
The concerns upon which we wil.l focus are:

Accuracy of data: How accurate are the data? What margin of
error can be tolerated? \

Timeliness: How importaant is it that information be current? How
great is the time lag betwren the year for which the data supplies and
its publication?

Comparability: How extensive are the problems involved in
comparing data from one state to that from another?

Projections: To what éxtent: are consumers interested in
- projections of educational data for periods of several yzars?

Analysis: Do consumers want data to be analyzed or do they simply
want the data made available in tables in order to do their own
. analysis? Is thera a concern about analysir:being ausceptiblc to bias
- favorable to the political party in power? .

Readability of Publications: Should publications be presented in
technical or layman's language? -

lDeVelopment: of recommendations on the particular data items re-—
& lated to these needs will be covered in the last chapter of this report.
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National policy-makers: the legislative branch

Congressmen, Senators, theilr staffs and committee staff members
place great emphasis upor: the.timeliness of information. While
statisticians and researchers know tliat only minor changes ia given

data will occur over a period of 2 - 3 years, policy-makers have little

K

confidence in information that is more than a few months old. Ideally,
they would l1ike to know '"the condition as of last week." As a result.
they" have a strong tendency co seek answers to their questions about
education directly from parsonal -s‘cvaurces in ‘Waz;hington rather than
relying on pubiications of the National Center for .Educational;Si:at:is‘—
tics (NCES) or other federal agencies that publish data about education.
This behavior pattern occurs even wﬁen the information sought can
resdily be found in such well known publications as'Statistics of State |
School Syatems!' This is not to say.that‘leg‘islators- or their staffs do
not turn to publications; rather, if is to say that given a choice, they
are more likely to use the perspnal '.appro‘ach.

With the exception of '"Projections of Educational Statistics,"

the NCES publications tend to have time lags in data reporting of two

and a half to three years. Legislators, usually laymen in matters of

eduéational research, simply do not trust data that old. They are less

concerned with the controlled and authenticated aspect of data which hae

been processed by NCES than with the need té have current figures for a

specific heafing or policy decision. Faced with such immediate needs,
they will often turn to such other sources as the National Education

Asgsociation publications which proﬁde useful, current estimates, such
as the monograph '"Financial Status of the Public Schools," or they will
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get such estimates from other sources by télephone.

A second major concern of leg’slators and legislative stafis :ls
; with tﬁe way in which dgt;a are prescited by the Office of Education, ’
: The lack of any anaiysis in OE publications reduces their information

: ’ value. Sfmce legislators tend to be lawyers rather than statisticirns

B or educatars__, and further, since they are busy men, they feel that they -
j have neither the time nor the ability to analyze data thm&lnn.

: Analysis of pubiiahgd dats thus becomss a legislative staff fﬁnction, and
g{l ' : again.tha prchblem of expertise a;ises. Since the typical publication . |

| rarely relates criticeal variables to each other within broaﬁ "policy
issue" categories, OE publications are difficult to uge for the kinds

of ‘que'stions to whichl policx-r_r}iké.rg_ need ansvers. Moreover, one _ !
legislative staffer suggesteci lth'at NCES neaeds fewﬁr statisticians and

more artists, since legislative consumers require charts, bar graphs,

| tablés and other visual techniques which bring out the meaning and ; -

implications hidden in the raw data. The clear implication is that

more emphasis on readability would result in wider utilization of the .

! collected data.

The clear desire of Congressional policy-makexs for greater
.analytic orientation in the publilcations of the U.S. Office of EdUca;
“tion runs almost completely counter to the atiitudes we find prevalent
within the Office. One occasionally hears comments about the nud t:'é

do more analysis or the intent to obtain staff to permit actual

’ k analysis in future years., More commonly,. however, one gets the
| | impression from O.E. personnel that the absence of analytic content '

in NCES publications reflects a clear policy originating in the upper
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‘headed with respect to important issues, legislative policy-makers

levels of the Office. Whether or not the latter view is accurate, its

very existence as a wi’dely held belief could well be sufficient to
deter the needed reoriencati_ofx in USOE publication practices. Lower :
echelon personnel are less inclined to initiate such reform in the face
of what they rightly or wrongly regard to be an unfavorable climate for M
its success.

In the absence of analyses, interpretation, or even categorization
of data in OE imbl:Lcacions, Congressmen, Senators and their staffs sezk
quicg answers to questione through contacting knowledgeable bersbm. ' :
Many such queries come to staff members of the Office of Educai:ion, and

in their personal. responses there is far less inhibition about intexr-

preting data than in official publications. Legislative policy-—makcrs
also frequencly turn to others in the Washington community, such as
professors, national staff personnel of organtzed educational interest o
groups, or those Congressmen or staff members who, over a long period of _ 4
time, have established themselves as particu}.arly knowledgzable on past
or cﬁrrent educational policy questions.

Because they also want to know where the country seems to be 5

have a strong interest in statistical projections and the clcsely
related area of trends. NCES publications that extrapolate present
developments are cften viewed as the most significant and useful

publications of the Office. In fact, we found among our interviewers

L b R an B Dre e HE T N T

a feeling that projections would be considered more useful if they en-
compas'sed additional policy issue areas. The implication for data

collection, analysis and dissemination is that the routine publications
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of the USOE should be based on a highly constant base of data which

makes assessment of trends and projections more effective,

National Rolicy-makeré: the exacutive branch

|
;

For purposes of this discussion, executive branch policy-makers
include araffs at the White House and the Bureau of Managment and
Budget, md top level executives at the Office of Education and Dapaft-

ment of Health, Educarion, ¢nd Welfare (HEW). Such policy-makets have,

in general, primary concerrs sinilar to those of the Congress, particularly

ia the case of officials of the Office of Management and Budget and the
White House Staff: (1) f£itting questions of educational policy 1ntc.: the
context of overall domestic policy and (2) serving as wat.chdogs Qn REW
and OE activities,

ﬁhile executives within HEW and OE are also concerned with long-
term policy questions, their primary function is marnagement which
includes current planning and evaluation of existing Federal governnmt.
policies and programs. Both groups of officials focus much of their
attention on monitoring programs, data about which are not part ofi

the routine collection, analysis, and dissemination activities of the

Office of Education. For information about govcrmunt'prog‘:'m' in

education, they rely upon specific reports by individual program managers.
For the more routine information requirements with respect to the

condition and progress of American education, data needs of executivi

branch policy-n.ui;kers often differ from those of legislative branch in

that they are more interested in accuracy and comparability thaa with
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timeliness. Though they are. also concerned with the c;omprehensiveness
of data about American education, such officials usually have specific
questions about conditions in a partiéular state ér in selected types
of school districts .. Because they can ask subordinates to analyze data
as needs arlse, the analytical contenf of OE publications is far less
essential in tﬁe‘ir eyes. Although readability is less important to
policy-makers in HEW or OE, those in the Officé of Management: and
Budget and the .White House comphre.with legisiators in their desire for
publications that are "readable." On the other hand, since the inter-
pratéti.on given to data may well have i)olitical implications, :t:hey may
ten& tc s2e analysis as appropriate only for in-house documents and
consic:lor it potentially counter-productive to administration objectives

if includad in official publications.

Pclicy-makers at state and local 1evel‘s _

The National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) consistently

expresses A sirong desire to gear itself co meet the information needs

of states and local school districts. This awowed purpose of NCES

‘activicics is based on two closely related realities. First, while

Federai\ information needs :lenerally reflect broad educational concerns,

, local achool districts and states have information needs about education

that are often critical to the day—to-day operation of the pub].:lc achoola.

Thus , the quality of state and local information systems vill have a
direct bearing on the quality of decision making that occurs at each of
these levels. Second, NCE3S wisely reéognizes thaf: data submitted to

the Federal government can be no better than that which was originally

w

“ee T

B s (U P




e o e ¢

available at the level of the iocal échool district and, where
appropriate, the individual school building.

The difficult& with meeting such a goal is that it becomes all.
too easy to confuse the information required'for intelligent policy-
making at staté'and local levels with the realities of obtaining infor--
mation for national purposes. For example, the needs of states also
include reducing the burden imposed by the obligations to supply data
to the Federal government, NCES,c#n Qnd has done much to meet that
kind of need. On the other hand, there are few areas in which the
Federal governwent could collect from, and then supply to, a particular
state information necessary to state level decision making that could
mot be done more efficiently, economically and effectively by the state
itself,

- State legislators, legislative staff, goverhors, and state
superintendents of instruction have intereat;and concerns that are
remarkable similar o those of policy-mket_‘slat the Federal leginhtiva'

level. For example, timeliness of data is one f the more critical

considerations. In addition, both analysis and readability are important

factors topolicy-makers at state and local levels, In,the larger

states, state education agencies have the capacity to provide
analysis, In some additional states, this service is . provided by

researchers at the state university, However, to the vast majority of

states, NCES publications would be considerably more useful if they were

more analytical and readable. Our observations indicate that more often




than not, policy-makers at federal, state and local lévels alike tend
to turn to NEA publications more often than to NCES for inter-state
comparisons. |

Another state-local need could bte met by an analysis-oriented

Yederal information system. Nationally ccllected, analyzed and

4

disseminated data would assist citizens who need information concerning
issues that are largely ignored by the education establishment within
u state. For éxample, questions concerning the equitableldiatribution
of at#te aid are seldom dealt with directly by state education agaency -
publications. Parents and other interest groups must perform Ehair
own analysis of state data, often without expert assistance., Further-
more,.data_are rarely available from other states in a form which would
enable them to make comparisons. The publication of such data on states
centering about an educational issue with broad gational impllcaticu;
uan.be immensely useful in stimulating change.

Probably the aspect of national data given top priority by
officials at statetandllocll levels is the comparability of infgrmntibn

among states, Staﬁe officials must be satisfied that the information

~about their own state which appears in a Federal publication is

accurate and they must have confidence that items are defined in the

~ same way for each state with which they might wish to compare their

own state. Through the developmaﬁt of Handbook II on Financial
Accounting, NCES has exerted strong leadership in this aspact. Better
opportunity for comparabiligy would exist today if more states ahd

themselves adopted handbook procedures for record keeping.
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It ‘is our contention that NCES. overstates the importance of
fulfilling the goal of meeting policy-making information needs of
state énd iocal schsol.distriéts. The ability to make such inter-
gstate comparisons is, in a sense, a federal bonus given to a state or '
local school district information system. The fundamental and.critical )
decisions that'mﬁst be-made by higher level policy-makers rarely rest
upoh the specific information items available or structured f&r inter-
state comparis&n;. Tt seens to be much more useful as well aé more
efficient for NCES to fnllow the suggestion that has been made:by a
number éf represent.atives to ﬁhe Committee on Educational Data Systems
(CEDS): the Federal government should simply indicate to the states
the d;ta it must'have‘from them, and pay less attention to trying to
arrange data to aolve gtate information pfoblems.1 when the specific
Federal needs for information have been well seryed; the résulting
uvailability of data for inter-state comparisons will serve local and
state needs equally well.

An advantage to this approach is that one can then separate out
‘those needs or problems related to producing data critical to decisicn
muking in the Federal govermment from the specific information needs

peculiar to individual states and local school districts. The Federal :

government can then address itself to procedures necessary for efficiently

collecting data independent of prégrams gsuch as ESEA Title V that are

designed to strengthen state education agencies. Such efforts on the

_ 1Appendix A reports the analysis of a questionnaire to CEDS
representatives.
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part of the Federal government were'discusséd in greater detail in an

earlier section of this repoft.

Policy influencers: educational researchers and foundations

It has long been recognizéd that the foundation and research
communiiy can have important impact upon public policy in the field of
éducation. Although they are in a private sector of public lifo,

foundations and researchers typically maintain a high degree of indo-'

" pendence compared to the constraints placed upon specialista uithin ﬁhc _

education bhureaucracy. An exception to this might be projects conducted

specificaily for government agemcies, under conéitions in whick

agency Neverthcltss, many researchers under contract to govntuntnt'

publication of the research results is at the discretion of the contracting

agencies, along with those conplntely judcpcndcnt of government connec~

tions, have significant opportunitieh to initiate new policy ideas as
well as to make assessments of existing governmental policy.

Research into public pnlicy questiona, whether sponsored by the .

Federal government, private foundations, or aimpiy nonfapanorod but

university-baaéd is, of course, 1ntehded to influence the course of
public policy. Ifrdata about the questions being stu&ied are not
available from the Federal govornnnnﬁ, the researcher must collect hial
own. Since data collecﬁing for reaeé;ch purposes is always a hazardous
undertaking at best, the importance df having useful data available for
such purposes serves not only the iﬁterests of the researcher, but

ultimately the concerns of the government, and, in turn, the public at
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large. The number of research-oriented people contacted as part of the
recent USOE User's Survey is indicative of the importance attached to
this cnmmunit:y of interest by the NCES.

Researchers in general and educational researchers in particular .2
have one int:erjesting characteristic in common with lower level bureau-— |
crats in governmental agencies. Both groups have a tremendous capac'ity.
to generate all .sort:s of interesting questions believed to be worthy of
‘study. One of the major difficulfies faced by such agencies &3 NCES
when reviewing the voluminous number of requests for data it:e{ns to bhe
included in routilne surveys is to separate the data necessary for
critical policy questions from those that are important and exceedingly
interesting, but nevertheless, legs critical. Indeed, one of the

fundamental purposes of the major iasueaframework that is the subject

of Chdpter IT of ‘this report is to prcudo critoria by which “such doc:uiou L

can be made.

Despite the fact that education-based researche;s typically focus
their efforts on the same set of policy questions as do legislative and
‘execut:ive branch policy-makers, there are marked differences in their
major concerns." Wheréas the policy-maker wants current data, the re—
searcher is more concerned with the accuracy of data and thus is willing
to accept: dat:a several fears oid with confidence that the patterm that
emerges will shift only marginally over the ensuing peri.od of time.
Similarly, when it comes to state comparisons, the researcher wants to
know with confidence that t:he repor'ed data are comparable from one

state to another. The researcher/statistician is 1inherently concemed
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about the' comprehensiveness of the dafa collected wit:h.parti'cul'ar
interest in the nature of a sample that is employed when universe data
are nof obtained. Resear;:hers' aré ge’neraily not particularly int:.erest:ed
in projections made by someone else. But t:hgy do recognize the
importance of a strong data base from which one can make judgments about ‘
trends and, in turn, projections about future patterns.

Finally, the most fundamental difference between researchers and -
policy-makers oi:, for that matter, .alt.nost aﬁyone else interea.ted in
educaﬁion data, relates to their lack of concern ‘about: analysis; and- '
readability. Researchers want the data. They prefer to do their own
analyses. Furthermore, when text is supplied to a publicat:ioﬁ, ;hey are
more concerned with the thoroughness 6f the explanation and the scholarly
aépfoac’n of the work in general than ai:out the clarity of the préaentn-

tion. Information that is difficult to read is easily forgiven if the

substance of the presentation is well ordered.

The education industry

Virtually all of the statistical bureaus within the Federal
government have ',as one category of clients the businesé and industries
that operate in each of their respective fields. The Office of
~ Education is no exception. Numerous éuppliers of equipment, publishers
of texts and other learning materials and, most recently, perforﬁmnce
contractors rely upon statistics collected by the Federal govérnment:._

The primary concern of education industries is with projections i

and trends for planning purposes. Furthermore, their areas of concern
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focus on curricilum and _numbérs of pupils enrolled in various
curricular programs. They need to know how many youngsters are en-
rolled. in various sx;bjécts and what new kinds of curriéula are being
developed. Such informétion enables the businessman to plan ahead for
bath the kinds and quantities of materials he will develop.

Thus the education industry is primarily interested in the data
itself. Little concern is expressed about _analysis or readability
since industries employ their own_f)ersonnel to analyze publiéations by
national agencles. Tile typical businessman prefers to make hié own
judgments about the implications of statistics and their relationship

to his own particular needs.

Educational interest groups

There are a mumber of sp@cial inte'rth groups in education which
are organized nationally and have particular interests in the condition
and progress 'of education. Those generally recognized as the major
groups are as follows: |

1. Natlonal Education Association (NEA) |

2. American Association of Séhool Administrators (AASA)

3. Classroom Teachers Association (CTA)

4, .r‘iational Association of Secondary School P_riﬁcipals (NASSP}

5. Other affiliates of the Natiomal Education Association

6. American Fedération of Teacﬁers (AF’I) |

7. National School ﬁi_mrds !saociation' b-(‘NSBA)

‘National Catholic Education Association (NCEA)

7w ok N T TR Ay o2
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9. National Association of Independent Schools (NAIS)

10 American Qounc.il on: Education (ACE)
11. Council for Basic Education (CBE)

In addition, national organizations sx..lch as labor unions, civil \ :
rights groups such as the NAACP,I and private ent.erprise groups such as
the Council for Economic Develcpment aﬁd the Chamber of Commerce, ha\.re
én interest in Americarn education with resultant needs for information.

Information needs of interest groups directly related to_educa—-

tion are two fold. First, each group has a political role to pliay forv
its own constituents coﬁceming negotiations for employee benefits or
ac.tivities such as aid to private and 'parochial schools. The differing
P interests and prospectives of these groups within the political milieu
often put them in competition with eaéh other. On the other hand, all
spe'cial interest groups concerned with educatior; have in common a second
area of interest. That is the improvémént of education tﬁ}:oughout the

naﬁion; with particular focus in recent years on increased Fédcral aid

for all aspects of education. Such common interests have been drama-
. .

tically illustrated in the sbility of most interest groups to work to- .

géther in the C;mmit:tee for the Full Funding of Education Prograns, a
Lobbying coalition created to influenée legislators to appropriate
funds for existing programs at the level of original congressional
authorizations. Suc_:h- activities reflect the 'commcm interest that all
education groups have in the fl/mdamen‘tal policy iséues facing the -

nation as a who_l,fa.
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This one can view the information recjuiremente o'f special
interest groups with respect to the major public policy issues as bei'ng_'
synonyinous with thos.e of 1egiélature;_é. Indeed, effective lobbying will,
in large measure, be dependent upon a common understanding between
legislators and interest groups about the nature of the problem raised
by a specific p'o.licy issue. And common understanding is prbmo;ed
through the use of a common data base for examining the nature of a
problen. Thosé publications of the NEA that.deal with characterivs'tica':
of the states with respect to education are excellent emples:of data |
that have been collected and analyzed in order to influence policy
making on issues of broad national concern.

When it comes to fulfilling the inforinat:ion needs that relate »to
the unique coﬁcerns of individual interest groups, we suggast that when
those needs can be met with no additional expense to the Federal govern-

: i :
ment and no additional burden to states and local school disﬁrict's, such

data should be included in USOE publications.

. 1 t must be pointed out that the NEA undertakes the collection and
publication of information of national interest simply because the U.S.
Office of Education discontinued publishing such data in the early 1960's.
The need for such information was felt to be important encugh that the
NEA decided on its own to fill the gap. Numerous policy makers at both

federal and state levels have indicated to us that they turm to NEA publi-  /

caticns, particularly the '"Ranking of the States," for nationally
collected and published educational information. On the other haud,
the U.S. Office of Education continues to be reluctant about ranking
states on any of the information items that it currently collects and
publishes,
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Summary

The data collection, analysis,; and dissemination program of the
U.S. Office of Educa.tion has been designed to serve a multiplicity of
needs. Even when we limit our definition of the program to information
that is routinely collected abc;dt elementary and secondary education,
we continue to see that there are several categories of data consumm':s
that have interests and concerns about the data that are in conflict.
Our purpose in the foregoing section was to examine those interest:a and
concerns of the various categories of users independent of the Specific
policy issues for which each category would like information.

" The order in which we discussed the interests and conceras of
categories of users represents the priorities that we believe must be
assigned to developing a long range, comprehensive program for
collecting, analyzing, and disseminating 1nfprmation about education.
To the extent that the needs cf any one category of consumers are
adequately met, they do not include those who should be receiving top
priority, namely, legislative and executive branch policy-na.'kcrd.'..

The needs of policy-makers are not met for three ;easona'. First,

there 18 a critical lack of policy orientation in the data that are re-

ported and, in large measure, collaected. Second, reporting of information

is almost completely devoid of amalytic content. (This is a basic reason

why current USOE data activities meet the needs of lower priority users

more effectively than policy makers.) Third, USOE publications are not -

sufficiently readable and useful for policy makers who are neither

statisticians nor educatars.
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Thé remaining two chapters of this Report are directed at providing

strategies for developing an information system designad for legislators

and officials who review and formulate educational policy. In the next
chapter an educational finance policy framework for guiding development of
/ such a system is discussed. A series of recommendations for dealing with

the shortcoming's' summarized above and with the data collection, analysis

and dissemination program of the USOE are developed in the final chapter.
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[ "CHAPTER V

’ : A POLICY ORIENTED FRAMEWORK FOR INFORMATION !

ON THE FINANCING OF AMERICAN PUBLIC SCHOOLS .

P 9

The most 'importa.lnt criterion for evaluating the adequacy of

v .

! availabie information on educational finance is how well such dafa

i{lluminate and explain the major' issues of national education policy.

T et

Specifically, a program of data collection, analysis and

dissemination must begin with the critical question: data for and

about what? Accordingly, we believe that meaningful improvements in

the statistical services of the United States Office of Education can

occur only 1f data needs are measured ageinst a consciously and care-

fully articulated framework of educational policy issues. This

chapter will discuss one such framework. '

‘é
3 Since the focus of this study is school finance, the relevant

j
iasﬁes are those in which fiscal considerations are central. Because ' ?}
‘our sponsor is a Presidential Commission charged with preparing
récomendations of a substantial and fundamental nature, our analyais ?
is intended to take account not only of those specific policy issues }

{
;
)

which are before the nation at present, but also those broad policy

concerns that will be of importance throughout the décade’ of the

seventies.




Our purpose, then, is to develop a policy framewdrk that is
sufficiently comprehensive'to cover the range of important questions
that policy-makers ask, and explicit enough to suggest data that
can provide the answers they need. We do not claim that the agenda
s of issues within the framework has a unique validity. It is, however, -
designed to organize the co}lection, analysis and dissemination of
information on iSSue; which it is generally agreed will have nationél
significance for some time to come. Major categories of the
framework organize information'afbund four fundamental questions
that effective governmental policy must address if it is to cépe
with the complexities of school finance:
1. . What is the leval and composition of both the need
and the demand factors for various kinds of educa-
tional services, both at present and in the fore-

seeable future?

2. What will be the cost of satisfying those needs
and demands?

3. How equitable--under whatever definition of equity
might be posed--is the present distribution of
educational services? And how equitably distributed
i1s the burden of paying for those services?

' 4. What is the fiscal-impact of Federal aid programs
- on school districts. Also, what is the impact
on learning of educational progrems in general and
Federal aid programs in particular?

Cleérly, we have more precise and complete information
available in some of these areas than in others. Appendix B of
this Report lists the sources of availéble data which bear on these

questions. In the present section of this Report, however, we
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concern ourselves with an explanation of the policy framework
against which the adequacy of data must be judged, examining in
detail the issues that are subsumed under each of the fundamental

problem areas noted above.

1. The Demand for Education

Changes in the need and the demand for education come about -
as a result both of changes in the population and in the mix of

educaticnal services that are desired by consumers., We are not

suggesting that 8 rigid determinism controls the shape 6f American 1
education, nor that we can ascertain with precise accuracy the

patterns of future school populations or the shifts in preferences

for different kinds of education, But we believe that with the A
development of a policy oriented information program, far greater
knowledge about the components'of such changes.could be made

available to those who influence, formulate, and implement policies

3 Aot Sl ar G honés ol

for education. Specificaily, greater knowledge about the

dimensions uf need and demand factors in education would permit o

legislators and executives to plan more sensibly for the future.

1.1 Changes in the population

There are two dimensions to concerns with population changes.
The first deals with the numbers. How large is the population to
be served and where is it located? Second, what are the characteristics

of the populafion to be served by education in general and public

~ education in particular? Analysis of the needs of public school




pupils will focus on enrollment rather than the population as a

whole.

1.1.1. Gross population trends

What is the pattern of population'growth? In order to
develop programs for the training of personnél or for the provision
of facilities, poliby-make%s should know what the volume of futuré
population is apt to be and where.it is likely to be located. Baby

booms, for example, imply a need for incentives to draw resources

~ and personnel into early childhood and elementary education, with

lower short term priority for secondary and higher education but

predictable implications for the future.

What shifts in population characteristics. are occurring among

city, suburban and rural areas? Changes in the composition of central
city, Suburﬁan, and rural populations will have direct‘relevance

to the need for and the design and cost of educational progfams.
Policy-makers at the national level sbould be aware of regional
growth patterns as well as trends in city-suburban-rural population.

shifts. Within states, of course, the juestions raised by those

who plan the future of education are more specific as they seek to

pirpoint the planning of training programs for given‘afeas and
facilities. Clearly, general population data from census collections
should be available atout school district:units, rather than just

for municipal jurisdictions as is presently the case.

W
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1.1.2. School;age population and enrollment trends

What is fhe pattern of’change in pre-kindergarten fo grade 12

enrollments among types of school districts and states? Of more

immediate interest than long-term populationlprojections are the
observable trends in thevschooljage'population. Relatively short-
term (five to fifteen year) school-age projections may be made for
states and regions wifh considerable confidence. Based on
'population birth to five years and.upon existing early-grade enroll-
ments,'policy-makers at all leVeis-of government should roufinely
know the demands that will be placed upon educational resources by
virtue of pupil numbers at different grade levels, both now and
-fof the near future. Clearly, questions of fhis nature require
estimates that ﬁugt coﬁbine relatively hard data based upon the
existing pgpulation with estimates that have an implicitly greater
degrée of uncertainty, for instance the patterns of mobility and
school-leaving age,

At presen;; school errollment data are collected according

to a variety of measures that vary among states: fall enrollment,

‘average daily membership, average daily attendance. Each measure

has several possible variations. While in the aggregate differences
in the totals aﬁong the various measures may he rather small,
amounting to oniy a few percent, the impact on the entollment_piétdre
of particular kinds bf school districts may be significant. Areas
with large propértions»of Poor -or minority group pupils have higher

absentee rates, so that attendance measures tend to understate the
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school population to be aeﬁed.. Fo”r example, in New York State it
was found that changing ‘the technique for counting pupils from

the average daily-attehdénce basis f:o an enrollment basis would have
raised the pupil count in New York City sufficiently to increase
its share of state aid by nearly fifteen percept.l Policy-makers
concerned with providing aid to districts with attendance or
dropout problems oug't‘n: to be provided data whickh permit -them to

monitor these concerns.

1.2, Chang'eﬁs in the nature of the demand for education

Ascertaining the need for school gervices requires more tfxan
simply knowing how many pupils will be located where. Demand ,
changes will reflect- a relationship to the patterns of the years of
schooling required by our'society, on both pre-kindergarten and post-
seco‘ndary levels. Preferences for private and parochia_l education
will continue to shift and will have immense impact on the demands
made on the public schools in éome localities. Consolidation of
small school districts and decentraligation of large districts create
their own sets of demand problems, requiring that such information
be available. Finally, changes in the characteristics of
communities discussed above, as well as shifts in student and par;e.ptal
preferences, suggest that changes in curricular prbgr&ns and school

services will form another set of demands.

1Joel S. Berke, Alan K. Campbell, and Robert J. Goettel,
Financing Equal Educational Opportunity: Alternatives for State
School Finance, (Berkeley: McCutchan Publishing Corp.), forth-
coming Spring of 1972, Chapter IV.
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1.2.1. Years in school

‘What patterns are emerging with respact to years in school?

Patterns of requirad and desired yeérs of schooling are shifting.

The most obvious shift may be downward, as kindergarteu becomes

more universal and as increasingly larger proportions of the .
| 'p_‘opulation express a demand for early education. Conversely,
school-leaving ‘age mav extend upward,_ with the demand for the
ayailabil.ity of junior college. fac_ilities. and open enrollment programs
becoming mote widespread. Will pupils and their parents increasingly
‘s'gek more. leeway in the period of 1life devoted to forinal schooling,
| _requeat:lng. perhaps, the option of:interrupting schooling for two

or three years during late adolescence for experience in the private
economy, public s.ervice, travel, or self-defined learning situations?
And will a society that is becoming more ‘dependen.t. upon technclogy
require increuasingly more training and re-training experiences
for econom_ic. putposes? ‘Will shorter working days, weeks, and years
iead to more: educatioual opportuhities‘ and for leisure pursuits
throughout the 1ife span? Policy-makers cannot intelligently predict
future demand without seeking some indicators of approaching changes

in the nature of the present demand for education,

1.2. 2‘. Non-public education » ' -

What is the impact on public education of changes in private

and parochial school enrolliment patterns? Preferences for public

versus private education are undergoing éhange. The closing of

- 86 - 93

s e e




numerous parochial schools, lfor example, has received considerable
atten‘tion because of the obvious and direct impact on public school
finance in éenerai and cer.tain school districts in particular.
Fortunately, techniques‘ developed by researchers f[or the President's
Commission on School Fijnance and the New York State Commission

on the Quality, Cost an;d Financing of Elementary and Secondary
Education have provided some of the methodologicél tools necessary
for dealing with shifting preference patterns for non-public

education.

Will the awakening desire of parents for differentiated

educational programs and 'better teaching' lead to a shift in enroll-

ment to varied types of non-public schools? Just as significant

numbers of Catholic parents and students appear to be re—assessing
their need for parochial education, other segments of society are
looking to alternative models for schooling beyond those offered

by public schootl districts. bStreel academics, irov schools and
industrial training programs are examples of fledgling but potentially
significant innovations. Proponents of voucher plans have provided

a possible vehicle for funding such programs. We ha\.le every

reason to believe that public interest In alternative schools will
generate an increased demand for state and Federal government
intervention in the 1970's, a demand which in turn neeessitates an

available source of reliabhle information for Federal decision making.
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1.2.3. Changes in school district organization

What changes that have fiscal implications are occurring in

~the .organization of school districts? The long-—term trend toward

-consolidation of small districts has been well documented, but we
:must continue to devote attention to the changed dimensions of school
.district reorgaanilzation. Decentralization of large school districts

- -may have significant impact in future vears on/p/at‘t:erns of admin-

istration and governauce.. Regional approaches to the delivery of

school services which provide costly programs for vocational

..education or education for the handicapped through cooperating units

are not well accounted for under existing data collection systems.
If the trend toward regionalization continues, as many state
programs suggest, policy-makers at all levels will be asking more

questions than can currently be answered about the prevalence,cost,

.and desirability of supporting and encouraging such developments.

1.2.4, Changing curricular programs

What changes are occurring in the content of education?

Obviously, changes of the type noted above will also bring

with them demand not simply for more, but for different educational

programs and facilities. The increasing proportion of low income
populations in particular areas implies a need for increased and improved .

vocational and career training programs, as well as compensatory education

programs in varying age patterns (i.e. pre-kindergarten) intended

-to overcome obstacles to learning that are environmental in origin.

.
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Recent studies have repeatedly demonstrated that low school achievement
levels can be statistically bredictéd from observation of such
societal \'rariable.s as parental education levels, number of schools
a :child has attended in the last few vears, and the proportion of
children living in overcrowded housing. Poiicy-—makérs at all levels °
of government may come to provide educational programs designed to
react to educational indicators of that kind. If they do, increasinglly,
broader and mo.e sophisticated data wiii be required by educationgl‘
policy-makers. |
* * *

In short; then, one major area of policy concern that we would
.suggeSt as appropriate for organ.iiing the collectior}‘and presentation
of educational findnce data is the level and composition-of the shifts
1in need and demand fpr educational sérvices. Thg data needed to
assist pqlic_v-makers in thAat area Include pop_ula!‘:ion treands, school-
age enrollmeni: trends, chﬁnges in the nafure of the demand for
education étemming from such things as groﬁng interest in early child-
hood and éareer education services, new‘ way;s 6f organj.ziné schools,
and differing patterns of choice for private as well as public

education.

- 2. Fiscal Dimensions of the Demand for Educational ‘Services
Having examined questions related to the volume and the
varieties of educational‘seryices, we turn next in developing a policy-

oriented framework for an information system to the costs of such
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senficee. Focus in this section 1ig .v'on t_he fiscal implicati'ons'
of t.'he demand and need 'issues discusaed in Section 1. Current
expenditures and. revenues muet be e.;_cami'ned in terms of the extent
to which cdrrent needs are being met. Projections for che future
indicate possible increases in costs of aervices and the ability
of revenue systems to yield the funds to meet such costs. While

the focus i1s primerily on education, recognition 18 given tom'the

'fact' that education finance functions within a framework of public

finance. Thus one important 1ssue becomes, to what extent.,do
demands for non~educational municipal services affect the capacity - ’“

of local jurisdictions to devote funds to education? . ' ;

241 Levels of financial support

Concern here is with expenditures and revenues for education. ‘ h

Three fundamental questions arise.

2.1.1. The costs of educational services

What are current expenditures in various types of school

\districts and what will future services recLuire for their- support?

t.ounting the costs is clearly the most basic of fiscal responsibilities.

National policy-makers should not only be provided with total educa- |

tiural costs, but: they must also be able to identify comparative expend— '. ,
)

itur@ 1evels between states and among different kinds of echool '

dist: Y-icts. In addition, it 1s becoming increasingly apparent that o .‘ |

: infomation about comparative expenditures among individual achools

within school districts 1s also important for local policy-making

. =90 ="




although‘ at the national level it is.neces.sary only to have sample
data of this nature. Cbmparisons, however, require common units,
suéh as expendit‘ures per pupii in av.erage daily attendance or in
enrollment, and commonality or uniformity must also apply to the
expenditure units.‘ For example, expenditures in school districts
which pay for fétirement costs from theilr own current moniés cannot
' meaningfully "e coinpared to districts in whiqh the state pays for
such benefits. |
Costs of different types of educat:ionai services shc;uld also 1
be a;railable. Starting at the most basic level, policy-makers should ‘
be able to tell what proportions .and. levels of expenditures are now
allocated to schools with different pupil populat_ion characteristics,
as well as cbserving such differenéés among elemenltary, intermediate

and high schools. And in planning for the future, school executives

should be able to estimate the per pupil cost of programs which

eriphasize, say, 'early learning or vocational education. Changes in

population patterns, in program preferences, and in school organiza- _

tion should all be amenable to at least rough cost estimates tc gulde

the dgvelopment of finance pr_olicy. In.the present as well as in
the future, the developers of school finance ﬁolicy at thelnationgl
‘level should have available to fhetﬁ iﬁdices. of t‘ne. compargtivg cost
of purchasing similar educational 'aervices in diffefent regions of
. the country. Although the self-—réinforcing nature of su'cﬁ cost

_differentials-has thus far discouraged the development of suitable
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indices,‘ clearly such information is“of cr.itical importance to the
fomulation of any policy that calls for a significant increase in

3 o Federal aid. A ;rariety of po‘ssible-.approaches should be investigated.
An expansion of the Department of Labor's Consumers Price Index (CPI)
to more Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas for this purpose

deserves serious consideration.

2.1.2. The revenues available for educational serviceq

What are the sources of revenues for education, and what growth

can be cxpected? Public education is currently supported by revenues

2t e N 1 A

from local, state, and federal sources. lLocal funds provide more

_ than half the total; states furnish more than 40 percent; and the

Federal govemnient supplies approximately 7 percent of elementary and

secondary school revenues, Intelligent fiscal planning requires that,

to the degree possible, revenue yilelds be estimated. Natiomal
policy-makers should have information from which to .un:derstand trends
in state and ‘local’ financing and gear Federal programs to overcome
soft spots iﬁ' the fiscal capacity of those units or to encourage
greater effort, depending upor Federal policy preferences. Data useful

for these purposes require eq'ualized. assessment values for property

that can be taxed by school. districts gt}d states; estimates of family
income by school districts and.states;. ;\nd ‘other such yardstiéks’ of
ablility to pay. As revenue patterns shift from heavy f‘eliance'

‘ “ N Y -upor; local property‘ taxes to statéwide, mo;re broadly based f:#xatioh;

implications of such shifts must be apparent to those wﬁo plan the
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the nation's educational finance.

2,2, Co@peﬁing non—-educational demands

To what extent do demands for non-educational municipal

services affect the fiscal capacity of jurisdictions, both state

and local, to devote funds to education? The determination of

E J revenues available “for education at all levels of government depends

in large degree upon the competing demands for other public services

that are made upon the same tax base. For example, in determ'ining‘
the fiscal capacity of school districts and states, rarely is

consideration given to the extent to which expenditures for non-

‘_edu'cational services in local municipal jurisdictions that over-

lap school district boundariés reduqe' the effective capacity to raise
revenues for educ.ation.. Two districts—-or states-—'wi.th equal tax
baées are not necessarily equally able to provide' funds for educat;ion |
1f one of those districts or states must brovide more exf:ensive
police, fire, public health, ti‘ansportation, and weifare services

out of that same tax base. Nata should be available to permit

the formulation of Federal and state aid policies that recognizé
that education finance is only one of several dimensions of public

finance.

In short, the se:ond major division of our framework organizes

data related to the costs required to meet the educational needs and




demands discussed in the first section. It suggests that policy~
makers ought to be able readily to match services to costs and to

have guidance in determining what changes in patterns of educational

resource allocation will be required.

3. OQuestions of Equity

In allocsting,public resources, the questions that must be
considered are not only those of needs and costs, but of equity
as well. How fair, public policy-makers ask, is the distribution of

(1) the educational resources and (2) the burden of paying for those

.resources? Certainly concepts of fairness differ, but the information

needed to anawer questions of equity 1is applicable to any one of a
number of definitions. We propose a framework for eramining equity
in sehool finance that will suggest the data required to answer the

more commonly accepted conceptions of equity.

3.1. Equity in the distribution of resources ! who benefits?

Let us look first at equity--or equality of educational

opportunity--in regard to' the pattern of allocation.of resources. Two

competing values are fairly widespread: first, that all public
school pupils ought to have esaentially equal resources; and second,
that resources bught to be matched o educational needs in order to

produce essentially equal learning outcomes. Under either approach,

one should know the pattern of resource distribution--state by state;
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district by district; éqhool~b§ schéﬁl; in rural, suburban, or

central city districts; B} racial groups; by income classifications;

and by wealth in‘ferms.of propérty §a1ue. What are the disparities
H between educationai resources in oné jufisdictional unit and those

in another?._To what factors do those disparities relate? . .

3.1.1. Dollar allocations

To what extent are local school district expenditure levels

a function of local wealth rather then the wealth of the gtate as

a whole? How equitably are dollars for éducation distribuﬁed

among states, school districts and schools? What are the effects of

state systems of school finance upon expenditure levels of local

school districta? ﬁxpenditures fof.education should be examined

- within states in terns of wealth, income and the distribution of

handicapped, vocational and disadvantaged students. Do expenditure

patterns match the values and.purpOSes intended by legislation? . Are
., - disparities aystematic? What kinds of students geem to be benefiting
most? Such questions can and should be asked about dollar

allocations of educational expenditures.

3.1.2. Service allocations

How many and what quality teachers, éounaelors, curricular .
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offerings, supplies, and facilities are available to whom and how

PR T

wide are the variations? Most state aid systems are based on

expenditures per pupil as the measure of fiscal need. A few, however,




use claseroom units or pupil/teacher retios to determine fiscal -

' need;e Buf the d;fferenees in the‘cost of providing comparable
services aﬁong districts are‘of impottanee'to almost all state
systems. Thus if we bypass dollar allocatioes and focus on the
distribution of services among schools or school districts, a
somewhat diffefen;‘picture ef equity often emerges. .In shert,
some districts as well as states speqd more for education and ta#
themselves at higher rates, but sfili.feil in their atteﬁpt to
provide services comparable toﬂdietfiefs or states that spend less

or do not make as great an .effort. Information about such conditions

is critical to the formulation of effective pﬁﬁ;ﬂc policies des;gned,-
to promote greater equality of educational opportunity.

Such concerns are at the roet of'equal educational oppeftunity.
For . those to whom the hﬁfch.of resources fo.need-level is eentral
to equal educational opportunity, the socio-~economic characteristice
of pupil populations and the'achievement levels of those students
may be considered indicies-of‘fairness.in the allocation of

educational services.

'3.2. Equity in the distribution of costsg: 'who pays? |

Competing conceptSvof equity in taxation ex1st as clearly:
as.they do for notions of equal eaucetional opportunity; Whether
one believes that costs should be. related to benefits received or
te the ability to pay, policy-makers want to know the comparative

fiscal capacity to suppor;/edueation among jurisdictions.




3.2.1. Fiscal capacity

To what extent are tax burdens related to the ability of

states and school districts to raise revenues for education and

other services? Fiscal capacity 1is open to varying definitions

and no single approach should be examined exclusively. Clearly,
however, it wili linvolve prc;perty values whe.re local educational
revenue raising_ is"largely dependent upon the property tax. On
. the other hand, citizens pay taxes with income, and the wealth
of a communit:y measured in térﬁs of property_values does ngtl
alwayé match their actual ability to pay. Income levels, retail
sales, manufacturing volume, are factors that can be examined.

The relationship between taxes and ability to pay raises
other questions abovut'the‘ financing'of public education. When the
state and local tax system is taken as a whole, where does the
burden fall? 1Is the system progressive, proportional or regressive?
National policy-makers need to know how states differ on such
questions if Federal aid policies are to be designed to encourage

reform in state finance systems.

\

3.2.2. Tax effort

How much effort do states and local school districts make to

support education and other municipal services? Fiscal cap'acity-.-or :

its converse, fiscal need--is one aspect of equity, but equaily
important to many people who judge the falrness of.t:he distribution

of the costs 1s the question of the degree of effort being made by
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a community from its own resources. HIn the recent schi)ovl‘ finance
cases in California, Minnesota., and Texés, courts concerned them-
selves not merely with Qhether wealtilier communities were able. to
‘provide higher quality school ser\}ices, but t;hey focused equally

. upon the question of whethe; wealthier cénnntmities were able to
provide higher quality services with lower tax effort. Thus
equalized tax r'ate.. information becomes critical, as well as the

- 'reiatiohsﬁip of tax burdens to suchl other measures as persongl
income. While the courts hax-re not at this writinug resolved that_
question directly, policy-makers in other ‘bz:anches,'and possibly
.the‘ courts themselves, may want to ask themselves precisely what
measure of effort is really the most realistic. It may be that
tax rates converted to proportions of income taxed for the schools
is a more appropriate apprrach, or else it may be. ﬁhat the tof#l tax
effort--for schools as well as for othei bublic purposes--is a more
appropriate test fcr certain kinds qf school districts. In any
evenf, nationel policy-makers ask a variety/ of quéstﬁ’.ons about the
~effort which both states and local school districts ‘expend on

raising revenues for education.

In sum, then, questions of fairness are considered by citizens,
officials, educators, and judges as they make determinations about

state educational finance systems. Those questions relate to the
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equity with which we distribute services for education and the costs

of paying for those services. Such questions are the substance of

the third division of our policy framework.

4. The Impact of Educational Programs .

e

While the policy concerns discussed under the previous three
. categories apjyear ‘to be of consuming interest to the policy-makers
wé have Contaci:ed in the course of fhis studyl, and in the course
of our other professional acfivit;tes in the area of educational ‘
finance, lone set of questions emerges as of paramount importance in

the minds of many citizens. What impact are current programs

Aeons i ba o

having and would there be any different impact if financial invest-

ments in educationa]. programs were {ncreased? Such questions are

covered in this 1as; category of our policy framework. They are on
the one hand questions relaced to the trécing Aof fiscal allocations
for‘education‘ and their interact:ion wif:h finance programs of other
" government:al' levels, and on the other ﬁand they are questions which

relate to educational evaluation, namely ‘the outcomes in the quality

of education of the various government gponsored pfograms.

; - 4.1 Fiscal impact

Who benefits from Federal ‘aid to education? To what extent

5 ‘ {s the allocation of Federal aid related to measures of fiscal and/or

educational need? Perhaps the most distréssing observation to be

made about data gaps {n the educational information gystem is that
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after many years of Federal aid to states and local school districts

' and, in particular, more. than six years experience with the

Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, national level policy
makers are still largely uninformed about 'who benefit:s?":L
This 1s particularly surprising since one of the primary purposes .

of ESEA as well as other Federal programs is to improve the fiscal

" condition of school districts through such aid. Therefore, one of

the more pressing information needs .ét the national level is to
collect, analyze, and present in z;' cbncise, coordinated, integrated
and understandable manner, reliable answers to questions dealing
with the flow of aid to school disﬁricts, schools and specific
programs., Giv;an the present '"state of the art' in this area, Congress-
‘men and Senators will in all probab.ility be asked to make far-
reaching decisions about new Federal aid—-to-education programs with
exceedingly little information about the cperational outcomes. of
present policies. For example, once one begins to ask questions
about specifi.c kinds of Federal aid, }.e., -ESEA Title II or NDEA V,.
information about the flows of such aid i8 unavailable. Since
different Federal aid programs typically have different purposes, it
is critical that pblicy-—makers know the extent to whiéh the funds
are getting to areas where the original purposes for which aid
was given can be served. |

Adequate informatvion about pattemé of Federal aid flows

would}__indiga.t:g”whgt._ kinds of school districts and schools get which

1For a report of efforts by the Policy Institute, Syracuse
University Research Corporation to disentangle problems related to
this question see Stephen K. Bailey, Joel S. Berke, Alan K. Campbell,
and Seymour Sacks, Federal Aid to Public Education: Who Benefits?
Select Committee on Equal Educational Opportunity, United States

Senate, April, 1971.
- 100 - . 107
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kinds of aid. Also, ‘wh';t: kinds of services or activities character-

ize expenditures? To what extent does the flow of Federal aid

compensate for or contﬂbute to t:he' inequities of a state's finance
system for education? "How effective are Stt;lte education agencies

in coordinating .and integrating Federal aid prcgrams? _What are .
the patterns of allocations for non-USOE administered funds |
1.e.v, Office of Economic Opportunity‘, Department of Agriculture?
Clearly, current practice on the p‘ar‘t of the USOE and state education
agencies is to acco.um': for' the expenditure of funds, not to prbv,ide

information about such expenditures that relate to broader public

‘ poiicy issues. The filling of this'gap deserves top priority

attention within the Federal government,

4.2 Educational impact

Do additional resources in general, and Federal aid funds

in particular, improve leayning? ‘Under what conditions does money

‘make a diffetence? These questions are probably the most frequently

asked by public officials charged with formuiating educational policy
as well as by citizens who are constantly asked to.pay higher taxes

to support education. We are doubtful that such questions can be

. adequately answered at the present time, but the great importance

that policy-makers attach to the need for some indication of positive
payoffs from the current financial investment in certain kinds of
education aid programs, must be reflected in any comprehensive

educational information system. It should be mnoted, of course, that
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there exists no consistent data to 1ﬁd1caté- that positive payoffs
are not occurring.

One clear way for the i)ublic 'to begin to get a sense of the
condition and progress of learning in the United States is for the
USOE to integrate information acquired from a varizty of sources

about the current educational attainment of the population. This

- implies data about achievement test results, college attendance

rates_, drop ovc rates, employment success, and years of schooling.
Reaction to the National Assessment Program and the slow but: sure
growf:h of state assessment programs are promising indicators t:ha't:
resistance to finding out "how we are doing" is diminishing. Hope-
fully, considerable attention and money will be devoted by the
Federal government to accelerating the 'development: of these act;ivities.
But another component of this issue area holds less promise.
There 1s probably very little chance in the near future of producing
significant benefit-cost analysis of altemati\}e educational programs,
and strategies to influence the course of public policy. Therefore,
a comprehensive Federal government information system in educatiorn .
should not yet attempt to answer benefit-cost type questions.
Rather, the responsibility for dealing with such quest:ions. should
rest with the National Institute of Education (NIE) until the time
that results of such analyses can'be generali zéd for4app11cabilit:y
to broad based educational programs. In the meantime, the USOE can

and should extend cooperation and support to NIE efforts to shed

more light on this subject.
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Summary of Major Issue Areas
in the Education Finance
Policy Framework

1. The Demand for Education

"y

1.1 Changes in the population
E | 1.'1.1. Gross population trends
11,2, School-age population and enrollment trends
1.2. Changes in the nature of t;he demand for education.
1.2.1. Years in scho'ol
1.2.2, Non-public education
1.2.3. Changes in school distrigt organization

1.2.4. Changing curricular programs

2, Fiscal Dimensions of the Demand for Educationgl Services
2.1. Levels of financial support

2.1.1. ‘The costs of educational services

2.1.2. The revenues available for educational services

2.2. Competing non-educational dmnds

3. Questions of Equity
3.1. Equity in the distribution of resources: who benefits?
3.1.1. Dollar allocations
3.1.2. Service allocations

3.2. Equity in tﬁe distribution of costs: who pays?

3.2.1. Fiscal capacity

3.2.2. Tax effort
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: , ' .
4. The Impact of Education Programu
r .
4.1 Fiscal impact .
4.2 Educational Impact
ﬂ o)
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_ CHAPTER VI

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

. | The previous five chapters of this report have been addressed

to identifying the problems of providit}g useful information for

those who formulate and evaluate educational poliey, particularly
education finahce policy, at the national level. The system: of
collécting, analyzing and disseminating data has been exanined wiﬁh
particular emphasis on the most glaring shortcomings and anomalies in
that system. We have examined and.catalogued both the availability and

" the ﬁsefulueas of information on the. important questions on the nation's

educational agenda through interviews, questionnaires, and staff
aﬁalysis. We have met with locul, stat'e., and national officials of
botﬁ executive and 1egislati§e branches, and have studied reports
of previous panels which have looked into the information gap in
’ elementary, secondary and higher educ:at:iouf As a means ofh judgiug

F ] the usefulness and organization of educational data, we developed a

framework for policy analysis.

Summary

On the basis of those research activities, our major conclusion

is that the present system of educational information fails to serve

———— - —

the requirements of those who need timely, reliable and relevant in-

1

formation about the nation's educational problems. From the policy-
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makers viewpoint, this failure héé four critjcal dimensions:
1. 'Inforhation is not qrgahized and presented within
a pdliéy-relevant fiamework. There is little

indication that federal education data collection

begins with the most basic of questions: - é;fa

‘for and ‘dbout vhat?
2. Information thag is collected and disseminated is

rarely analyzed._.As.a result, USOE information .

- typically 1s presented according to the

alphabetical order of the states or the enroll-

ment of school districts, two characteristics
which usually have little relevance to the major
1ssues facirg the nationm.

3. The format and presentation of the information
as vell as long delays in publication discourage
use by policy-makers.

4. Numerous gaps exist in the availability of data
required to answer questions relative to the
education agenda in the 1970's. Such g;ps occur
for three reasons.

a. Suitable comparisons from gistrict to
district or state to state are often not available
in any form. Exaiples include pupil achieve-~
ment data, cost benefit data, and 'needs"

data in basic instructional areas.
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b. Data available for some aggregations of school
districts, municipalities énd states are
‘not'avallable for other aggregations or levels.

This is one of the principal reasons why it is

so difficult to relaﬁe fiscal data about education )

to data about other state and municipal services. |
c. To be useful toﬂpoli;é;makers an item of

information must be presented in relationship

to another 1tem‘to create an index which permite -

anlaysis and conclusions. As often as not,

USOE publications present raw data which are

of little use to policymakers, -

One of the more discouraging‘findings of this study is that many
of the problems that we have identified and the recommendations that
ve are making have.been noted by.numerousfindividuall and gtudy
committees over the past 30 to 40 years. Those problems continue to
exist. -in 1light of the increasing operational role of fhe ?ederal
government in education and the current crescendo of voices calling
for a vast increase in the Federal share of total revenues for

education in the 1970's, the need for solutions to data prdblems

" has become critical.

The primary reason why significant information gaps continue to
exist while substantial recommendations have largely been ignored is
that both the executive branch of the government -- beginning with the

USOE -- and the majority of Federal legislators have in the past
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not considered .the need for good information about. education

sufficiently pressing to insist that changes be made., Specifically,
exeéutives andllegisla£ors have failed to exért the aggressive
ieadership required to overcome bufeaucratic lethargy and shortsighted-~
ness, and to'érovide the substantial increase in funds necessarﬁ .
to get the same kind of job done in education'that is.roﬁtinely
expected of business“and labor, agriculture, health, aﬁd a host
of other fhdéral statistical programs. Without such leaderghip
fréﬁ the White House, the Secrétary of Health,,kducation and Welfare,
the Commissioner of Education, key Senators and Congressmeﬁ, and without
sufficient fiscal and staff recources, there is little likelihood
thaf our récommendations will fare any better than those of earlier
studies. ' Put qnother way, ;he notioﬁ that the USOE should do a thorough
and systematic job of analyzing and.feporting the condition ahq'
prégress of Ame;;can education is not just an idea whose time.has come.
After more than 100 yeéré of an Office of Education, it is, we
believe, long overdue.

Our recommendaticns have two foci. First, we discuss a gevies
of recommendations addressed to the information system for educatidn as
a whole, recommendations designed to generate and inati;q;ibnalize
fundamental changes in the process of collecting, analyzing dnd‘

disseminating information. Secend, we present reéommendationa dealing

with each of the components of the system by focusing on the collection,

analysis, and reporting functions independently.
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We must note our recognition that these recoﬁendations are not
made to or about a static information system. Rather, the present
activities of the ‘USQE; including the publicly expressed intentions
of the Commissioner, indicate considerably more drive towards develop-
ment of a dynamic liuformation program than at perhaps any previous time
in the history of the Office.l Some of the proBlems we have discussed
have also been identified by responsible officials within the Office.
Similarly, some of our recormendations -are under internal gonsider-
atibn. _ Nevertheless, there are areas in which substantial d.ifferenc.es
exist between our recommendation and present USOE plans. These
result from our overriding concern with the needs of the policy
pfocess and our primary emphasis on serving the information require-
ments of policy-makers in the executive and legi.s.lative branches

of the Federal government, as well as citizens who must pass judgment

on their actions.

Recommendations

We beiieve the following three recommendations are the most

critical that emerge from our research:

1. Data Analysis

Data about Americen education must be analyzed. A series
of publications which explain spatial trends in (1) the demand for4

education, (2) its costs, (3} conceptions of equity in regard to

J‘Stae "Data Gathering -- a Time for Planning". a speech by
Commissioner of Education Sidney P. Marland, Jr. presented to the
opening session at the anrusnl Conmissioner's Conference of the
Council of Chief State School Officers in Washingtonm, D. C.,
Thursday, June 17, 1971.
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educational services and césts, ana (4) the impact, both fiscal

and, to the extent possible, educational of Federal programs should

be p’roduced by an.anallytical staff located in the National Center for
Educational Statistics of the United Stateé Office of Education. The
function of the staff would parallel the activities of such agencies

as the Bureau of Labor Statistics and the Office of Business Economics.
More specific rechrmmendations wi.‘l_.l be discussed below under analysis.

2. .Adﬂsory Committee. .

To guide improvement in NCES information gathering., analysis

and dissemination, an advisory committee should be created. Composed

of recognized scholars and other policy-oriented users of educational
data, thé committee should be charged with producing an annual

report to the Congfess, Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare

and to the Commissioner of Education on (1) the' important trends in
the condition and progress of American education and (2) the state

of the Office's information collection, analysis, and dissemination.
Such a committee, with a staff of 1its own, would parallel in a general
way the functions provided by such committees as the Advisory
Coﬁmission on the Education of Disadvantaged Children. Specifically,
it would provide the immensely useful furnction in regard i:o‘;lata
services of asking the essential question: "Information for what?"
Ambitious organizational changes 1like those envisioned in the

Common Core of Data for the Seventies will serve a useful function only

as a body of analytically and policy-oriented people infiuence the
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selection of items. to be collected ahd the manner in which they are

organized and presented. -

3. In-depth analysis

Ultimately, however, independent, continuing, in-depth

I analysis of the state uf American education and educational finance .

will come only from a body roughly comparable to the National Bureau '

of Economic Research. Funded, perhaps, by the Naticnal Institute

" of Education and the States, such a body could develop the prestige

and competence to attract distinguished senior scholars and the most.

able junior colleagues. Drawing upon the data of NCES, private interest
groups, and university based research; cutting across jurisdictional

levels both horizontally among the agencies of the National Government

and vertically among State Education Agencies and Local Education

e e AR o ABAL L meaaaadece T e

Agencies, such an agency is the primary hope we have for the development

of the all important capacity to provide critical -analyéis and evalua-

tions of the information collected about the condition and progress

of American education.

Additional Recommendations

* | Having considered ways in v!hich the Federal government can

provide a framework and mechanism for reassessing information _ﬁeeds for
‘ policy formulation, we turn now to r?goimcndat_ions that focus on the
. procedures for fulfilling those needs. The following three sets of
recommendations are designed to improve the collection, analysis and
dissemination functions of the USOE. Specific attention is given to
relationships between USOE ;md other agencies of the Federal government

as well as between USOE and state and local education agencies.
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4. .Data Collection

The thoroughnes's. and effectivaness with which data are collected
are two of the most critical .el-ements‘_in the process of developing a com-
prehensive infomation'system. In recent years NCES has generslly
demonsfrated the ability to effectively manage thg data collection processg
for those areas 'il"l which it has responsibility. But as we ﬁve noted :
on several occasions in" this Report, additional data pertinent to educa-

‘_tional policy are collected by program mansgement bureaus of USOE‘ and
pot currently controlable by NCES ‘a'nd by agencies of the Federal 3ove1?nncnt
other than the Office. One of the needl; therefore, is to bring data '
collected by other agencies to the NCBS in a format that permits analysis
with general purpose education data. Similarly, data colléction procedures
directed at state and local school districts can be improved in order to
enhan_ce the reliability of data -and to reduce the .bufden{ upon those
agencies., The recommendations in this section focus on USOE activities,
relationships with other Federal agencies and relationships with states
and local school districts. | |

4.1. Office of Education Activities:

These recommendations are adiressed to the integration of

. generai purpose data and program mmg;ﬁt data, shifting of the res-

ponsibility and reassessment of the Belmont Project, and dgvelbpngnt_ '
of a new "state specialist” approach to data collection.

4.1.1. General purpose data--tiwse data which are currently collected

by the NCES to inform the nation about the "condition and progress of

American Education"--and data required for program management pur poses-—those

o - 112419
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data which are often required by legislation for monitoring Ferderal

aid programs--should be integrated. As we noted in Chapter 1V, mcre

than 90 percent of ail data submitted to USOE by states and local
school districts go to bureaus other than NCES. While such data are
undoubtedly mpqr,t:ant to the administration of programs, they may well
serve as a rich gource of information in addition to being an imense |

burden on states. The story of the Title I Compliance Survey reported

"in Chapter IV is probably only the most broad based and potentially

useful of a number of similar situations. The point is, we have no
idea--and we suspact that neither do NCES staff nor top management at
USOE--what program managemgnt data are collected and (1) the extent to
which those data might be useful in _providing answers to some of the
important policy questions and (2) the l;.xtent of the duplication that
exists among the data activities of program bureads. NCES staff are
attempting to get a handle on this problem, but they clearly need the
support of top level USOE management. The following four sub-
recommendations will help in that effort.

a. NC2S should develop an inventory of data requests,

forms, reports, individual data items, samplern

and USOE users.

b. All surveys for data to states (and local districts)

from USOE should be approved by NCES.

c. Where necessary, legislation should be amended to

facilitate voordination and to reduce duplication in

the internal USOE data program.




d. Appropriate staff posii:ions should be allocated to
NCES to accomplish tasks a and b.

4.1.2. Consistent with 4.1.1, the Belmont Project (Consolidated Pro-

gram Information Report, Elementary School Stlrvey, Secondary School

Survey) which was designed to collect program evaluation information

should be assigned to NCES. NCES staff should conduct a thorough

review of all components of Belmont to assess the extent to which the

" entire project can, with mndifications, serve policy information needs.

Belmont was developed in the Bureau of Elementary and Secondary'v Edu- -
cation and then transfered to the Office of the Deputy Commissioner for
Development. Recently there has been indication that NCES would be
assigned direct responsibility for Belmont. Such a move is critical-——it
perhaps bears even more important symbolic aignificancé-—co the centrali-
zation and coordinstion of all USOE data activities, the internal bureau-
cratic politics of the Office not withstanding.

4.1.3. NCES should assign data collection specialists to a given

nunbei of states with responsibility for supervising the collection and

integration of data about those states from state education agencies

aud other Federal agencies. Such specialists would (1) become expert

in the data problems of the states to which they are assigned, (2)

serve as liaison persons with state education agency personnel and, (3)

serve as liaison persons between NCES and USOE program management bureaus
for their acsigned states. Each specialist would be the most know-

ledgeable pergon in the Federal government about any data that has bearing

M |
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on education in his assigned set of states. In this role he would be

the person in NCES to whom state education agency data specialists could
consistently turn anci would be the resource person for other USOE

personnel. The "specialigts" designation implies positions that should

have high stability over time with obvious implications for USOE personnel

policies.

4.2. Interagency cooperation

. One of the realities of.assimil‘at:ing data in response to
questions arising from any comprehensive education finance policy frame-~
work, including the one that we have proposed in Chapter V, is that much
of the data come from sources other than USOE. Indeed, one of the major
shortcomings in the NCES data program is that USOE publicaticns rarely
deal with education programs manageci by or information collected by other
agencies of the Federal government. When USOE !s- interested in obtaining
data from other sources, NCES staff are largely dependent upon their
ability to persuade their counterparts in other agencies of their needs
for data relative to education interests. Two steps are called for:

4.3.1: Continuing support must come from the Commissioner of Education

and, when necessary, from the Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare

for strengtleningthe 1links between the various agencies collecting edu-

cation data. The Office of Management and Budget can play and importﬁant

role in promoting such coordination among agencies.

!,

$.3.2: All Federal agencies that recmest data from state and local

education agencies should have requests approved and processed by the NCES
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forms clearance operation. Such agencies would include:

a. Office of Civil Rights, HEW
b. Censue.of Governments
c. School Lunch, Department of Agticulture
Just as the.laudable efforts of NCES to reduce the burden on states )
by avoiding duplicdtion‘of efforts and promoting effective coordinatiot‘x

of surveys are often hampered by practices of other USOE bureaus, the same

' problems are created by agencies outside of the Office. The survey mailed

to state education agencies by the Office of Civil Rights, HEV,: in the
early fall of 1971, is a recent example. That survey clearly ignored
practices that had been agreed to by NCES and state representatives to
the Committee on Educational Data Sygtlu; ;rhn states have every reason
to expect better treatment from the Pederal government.

'He\fully'rqqomiz;‘ tiie pitfalls that exist in this recommendation
which calls for greater bureaucratic cmtrﬂiution, particularly when that
centralization ie placed in NCES, a relatively young organization that has
yet tc completely prove its competence as a major statistical agency. Thers
w;lll undoubtedly be some short-term costs in efficiency 'fron the stand-
point- of the other agencies. Nevertheless, those short-term costs should
be off-set in the long run by reductions in the burdens plac;d on statec:
and local school districts while at-the same time improving the quality
and usefullness of the data to policy-makers.

4.3 Role of the States

NCES 1is largely dependent upon state education agencies for data

about states and loczl school districts. Surveys typically go to state
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data personnel even when they pertain to school districts or other sub-
units. Tf the state education agency can supply information from its

own records without s;ending the survey along to local districts, it
usually does so. The following three recommendations deal with survey
flows, integration of general purpose and program data at the state level )
cost of data collection.and compliance with Federal government requests.

"4.3.1: All surveys from agencies of the Federal government that re-

- quire elementary and sezondary education data from states and local school

districts should be sent to the state education agency. No surveys should

go directly to local school districts. In short, the procedure thats
generally observed in NCES should be applied to USOE program management
bureaus and other agencies.

4.3.2.: USOE procedures should be designed to encourage integration of

general purpose and program data within the states. The same kinds of

problems exist in this area at the state level just as they do within the
office. 1In fact, the problems may be worse. A recent study of the politics
of Federal aid administration in six states noted that there were few
efforts to cocfrdinate and focus federally funded programs and that the need
for such a focus was critical.l. One mechanism . for encouraging coordination

may be through data collection procedures. -

4.3.3.: All routine data requests from USOE should require étate com-

pliance. Failure to submit data should result in withholding of Federal
aid to the state education agency. If the deta are sufficiently important

to the Federal government, compliance should be required. We recognize

o ]Yederal Ald to Education: Decision-Making and Allocation,
Joel S. Berka, Michael Kirst, co-editore, D.C. Health forthcoming May,

1972.
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that this recommendation is not consistent with the views of approxi-

mately two-thizds of the CEDS representatives vhon we surveyed--they

prefer a voluntary system with.incent.ives--but it is the most realistic

way in which to get data when it is needed. -On_the other hand, such a
requirement should place upon the Assistant Commissioner for Educational
Statistics and t.he Commissioner. of Education and the Advisory Comittee

that we have proposed responsibility for usuring statea.that data vhich

are requested from the states are clearly needed in order Lo anmr questions
in the policy 1issue framework. '

4.4.4: Tue cost of providing the Federal government with infomtion

beyond those normally undertaken by state education agencies and local

achool districts should be sssumed by USCE. This is a principle thet 1s

easier to articulate than to operationuli:e. Procédures esployed in the
most recent Elementary and Secondary General Information Survey (ELSEGIS)
are a step in this direction. However, more extensive funding by the
Federal government raises a number of thorny issues. For example, some
states (Michigan and New York) already do e‘ great deal more thsn other
states in collecting data for their own purpoaes. Also, through state
adminiseration budgets for Federal aid programs some funds are already
available for these purposes. The example of New York State -

in which the statewide testing program is funded through the

Title I administrative budget was cited in Chapter Iﬁ. There are numerous

examples in other states that are more difficult to disentangle.

5. Analysis of Educational Data
This is the second functional area to which we focus specific

recommendations. The more critical and broad based elements dealing with

£ O
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the question of analysis of information about education were addressed

in our first three recommendations. The following three rccommendations

are designed to implement those proposals.

The USOE should have personnel on -the staff of NCES treined

5.1:
in demography, economics, education, pubiic finance, sociology and other

areas of sociai science expertise in order to perform analysis of data.

Such analyses should focus on data regularly coilected by the Office and

be within the framework of the four broad issue areas discussed in

Chapter VI.
NCES should have an editorial staff assigned responsibility

Though an edi-

5.2:
for insuring readability and clarity of publications.

torial staff cannot be thought of as a substantive addition to NCES, it
may be the most practical way to make publications useful to policy

makers who are not experts in education or statistics.

NCES should have responsibility for analyzinpg only ongoing,

5.3:
routinely ccllected data, including data collected as part of projram
Longitudinal studies and in-

management activities within the Office.

depth analyses that occur only once or on an irregular basis--for exarple,
the Coleman Report--should be the responsibility of the staff of the
Nztional  Institute of Education or the independent, gcvernment sponsored
research organization proposed in recommendation No. 3. Data"collection

for such studies should, of course, continue to be the responsibility of

NCES.

6. Dissemination of Educatioral Information

What should be the format of a USOE publication series reporting
on the condition and progress of American education? We recommend that

there be three series of publications, each organized within the four

igssue areas of the policy framework.

1262 -




6.1: The first series would be a computer listing includin, tsbles

of all data repularly collected about elementary and secondary education

from state education.agéncies and local school districts. These publi-

cations can be printed and disseminated almost immediately after the

the last data items from a survey are submitted by states and placed on .
computer tapes and edited. If these survey reports are organized by

states or region such as census of housing and census of population

reports, the time span between puplicﬁtion anG the period for which the

data apply can be shortened even mére. Clearly, such publications will

include no analysis, only raw data and computer generated analytical

indices.

6.2 The second series should be directed at readers who are laymen—

poiicy-makers, citizens, etc.--and would include considetable analysis.

The presentation would focus on clarity and would emphasize charts, bar-
graphs and other descriptive techniques that assist the reader in visually
interpreting data. The focus of this series would be on the policy
questions and the analyses would clearly draw upon non-USOE data in

addition to NCES surveys when the use of such data are appropriate to

dealing with tha policy issues. ' _;

A significaut component of this series should be early reports,
possibly in a newsletter format, of the analyses of a.lingle,.conc;sé
set of issues for which data are availablej or'trends are clearly dis-
cernable. The current monthly report of the Assistant Commissioner for

Education Statistical 1is a commendable step in this direction.

27
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6.3: The third series of publications should be focused on the

in-depth analysis that would be the charge of the research organization

.proposed in Recommendation No. 3. Such reports would appear as short

monographs dealing with specific sub-issues within the policy framework.

|

‘ ) Like the publications in series 6.2, they would be directed at laymen, ;
though the substance"oﬁ_ the analyses should reflect an ekccedingly ' |
' |

|

high order of scholarly research.

Summary of General Recommendations

1. Data about }.merican education must Abe ‘analyzed.

2. To guide imprbvement in NCES information ga'thgring, ahalysis
and dissemination, an aﬁvisory committee should be created.

3. Create or fuﬁd a research organization roughly comparablg
to the National Bureau of Economic Research to conduct

independent, in-depth analysis of the state.of American

) ‘education and educational finance.

, | BECCI




Summary of Addif:ional Recommeadsucions

4. Data Collection
4,1 Office of Education Activities

i 4.1.1. General purpose data and data required for program .

e o2+ o g st 2 O A ot bt N

i management functions: should be integrated

) ‘ ’ a. NCES should develop an inventory of data

@ ———— bt e, A

; . ' ' | requests, fOrnis, reports, individual items,

, samplea atlci OE users

z | | b. All requests for data to states (and local
districts) from OE should pass through NCES Forms

Clearance Bureau

c. Where necess.ary, ‘legia'lation should be amended
to facilitate coordination and to reduce
duplication in the internal OE data prograu.

d, Appropriate staff should be assigned to accomplish

tasks a and b.
4.1.2. Consistent with 4.1,1. the Belmont Project should

be assigned to NCES, NCES staff should conduct a

thorough review of all components of Belmont.

to which Belmont serves policy information neecs.

|
|
{
| | (
Particular attention should be given to the exteni . k
|
4.1.3. NCES should assign data collection specialists to ‘

a given number of states. Such specialists would

(1) become expert in the data problems of the etates

|
b
4
%
¢
|
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to which they are dssigned, (2) seﬁe as
' a liaison person with SEA personnel and, (3) serve
‘ as a iiaison between NCES and USOE program manaée— |
‘ ment bhureaus for their assigned states. 3
E , ' 4.2 General Forms Clearance
L 4.2.1. All Federal égencies that request data from SEA's ‘ | |

or local districts should have requests approved

and processed by NCES Forms Clearance Bureau. This

would include:

| | Office of Civil Rights, Hﬁw
| | Census of Govefnments
School Lunch, Department of Agriculture
‘ 4.3 Role of States
4.3.1. All Federal government data requests should go
from NCES to SEA’s. No requests should go directly
to districts or schools.,
4.3.2. Every effort shouid be made to integrate general p

ourpose and progrzm data within states.

4.3.3. All rcutine data requests from NCES.should require
!

state compliance. Failure to submit data should 1

- 94
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result in withholding of Federal aid to SEA for

all administrative functions.

r

. 5. Analysis of Educational Data \

5.1 The Office should have perscnnel on the staff of NCES

trained in demography, economics, education, public

ERICk - 123 -
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6.1'

finance, sociology and other areas of social science
expertise in order to perform analysis of data. Such
analyses should focusl on data regularly collected and be
within the framework of the four broad issue areas
disqussed above.

NCES should_lalso have an editorial staff assigned
responsibility for insuring readability and clarity of
publications.

NCES should bte responsible for analyzing only ongoing,
routinely collected data, including data collected as part
of program management activities within the O0ffice, Longi-
tudinal studies and in-depth studies that occur only once --
for ekample, the Coleman Report ~-— should be analyvzed by
staff of the Nationél Institute of Education or the
independent, government sponsored research organization
proposed in recommendation No. 3. Data collecticn for such

studies should, of course, continue to be conductec by NCES.

Dissemination of Educational Information

Publication Series: Three publication series should be
produced relé"vant to the condition and progress of American
education, each organized within the framework of the four
issue areas. |
6.1.1. The first series would be computer listing and tables

of all regularly collected data placed on computer

131
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tapes. These pubiicacibns can be printed and diss
disser.ninated almost immediately after last data items
-are submitted by states and placed on tape. If

publ i atinn: are produced by region or state, that

{ is, anything smaller than the nation as a whole, the

time span bhetween publication and period for which

dafa applies can be shortened even more. Clearly, }
E such publications will include ro analysis, only E
raw data and tavles with computer generated aﬁalytical )
indices. |

i 6.1.2. The second series would be directed at readers who

E are iaymen -~ policymakers, citizens, etc. -- and

would include considerable analysis. The presentation

would focus on cla;‘ity and would erﬁphasize charts,

bar-graphs, and other descriptive techniques.

6.1.3. The third series would be produced by the NIE or

the research organization proposed in 4.3 above

and would also be focused at laymen. Such reports

would appear as short monographs that reflect in-
depth analysis of specific sub-issues within the

issue framework.
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QUESTIONNAIRE TQ REPRESENTATIVES

TO THE

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATIONAL DATA SYSTEMS
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Analysis of the "Opinion Survey of the Representatives to the

Committee on Educational Data Systems Concerning

Educational Data Collection"

Purpose of the Survey

A questionnaire d2signed to poll current attitudes and opinions
on various aspects of collection and use of educational data was sent

in mid-October, 1971, to & select group of people engaged in educa-

.tional data collection at the state level, This group comprises the

55 representatives to the Committee on Educational Data Systems (CEDS),
a standing committee estillished by the Council of Chief State School
Officers in 1962.1 The following analysis is based on the responses to
specific questions, comments, and suggestions recorded on the guestion-
nalres returned té us by CEDS members. A totel of 37 questionnairces
were returned, 34 of which were useable in the taﬁulation and analysis.
A1l of the 34 CEDS representatives are staff members of their
respective Departments of Education who typically hold positions of
director or comparable status. As indicated in the table on the follow-
ing page, ninety—fwo fercent are engaged primarily in one or more aspects
of design, coordination, and maintenance of inforhation systems; research
and development; evaluation; dissemination of educational date; and/or
legislative laison activities. The remaining éight percent are connected

more closely with school finance and accounting. The representatives are

lCEDS members are changed with the responsibility of serving as a
point of contact between their respective states and the nationsl-level
of educational data collection and information dissemination. The U.S.
Office of Education has an official relationship with the Committee
through the Office of the Assistant Commissioner for Educational Statis-
tics, who is also the director of NCES. USOCE sponsors tke quarterly
meetings held in Washington, D.C., of the none-member CEDS Planning
Committee which carries out the groups major liason work as regards the
national collection of educational qiiiiﬁrom the states.
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evenly distributed in terms of

less than one year to three - 32 percent; four to six years - 35 percent;

and, seven to nine yesars - 32 percent. . Fifteen of the 3_1& have been, Or are

presently, officers in regional subgroups, on the CEDS Planning Cormittee,

and/oxr appointess to various USOE advisory committees. With 34 of the

states represented there &are no large gaps in regions or between more

and less populous states:.

~ Two Themes

. CEDS members sounded two themes throughout their responses to

specific questions &s well as in open-ended comments, two themes which

confirm in many aspects the regsearch and interviews on which other parts

of this study are based. The two themes focus on:

1. Who at the state level should provide data to national
- agencles?
-

Answer from CEDS representatives: SEA's only.

o, How can we deal effectively with unwieldy educational
data systens? :

Answer: ' Give the Netional Center tor Educationsal gtatistics

NCES) the necess authority to provide greater
coordination of Office of Education, HEW and other agency

reguests .

' . . e -~

Information flows: LEA ~»SEA —» ‘USOE

CEDS merbers generslly agree that data should be collected by -

the number Of years sevving on the committee:

were meiled in the gecond week of October. A
4 at the end of October and phone contact was
That is, & total of three contacts with

e exception of the five territories which

1'I'he questionnaires
letter of reminder followe
made in early Noverber.
each representative, with th
were contacted by mail only.
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Table A-I
Characteristics of Respondents

Length of time CEDS representative
less than 1 - 3 yesrs
4 - 6 years

T-9 years

Past/current member of CEDS regicnal

grouping, Planning Committee,
Advisory Committees

Major professional urea due to more

operational aspects of data systems
School finance, accounting, etc.

Regional representative.
Mid-Atlantic
.Southeas t \
Mid west \
Southweat & Rocky Mt. \

Fer West, Alaska and Hawali

~ Territories

32%

35% |

32%

LL%

92%
8%

29%
15%
27%
15%
15%

1%

Percent region is

of fi_fty states

[ 22%
( 2L
( 2k
( 18
( 12

- 132~
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: A complete listing of respondents can be found at the end of this
" appendix.
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national agencies from the state educational sgencies as a matter of

course and not from LEA's or schools as indicated in these typical

renarks :

T believe that there is too great a tendency to want to by-
pass state agencies and go directly to the local school for
{nformation. Requests arriving at the local school directly
from Washington tend to undermine and defeat state efforts
to establish and maintaln .a comprehensive data gathering
system.

Another member comments on information systems within the

states,!

These systems must be meaningful and uscful at the local
agency level so that it [information] can be collected
and processed by the state and fed to the national level
as required. A master plen, financial aid, and initiative
are lacking at this time.

This general attitude is based on the idea that a smoothly opera-

ting national data system would be enhanced by regularizing the channels

through which information flows. As another respondent succintly states:

"The chain of data collection must be from LEA to State to USCE."

Greater Coordination at the llational Level
The theme sounded most otten was that of the need for
cqordination and the authority to act as a central 'cleari.ng house on
the part of USOCE. ' The comments of CEDS members range from & flat "decide
what we need to know' to the expression of hope for continuing improve—-‘
ments,:
T think NCES is improving. If they had more authority
over what data is collected form [by] other branches,
this would improve the data collection process.
The two themes are linked together by the overarching concern for

narrowing down the number of collection points of data, e.g. to SEA's at

the level of state to national channeling of information and to NCES
- 133 -
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within the federal group of agzncies who collect educational data.

Problems for producers of dats

The genesis of a number of problems noted by CEDS representa- !

+ives as producers of deta is found, in part, in ‘the proliferaiton of

national agencies which find reason to request educational and, educa- AR

tion-related data from states. The burden in terms of cost and time

created by duplication of items on a number of data instruments is the '

most cbvious problem in this connection. Other problems such as &b -
sence of sufficient explanation of the need for the data end of suf-
ficient lead time (civil rights information mentioned most often) to

provide the information are compounded by the appearance of a number of

data requesting agencies on the national scene without effective control
at some central point. Suggestions range from "gstablish effective

|

! . : '

| gcanning of all data instruments" to "allow only NCES to collect data. sand
'

have all other federal agencies and bureaus collect data only from ox

through NCES."

|

|

Problems for users | E

'As nsers of nationally reported educaticnal data the representatives |

emphasize mos?t stror;gly the time iapse between collection of data and )
publication. One respondent commented that one role of the national in-

formation system should be to act as a trouble shooter, 1.e. in the‘ sense

that potential problem-producing areas could be detected early be 6‘bserving

trends at the macro level, and warning signals sent out. For this

%
§
§
L
| 2
2 SEA and/or local education agencies receive requests for informa-
i tion from NCES, HEW, Department of Agriculture, Censuvs of Governments,
and NEA.
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kind of system to operate at all data publication would have to be very

up~-to-date. While this "Early Bird Warning System" is sinpular in sug-

gestion, the phenomenon ot speedy rclegation of information to archive

status contributes greatly to the wvulnerability of data collection agencies.

Data must be "hot" or remain ignored.

For purposes of policy formulation within their own states CEDS
representatives express In a variety of ways the preference to use their
own data rather than nationally repcrted data. This preference stems
from & number of problems ranging from lack of comparability to sképtici;sm
concerning the accuracy of nationally published data. There is ﬁo one
over-riding problem which emerges. Rather, there may‘ be a circular
causation in motion that goes like ‘this: +the demand for interstate
comparability data is still relatively low; when a state does need to make
comparisonc, national data is often in irreconcilable categories, different

definitions, and contein inaccuracies. The states, therefore, continue

to shy away from greater use of naftiional data. In other words, from the

evidence presented by the results of this questionnaire, the comparability

REVLRPR P oy

problem appears to be complex and self-fulfilling.

Juggestions for improvement

The two above mentioned themes carry through in the kinds of

suggestions offered by respondents to improve educational data systems.
Not too surprisingly, there is a strong bias in favor of maintaining |
the existing system. Improvements in the direction of concentrating on
NCES capabilities, federal funding of the additional costs imposed by

producing data for national agencies, requesting data only from SEA's,

and of imposing standards are most common. Turther invesiment in NCES

~nd the setting of standards meyr be i"nte‘rpreted as affirmation of support ?

1.
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for a coordinating center and clearing house from which guidelines (at
the very minimum, to the wholz system emanalte. The preference for the
LEA - SEA =3 USOE [low of infcrmatio‘n is strongly razinforced.

The formst for the presentation of dectailed results from the survey
follovs. Guestions are numbered as they were on the original questionnaire
and are repeated with only slight variation as appropriate. The surmary
of the tabulation of responses is given in precentages, 8ll of which
are based on 34 except where otherwise indicated (with reason for the
change of base). In some cases the replies to one question may not
total 100 percent due to rounding, incomplete responses, snd/or non-
applicability of the question (a state not having school district
divisions). Upon perusal of the returned questionnaires questions with
replies that lacked clear meaning were elimineted. A copy of the

original questionnaire is attached.
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Question-by-question results and é.nal’ypis

It is immediately api)arent in the first four questions that confi-
dence in meking estimates from existing information rapidly diminishes
as we lonk beyond the current budget year. 1In the first column vwe sce
that 85 percent or more of the respondents report t};at estimates of
total state revenues, school district revenues, and the revenue raising
potentials of all local government units contributing to educational
'p.rogra.ms can he made. Slightly fewer, around three-fourths, report
that information is sufficient to make estimates in the current budget yéa.r

of the fiscal needs of state 2ducation programs. It should be noted that

- the questions on revenue all pertain to existing tax sources and educa-

tional programs. The confid:nce in making estimates in the current
budget year as well as the near future, even for existing revenve
sources and programs, may reflect not only informationnl gaps, but also
the prevailing uncerteainties surrounding state finances and allocation
of persistently scarce resources.

The school districts in 88 percent of the cases do have good in-
formation on existing levels of state and loc;i sources of revenues,
and in 68 percent of the cases on federal revenus éourceq. Av;ilability
of information on‘a.ll sources of revenues at the school level applies only
in a few cases. This pattern of information flows —- more information
at thé higher levels and diminishing as we move to smaller jurisdictional
units -- may be consigtent with the use of such information and the

location of decision-making cc.ters.
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Revenues

Does good information now exist for
estimating your state's revenues for
all governmental services from -
existing state tax sources?

Does good information now exist on the
current revenue raising potentials

(capacities) of all of your state’s

local government units now contri-
buting to educational programs in

the state?

Does good information now exist for
estimating each school district's
local revenue?

Does goond information now exist for

- estimating fiscal needs of existing

state educational pregrams?

Is good information readily avaiia-
ble concerning existing levels of
revenueg from state and local
gources?

Is information readily aveilable
concerning existing levels of

In_current Thru next Over next
budget year  budget year five years
Yes No Yes No Yes No
% % % % - %
85 6 Th 21 21 62
85 6 65 2k 18 65
88 3 56 32 18 65
77 1.8 Y7 Lk 3 82
At school district At school

level (LEA) level
Yes No " Yes No
.9 % % x
85 12 18 Tk
68 27 15 77

revenues from federal sources?
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All but one (97 percent) of the CEDS r'epresenté.tiw'res seay that good
information is available cn a regular basis td make possible the tracing
of state categorical and feaeral funds to lo;:al school districts. Thirty-
eight percent can trac.e these funds to the public school level end less
than one-third can trace these monies to private and parochial schools.
When we look at desirability for information we find that the one state
that does not have the information f/or school districts would like to see
his state have that Information availeble. As many as three-fourths' oi‘
fﬁose states that do not have the data for the public school level would

like to see this situation remedied and as many as 80 percent of the

states who do not have information on categorical and federal funds to

‘parochial end private schools would like to have such data at their

disposal. In other words, this is one area in which there is a demand

for more complete information on the distribution of funds. Well over
one—thii'd of the members agree that methods of reporting should be
changed. The kind of change is not specified, except to say that at least
one-fourth of the representatives favor changing categorical grants to

block grants.




Distribution of funds

|
|
|
|
|
N

To To Er:wate
mo public school Public & parochial
districts (LEA's) Schools schools

! " Yes No Yes No Yes .
% % 7 %

7. Is good information routinely

j available which permits the state

‘ education department to trace the

distribution of categorical state .
and federal funds? o7 3 38 56 29 59

If any of your answers to question
7 are "no", do you believe that

such information should be availa-
ble? 100 - W - 80 -

o

Note: percentages in this response
are based on the number of "no"
responses. in question T.

¥or financial For program

auditing auditing ,
Yes No Yes No » f
% 9 - % R

9. Does good information now exist to
insure that categorical state and ‘ |
federal funds distributed to scr hool
districts are used for purposed in- }

)

tended by the state? 88 12 ) A Y

;‘ : Change methods of Change cé cegorical {o\
reporting block grants
Yes Yes i
% % i
- 1
10. If such information is not readily §
available what steps would you i
recommend to be taken to insure : ]
that it becomes available? 38 ' 27 )
~140 -
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Classification Criteria -- Schools and LEA's

For purposes of classification of school districts it appears that
information on handigapped pupils in vocational programs is collected by
over 80 percent of reporting states. Just wnder two-thirds of the states

have information on racial/ethnic characteristics, AFDC pupils, and type

of community serviced. Under 20 percent have information on-family income )

of pupils. These figures reflect to some extent the history of items
included in educational data collection (chapter IV). Interest in col-
lecting information on vocational ana hﬁndicapped programs was aroused much
earlier and in this sensc it might be expected that more states would have
this information available on a systemstic basis foduy. AFDC and
racial/ethnic data are attached, on the one hand, to a particular program
and, on the other hand, to a more recént auakéning to concerns for pro-
blems to wh;ch these data might apply.

One respondent remarked on the sensitivity of people to ramiiy in-
come data and suggested that he found it more prudent to use estimates for
the entire community. Similarly, there were more than a few remarks from
CEDS representatives that racial/ethnic information was troublesome to
collect due to sensitivities aroused in local commurities. Also, there
was question whether state constitutions were being violated in this

respect. However, since racial/ethnic deta are required under the Federal

. Civil Rights Act, failur: to have data available cannot be dismissed on

grounds of reluctance.

Gerierally information oin characteristics for school-by-school
classification is avallable in fewer states. However, vocational, handi-
capped, and racial/ethnic characteristics are also of high relative

availability at this level.
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In columns two and four we see once again 'tha.t th.ere is a demand,
although not evenly distributed, for information on these characteristics
on the séhool and school -di‘strict levels in those states which report a
lack of éuch data. If is hazardous to generalize this demend for data
to include demands for more information from higher levels in the
educational data system (i.e. naticnal level). As the response to this
particulsr question is m2shed with the overall type c;f response to the
questionnaire, it seems reasonable tq assert that states recognize gaps

'in their own information systems snd favor expending their energies in

filling those gaps. At this point, one respondent sumed up a
widely held opinion that states should be encouraged and supported to
impréve and stabilize their own informaticn systems and that such
improvements wouldlhave a beneficial spillover effect for a national

educational data systen.
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} |
. W
{ |
| |
; . School districts ' Schools
3 3
' & Yes %
F b Yes % of remainder
b ¥ % of remainder vho think in-
P, who think infor~ formation
P _mation should be . showuld be
%{ : Available avaible
! .
¢ 11, Does good information
. now exist in your state
which permits classifi-
cation of schools and
LEA's in terms of the
following characteristics?
12. If such data. are not
currently aveilable
which items do you
f : believe should be
: collected?
11 & 12.1 Racial/ethnic cha.ractéristics 65 17 53 19
11 & 12.2 AFDC pupils 62 . 15 18 18
11 & 12.3 Handicapped pupils 82 67 Ly 11
11 & 12.4 Family income of pupils 18 32 12
11 & 12.5 Pupils in vocational programs 85 Lo ("
11 & 12.6 Type of community serviced 65 33 27
. : (urban commercial, urban
| E . residential, non-farming, etc)

Educational Need
When asking about the availability of information on specific educa-

. tional requirements aggregated up to the state level, we find that ap-

n

proximately two-thirds of the states have necessary data in three areas of
need: elementary school teachers, academic subject teachers, and teachers
of thg: handicapped. Closer nto_ 50 percerit have the information necessary

for reading specialists and facilities. More importantly, except for the

first category of requirements for elementary teachers where the number of
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states remain the same, a greater number of CEDS representatives think

this kind of information should be available on school districts. This is

yet another indication of the relcognition that gaps in information avail-

ability still must be remedied at the state level for improved educational

planning.

13.

13.1

13.2

13.3

13.h

“13.5

1k,

14,1

14,2
14,3
k.4
“1k,5

Is good information routinely available?
for estimating statewide requirements?

Elementary classroom teachers
Academic subJject feachers
Handicapped teachers

Readin'g specialists

Facilities

Should such information be available
on individual school districts?

Elementary and classroom teachers
Academic subject teachers
Handicapped teachers

Reading specialists

Facilities

~-144 -

Yes

68
65
68
56
b7

Yes

68
T1
71
65
T1

No

29
35
29

.hl

b7

15

12
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Evaluation and achievement messurement
M.

In the opinion of many CEDS representatives evaluation of educa-

tional programs has not reeched a8 highly satisfactory level. If we look at

the first column of question 15 which combines the "good" and "fair"

categories, we see that only two types of programs are rated by as many as

three-fourths of the responding states as having satisfactory evaluation

techniques currently in use. The two programs-'--‘-handieapped and voca-

ticnal--are consistent with the characteristics on which most states have

'data‘ available for classification purposes. In some cases there are
definite reasons for low levels of program evaluation reported, eg the
need for bi-lingual programs is limited to only a few stetes. This

is revealed by the number (one-third) of states which responded that
information is not available ’in this area,.

The amount of "good'" quality program evaluation information on
upgrading reading and avithmetic skills is very low. - 18 percent for
reading and 15 for arithmetic. Furthermore, qﬁestion 16 indicates that
achievement information is not widely held at the state level since only
one-third report having information at that level.. Nor is it available
in excess of 50 percent of the cases at other levels. _Ag:cording to the
response to question 17, achievement reports are rarely used by states.
Virtually none of the states use achievement information as a major com-
ponent of general state aid, one state uses it for distribution of’
federal aid, and only six states (1§ percent) use such data for
distribution of categorical state aid for compensatory programe .
Approximately one-third of the states reporting use achievement data to
identify target schools and occassionally for genersal policy--making.

A number of representatives remarked that achievement data are a

. - 14_5;'; e
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much more localized item for collection and use. In other words, while

achievement data may be an informational input at the school level, they

are not standardized for state collection, consumption, or comvarison,

A few states report pfograms Just getting underway to institute statewide

concerning the following

testing and collection of achicvement data. This is another subject . .

on which some CEDS representetives regicstered sensitivity to standard-

izatior and a hearty skepticism concerning the possible uses of such data. *

Total : - Not
Good & Fair Good Fair Poor Avallable
4 "2
/

:? 15. How would you characterize.
f the program evaluation
3 information in your state

programs ? !/
15.1 Vocational education 82 b 35 12 0 ‘,
15.2 Upgrading reading skills 59 18 L1 27 12
15.3 Upgrading arithmetic skills 53 .15 38 29 15 -
15.4 Other programs for the disad-
vantaged ' T1 27 Ly 21 6 .
15.5 Pre-Kindergarten 24 6 18 18 53
15.6 Bi —-l‘ingua.l 30 9 21 29 32 .
15.7 Handicapped 76 32 L4 12 6

é 15.8 Enrichment 27 6 21 LY 21
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Yes - No
A A
16. Are reading and mathematics
echievement information routinely
eveilable? c
: 16.1 The state as a whole ' 32 65 .
16.2 Schocl districts (LEA's) | 50 L
. 16.3 Elementary schools 50 Ll
] _
;
16.4 High Schools 35 : ’ 56
16.5 Sperial programs _ 2T . 59
Yes No
% %
3 17. How are achiesvement Aata used - ' i
: at the gtate level? :
; 1T.1 As a majcr component of the |
4 general aid fermula . - 91
}; .
1T7.2 For the distribution of
- categorical state aid for
; compensatory programs 18 Th
| 17.3 I"oz" the distribution of
’ federal ajd 3 : 85
17.4 For identiftcation of target
schools within school districts 32 62
17.5 In response to queries from
legislators : 21 65
’ 17.6 Occasionally for general policy :
I | making - 35 .53
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- Relative usefulness of various natic :al sources of educational aata

National repcﬁts on edu-ca.tiona]..- data are used at various levels
of frequency. In no event, however, do as many as 50 percent of the states
report @ing any item.mer;tioned "freqﬁently". | Federal aid datsa.(4k
percent), state and local revenue data (k41 pez;cent) ,» and salary ievel data
(32 percent) are most used. In the center colum we see th'a.t roughly )

one-third to one-half of.the states use the nationally repcited data on sa

occwiona.i basis. On the other hand, cver one-third of the respondents are

‘of the opinion that data on enrollment projections, steff characteristi es,

and achievement are not used and one-half report the same for pupil
characterisites data. -
On the whole, the response fq; questions on actuasl use of nationally

reported data et the state level indicates only moderate explcitation of

this information resource. Nevertheless, those who think the same kinds of

data should not be collected from SEA's are very f;-,w | (colum one,
question 24). The remarks in this respect éener&lly indicate that states

prefer to use their own date which are mere reliabie end consistent with

their data needs anZ only occasicnally find reason to go to rnational sources.

This idea prompted at least one respondent to remark that the national

agencies should dé'cide vhat is needed ror'na.tion&l purposes, whatever they

are, and stop trying to fulfill everyone's data..needs and derands at the

same time. There is a basic inconsisteacy which begins to emerge at this

‘ point.

While the CEDS representatives do not give evidence of high levels

i of utilization of nationally reported data, they do not object strongly to -

their- providing this information to national sgencies. This suggesta that
the producer/user roles msy not be as closely .linked as is often
assumed. The states mey find a midirectioria.l flow of informetion tc the
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national level fundamentally acceptablc; In other vords, we can hypoth-

esiiethat 1) there is a consensus that a need for educacional data at the

national level does eicist; and 2) the .data need not necessarily be of equal

use to individual states end national decision makers. This conclusion does

not in any way suggest that states would provide limitless amounts of in-

formation or provide data indiscriminately. _ | o
A more vigorous response cccurs regarding the collectior of data

‘t_hqut individuil Qchools. Consistently between éne-third snd one-half

'of the z;es‘pondents are of the opinion thet all dsta items mentioned

should not be collected about sichools. This response nitches the many .

comments to the effect that CEDS representatives prefer that national

" agencies should not require data with a level of specificity appropriate

for local school district decision making.
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18.

18.1.

18.2

18.3

18.4

18.5
18.6
18.7
18.8

National agencies and
organizations collect data
from state education agencies.
In your opinion, to what
extent are national reports
of such data used at the
state level?

Enroliment ProJjections
Pupil Characteristics
Staff Levels

Staff Characteristics
Salary Levels

Expenditures by function -
Expenditures by program
Achievement

Physical facilities
Federal aid

State and Local Revenues

What data should not
be collected nationally?

Enrollment Projections
Pupil Charsacteristics
Staff Levels

Staff Characteristics

Salary Levels

Expenditures by function

Expenditures by program

-150 -
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Not Used Used
U;ed Occa.sgi;onalll Frecuently
18 Ly 35

6 . 35 .50
21 L7 24
24 35 35
32 >3 9
29 Ly 21
12 L1 29

9 3% 35

6 53 2k
Ly Ly 3
k1 L1 12
SEA LEA | School
4 % ]

9 29 °3
i2 . 27 Ly

6 18 41

6 18 b

6 18 k1

3 15 38

6 18 38
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SEA LEA School

7 us TR »
24,8 Achievement 12 2y - L1
24,9 Physical facilities 9 15 - 35
24,10 Federal aid ' 9 15 35

24.11 State and Local revenues 6 : . 15 o 35 -

The greatest problem affecting the level of use of d&ta;-ia the
span between the time to which data applies and the date of publicétion.'
Sixty-five percent of the states report this as a frequent problém and &
l;:.rge number of representatives emphasized the problem in thei;' comments.
Results showing that over one-third of the representatives feei that -
national data duplicates the states' holdings and are of questionable
accuracy confirm the earlier stated opinion that the states prefer to use
their own data. The fact that 53 percent of the states say that "infor-

ration not relevant to our data needs" is an occasional problem while.

-‘another 21 percent say it is a frequent problem ties in with the same

general opinion on use of data.




Frequer{tll Occagionally Not a
a problem a problem Problem
% % %
Listed below are some co@n _ :
reasons why data collected by !
national agencies may not be ;

i useful to you at the state !
level. Check the appropriate )
colum according to your .
experience.

19.1 Data collected are not published 2L 38 ‘ 18 : .
19.2 Data are published tco long after
the pericd to which they apply 65 21 6

19.3 Level of aggregation is inappropriate
(e.g. classroom, school, school dis-
trict, etc.) 21 L1 2k

19.4 Redefining of categories renders
published version useless 21 L7 12

19.5 Format is not appropriate : 15 32 29

19.6 Information is not relevant to our
data needs 21 - 53 9

19.7 National data duplicates what the ,
state already has 38 a7 18

19.8 Data are of questionable accuracy 35 27 15

19.9 Deffnition of items on data instru-
ment not clear 27 38 15

In asking aoout the descriptive quality of nationally published

o

educeational data we found that approximately 80 percent are of the opinion

that data are moderately accurate for individual states, Sevenfy

percent agree to moderate accuracy for the country as a whole. The two
most frequently mentioned problems are cémpa.rability and level of gen-~

erality. The fact that over half of the respondents think that the format
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used to enforce éomucbility of dntt. 1s difltorting is fortified in the ' {‘
results of question 19. ‘_Appro;dmately two-thirds report that the level ”
of aggregation a.nd redefining 6!‘ catégories are barriers to greater use
of nationally reported data. Too high & level of generality is one by-

¢ product of the difficulties of making categories that permit comparabilit"
among fifty sta.tes. . | . .

The protlem of comparability of data has not been ignored at the

- national level, as evidenced by the effort in the handbook series, for . i
example. The question is very much ope‘n—ended, however, as to the extent |
to which states demand data to make inter-state comparisons.

. The tone of most remarks in the questionnaire places emphasis on
the reality that states rely on their own data. Furthermore, at this
point states have to give higher priority to internal demands to fill
information gaps and solve the anomalies in their own systems than they do

to fing ways in which to mske comparisons 'possible with other states.
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Moderately

Very
Accurate Accurate Ineccurate
0 ] i
21. Do you feel that data collected
. and published nationally give
an accurate description of the
condition and progress in your
state? 6 T9 12
25. Does the kind of information
currently being collected con-
tribute to an understanding
of the condition and progress
of education in the United
States as a whole? 3 68 9
- Yes
i
22, What are the reasons con-
tributing to less-than-desired
lcvels of accuracy in describing
the condition and progress of
education in your state?
52,1 Formats utilized to provide com-
parability with other states distort
true description 53
22,2 Information requested is too specific
for an accurate description ' 18
22.3 Information requested is too general
for an accurate description L1
55,4 TInformation is too inaccurate 15

Possible problems of data collectibn

Three questions taken

_purposes of pinpoin
specific factors that affectﬂthe quality of data receive

level.

together deserve close examinaiion for

ting major sourceé of problems in geﬁeral as well as

d at the national

pplication of data on a number.:

-

In quesfion 2T.1 beloﬁQWe gsee that d

:. :. \J . - ‘:_‘. R ) . .
L " of data instruments is a major eource of problems according to just over
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50 po.rc\ent bf the CEDS representatives and a minor squrcé mentioned by
another\ 27 percent. Duplication is an annoyance type problem that bears
directly on the complaint o‘f unreasonable burden in terms of cost of data
collection. The cost burden is reported as a major source of problems

by slightly more than L0 percent of the respondents and & minor source by

another one-third. Fortunately the duplication of whole surveys is not so °

prevalent a source of probleums. Approximately 25 percent of the rep-

resentatives do mention it as a minor source’ dué‘to the periodic "boot-

‘legging" of surveys that go through without offi(;ial permission.
Requests for data not otherwise collected are recorded as a major .

source of problems in collection in only 29 percent of the cases.

' However, it is a minor source of problems in more casec (44 percent) and

in terms of the effects on quality of data it is perceived as a serious
hi ndrance. Approximately 70 percent of the representatives see 1t as
a ranking problem for data r;ported to national sgencies by SEA's and
60 percent see it as a ranking problem for reporting from LEA's and
schools. This is another problem that bears on cost of data collection
as well as quality. New items require more time to gather and

the resulting pressures on existing staff become greater. In fact,
anbther ranking problem is size of staff available to fill all requests
for data as we see in 30.3 and 31.3. The problem for "need for data not
established' can be combined with that of "information does not lead to
understanding of real issues' and "perceptions of who benefits."

All of these problems can be seen as different facets of the larger
problem of usefulness of data as perceived by the producer of the data.
Approximately L0 percent of CEDS represcentatives see the lack of
establishing need and the doubt as to whether particular information
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enhances understanding of issues as major sources of problems for data

| producers. At least one-third see perceptions of "who penefits" as a _ ,

ranking problem that affects the quality of data reported to national

agencies.

The problem of insufficient lead time allowed the states in pre-

fw

paring data and in ‘completing data instruments is pervasive as 1t comes
through in the remarks and suggestions for improvements of the national
data collection system. ‘One—half‘of the representatives record this

as a major source of problems and another 25 percent as a minor source. -
Sixty-two percent seé the time factor as affecting quality of date from :
SEA's and . approximately 50 percent as affecting quality from LEA's and
- gchools. When asked in an open-ended question how the major sources of
problems could be solved, as overvhelming majority of the respondents
suggested that USOE, NCES, or some central bureau within the agency

must té.ke {ts coordinating and c'learing house resfoﬁsibilities more
gseriously. Other major suggestions specified the need to grant realistic
lead time to producers of data, to eliminate time and cost consuming format

changes 8o frequently, and to focus on collection of data from SEA's

only and not other levels within the states.
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x Majoi‘ source Minor source Rarely source
' ' : _ ~ of problems ' of problems of problems
' ; . : S . 7 % %
F |
1
‘ 27.  Express the extent to which the N :
] ressons for problems with data - f
- collection listed apply to your : |
situation. * |
27.1 Duplication of data items on
various surveys from national : B .
agencies and organizations . 53 - 27 6
27.2 Duplication of whole surveys 3 2L ' 29
2T7.3 Requests for data not other-
: . wise collected, i.e. new item 29 kb 6
27.4 Need for data not established 1 " 29 12 |
4 1
27.5 Date instrument given to states
without sufficient lead time 50 2l 12 |
27.6 Cost of date collection burden- ,?
some ;
27.7 Information does not lead to
| understanding of real issues
’ 27.8 Definitions of categories vague

27.9 Requests for data are untimely

-157 ~ .
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30.

30.1

30.2

30.3

30.4

30.5

30.6

30.7

3l.

31.1

31.2

What factors affect the
quality of data reported to
national agencies by state -
agencies?

Who pays for deta collection

Perceptions.of who benefits
from the dats collected

Size of staff available’
to meet all requrest from
all sources of data

Level of staff expertise

The time alloted for
collection of data, i.e.
due -dates

Whether the state or
its districts already
collect the requested
data

Quality of data pro-

* vided by LEA's

to state agency.

What factors affect -
the quality of date
reported to the
national agencies from
local education
agencies and schools?

Who pays for data
collection '

Perceptions of vwho
benefits from the
data collected

: | <1587

Ranked Ranked Ranked  Total
1st, 2nd  3rd
I ' % o
3 12 0 15 ¢ .
12 9 12 33
29 2k 9 62
12 9 6 27
- |
. ‘ |
& 21 35 62 |
!
21, 27 21 69
18 2k 9 51 S
]
6 3 0 9 ,
24 9 6 39
169 ;
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Ranked Ranked Ranksad Total
1st 2nd 3rd .
q 7 % % ‘
Jf‘ 31.3 Size of staff |
2 available to meet
i all requests from |
all sources for i
) data 15 21 15 51
'z | | i
‘ 31.4 Level os staff - |
P\* . expertise . 15 2k 6 L5 i
1
31.5 The time allotted
' for- collection of
data, i.e. due dates 3 18 27 - L8 |
: f
: 31.6 Whether the requested
3 data is routinely
? collected 21 15 2l 60

Suggestions for improvement of educational data systems

A set of general guidelines to set the parameters of an improved

program for educational data systems is fairly widely agreed upon.

T T P A e N T AN T

Approximately €0 percent of the respondents agree that 1) the national

data collection system should continue to be voluntary, 2) data col-

lection costs should be funded by the federal governiﬁent to the extent

e N e i i e Vs

\ that federal agencies increase the cost of collection by their requests
to the states, and 3) the National Center for Educational Statistics

of USOE should collec‘r data from state educatlonal agencies and have the

reSpOuSlblllt\’ of prov1d1ng a national educatlonal data base.

; . o ' Along with: partlal funcung of data collectlon by the federal

-
A LN ot it LTI L AT I U R TR PR

government, 77 percent agree that there should be imposition of some
kind of standards, although these standards are not specified. ' | : ]

It is interesting to note that almost one-third of the group

think that the federal data collection should be non-voluntery (similar




to the U.S. ‘Census) and of those eleven. who make up the third,

six agree that data collection should be totally funded by the federal
government with standards imposed. In other words, 20 to 33 percent
of the group can visuaiize more rigorous measures to insure system
maintenance as a necessity for improvement.

In connecticn with number 3 above, most of the 60 percen% ip—
dicated specifical'ly in this question that collection by the federal
government should be from state educational agencies and not from any
smaller local units within the states. About 60 percent also agree
that there is not & need for a new bureau within HEW to coordinate or
otherwice provide a national systemn.

In the following set of questions the various suggested methods for

improvement are broken down into their majJor elements. Please check
(x) the statements you believe to be feasible and desirable.

Checked
%
32. Voluatary vs, non-voluntary approach,
32.1 Continue with voluntary system similar to the
one which now exists 62
32.2 Federal data collection should be non-
voluntary (similar to the U.SCensus) 32
33, The costs of data collection should be funded.
33.1 Totally by the federal governments 27
33.2 partially (to cover the additional costs in-
curred by meeting federal agencies' requests
for information) by the federal government 59
33.3 by source other than the federal government

(specity) | 6

-8




Checked
% .
3k. - The federal government should .
; 34.1 fund data collection and impose standards 7 |
) 34.2 fund data collection and not impose , r
- standards L . - - 15
34.3 not fund data collection, but should
, impose standards , -0
]
34.4 not fund data collection and not attempt
to impose standards 3
35. The National Center for Educational Statistics'of , :
U. S, Ofidce of Education should be expanded i
and_stre.ngthened with a capability to !
35 1 directly collect data in the fiela
and provide a comprehensive natibna.l
educationed_ data base o 0
35.2 collect data from state and local eduéation
agencies and provide a national educational
data base A | 62
, ' 35.3 collect directly, or from other agencies, |
end publish only the important in- , !
formation for which a demand exists, ;
X but which cannot currently be supplied
from any source in the necessary form ° 15
35.4 - disagree with idea that NCES should be :
© involved with improvement s cheme o 6"
36, A new bureau under the Department of Health. : ‘3
Education and Welfare should be established '53
to »Q
36.1 collect and bring together for publication i
- data which relates education to the other El
-areas of soclo-economic concerns 6 fg
| | i3
36.2’. provide a national educaticnal data system 12 ng

v 1

S

36.‘3‘ do not agree with suggestion for new agency
. under HEW o 29

168"
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REGION

Mid-Atlantic

Southeast

RESPONDENTS TO CEDS ‘QUESTIONNAIRE

RESPONDENTS

Connecticut

Maine

Massachusetts
Rhode I;ia.nd
Vermont |
Deleware
Maryland

New Jersey
New York

Pennsylvinia

Arkansas
Florida
Georgia

Kentucky

NON-RESPONDENTS

' New Hampshire

Alsbama
North Carolina
Sogth Carolina

West Virginia

re

Mississippi
Temes see ' ‘ - s

Vi rgini a

Mid-West Indiana R Illinois

Michigan » Miésouri

Ohio . | Nebraska e
Wiéconsin | | o

, '_ | o ' N Iova |

Kans as

- Minnesota
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RESPONDENTS TO CEDS QUESTIOHNAIRE
(continued)
REGION RESPONDZIHNTS ' NON-RESPONDENTS
; Mid-West North Dakota
South Dskota
Southwest & : New Mextco Arizona
Rocky Mts. _
o Oklahoma : Colorado
Texas Montana .
Idsho Utah
Wyoming
Far West California Washington
Nevada
Oregon
Alaska
Hawaii
E * Territories Guam Virgin Islands
Samoa
Puerto Rico
»
.Y
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TO': State Fepresentatives to the Committee on Educational
Date Systems

FROM: Amos Kimberling, Chairmen, CEDS Planning Committee
DATE: September 29, 1971

RE: Study for the President's Commission on School Finance

The Policy Institute of the Syracuse University Research Corporation
in cooperstion with the Maxwell Greduate School of Citizenship and Public
Affairs of Syracuse University is currently engaged in a study for the
President's Commission on School Finance. The report, tentatively titled
‘IMPROVING INFORMATION SYSTEMS FOR EDUCATIONAL POLICY MAKING, focuses on

" ‘{ssues important to educational policy makers.

- Dr. Robert J. Goettel, project manager for the Policy Institute,

has been in contact with me concerning the study for the past several
weeks. In addition, Dr. Goettel discussed the study with the CEDS Planning
Committee at the September meeting in Washington. As part of the study

a survey is being made of CFDS representatives in order to answer the
question: how can nationel data collection procedures be improved to better
serve the information needs of states and local school districts as well

. as the federal government? The enclosed questionnaire represents one facet
of that swrvey.

g T know that in your role as a CEDS representative many of you have
strong opinions about the procedures employed in collecting and dissemi-
nating data. Those opinions are critical to an understanding of the ways
in vhich such procedures can be made more efficient and more useful to
everyone concerned. For that reason, I urge you to complete the question-
naire in such a way that you are satisfied that the Policy Institute and,
in turn, the President's Commission are apprised of your opinions.

You are encouraged to use the open-ended questions to make your
thoughts known.. Also, please comment on additional issues not addressed
in the questions which you believe must be considered in the study. If
you have any questions concerning the survey, contact: Dr. Robert Goettel
at. (315) L77-8662.

On behalf of the Policy Institute and the President's Commission I -
want to thank you in advance for your cooperation in this swrvey.

Sincerely, /




¢
S
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B Syracuse University Ressarch Corporat

S&R@ Policy Institute

October 15, 1971

Approximately two weeks ago you should have received an
Opiniorn Survey questionnaire with a cover memo from Amos Kimberling,
Chairman of the CEDS Planning Committee. This questionnaire is one
part of a study we at the Policy Institute of the Syracuse University
Research Corporation ere conducting for the President's Commission
on School Finance. The study is tentatively titled "Improving
Information Systems for Educational Policy Making."

We are finding completed questionnaires thus far returned to
us extrenely helpful in examining problems, issues, and viewpoints
about Federal/State relations in an education information systenm.
Since each CEDS representative is a critical link between his state
and the Federal Government, it is essential that we obtain as com-
plete a picture as possible of your opinions,

We urge you to participate in this survey for the President's
Commission by sending n completed questionnaire with your comments
to us by Friday, October 22. If you have any questions or, perhaps,
if you would like us to send you another copy of the questionnaire,
please call me collect at (315) L77-8662.

Please accept in advance our thanks for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

- Dr. Robert J. Goettel
Project Director

 ; RJG/;m
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ian, 723 University Avenue, Syracuse, New York 13210 tel: 315-477-8688 .




OPINION SURVEY

of the Representatives to the
Committee on Educational Data Systems

concerning : : _ ‘

Educational Data Collection

l. Nane:

2. Title:

3. Office address:

4. Telephone number:

5. Brief description of your major responsibilities:

— e

6. How long have you been a CEDS representative?

7. What offices do you hold as a representative_ﬁo CEDSt (in regional
grouping, eadvisory committees to federal government, etc.)

166 .
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ADEQUACY OF EXISTING INFORMATION USED IN EDUCATIONAL POLICY MAKING

Policy meking in education typically requires analysis of in-
formation concerning potential and existing levels of funding,
estimation of educational needs, assessment of adequecy of funding to

. meet educational needs, and evaluation of outcomes of educational
programs being funded. In order to determine the perceived adequacy
or inadequacy of such information, we are soliciting your opinions in ’ ﬁ
the following questions. Unless otherwise specified, all questions o
throughout refer to information availability, etc., at the state
level. ’

REVENUES

R R R T

1. Does good information now exist for estimating your state's revenues
for all governmental services from existing state tax sources?

1.1 - In current budget year Yes No 1
1.2 - Through the next budget year Yes__ No_ ;
1.3 - Over the next 5 years Yes  No__

2. Doeé good information now exist on the current revenue raising
potentials (capacities) of all of your state's local governmental
units now contributing to educational programs in the state? ’

2.1 - In current budget year Yes  No_
2.2 - Through the next budget year ~ Yes No__
L 2.3 - Over the next 5 years Yes__ No__ _

Pt 3. Does pood information nov exist for estimating each school dis-
trict's local revenua?

" ' 3.1 - In current budget year ' Yes__ No___
3.2 - In the next budget year Yes_ No__
: 3.3 - Over the next five yeers Yes_  No
3 L. Does good information now exist for estimeting fiscal needs of 1
existing state educational progrems? 3
L.l - In current budget year Yes_ No_
) L.2 - In the next budget year Yes  No

4.3 - Over the next five years Yes No




or

Is good information readily available concerning existing levels of
revenues from state and local sources? ‘

5.1 - ' At school district level (LEA) Yes _ No
5.2 - At school level Yes No

———

Is information readily available concerning existing levels of
revenues from federal sources?

6.1 - At school district level (LEA) Yes No
6.2 - . At school level v Yes No

DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS

o Te

10.

Is good information routinely available which permitsv the state
education department to trace the distribution of categorical
state and federal funds?

7.1 - To putlic school alstricts (LEA's) Yes No
T.2 - To public schools Yes_ No
7.3 - ' To private and parochial schools Yes No

If any of your answers to question 7T are "no", do you believe
that such information should be available?

8.1 - On public school d.istricts (LEA's) Yes__ No
8.2 - On public schools Yes  No
8.3 - On private and parochiel schools Yes_ No

Does good information now exist to insure that categorical state
and. federal funds distributed to school districts are used for

purposes intended by the state?
9.1 - For financial auditing Yes No

9.2 - For program 'a.uditing g - Yes No

If such information (question 7-9) is not readily availsble, what
steps would you recommend be taken to insure that it becomes availabdle?

10.1 - Change methods of reporting on programs Yes_ No__
Comment . '
10.2 -~ Change categorical grants to block grants Yes‘_No____
Comment
10.3 - Other (Specify): Yes No
Camment
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CLASSIFICATION CRITERIA - SCHOOLS & LEA'S

11.

» =

12.

Does good ‘information now.exist in your state which permits classi-
fication of schools and LEA's? In terms of:

School Not
Districts Schools Available

11.1 Racial/ethnic character-
istics

11.2 AFDC pupils -
11.3 Handicapped pupils
11.4 Family income of pupils -

11.5 Pupils in vocational
programs

11.6 Type of community ser-
viced (urban commercial,
urban residential, suburban,
commercial , non-faraming
rural, etc.)

11.7 Other

y—
E—————
SEA e —

If such data are not currently available, which items do you

"believe should be collected?

School .
Districts Schools

12.1 Racial/ethnic character-
istics

12.2 AFDC pupils
12.3 Handicapped pupils
12.k Family income of pupils

12.5 Pupils in vocational
programs

12.6 Type of community ser-
viced (urban commercial,
urban resident.ial, suburban
commercial, non-farming
rural, etc.)

12.7 Other

COMMENTS




| EDUCATIONAL NEED

' . |
13. 1Is good information routinely available for estimating statewide !
requirements? For: . {
|
[
|

13.1 - Elementary classroom teachers Yes__ _No__

13.2 - Academic suﬁject teachers Yes_ No__ !
13.3 - Handicapped teachers | ~ Yes__ No___ : }
13.4 - . Reading specialists Yes__ No____ _
13.5 - Facilities ~ Yes__No *

14. Should such information be available on individual school districts?

k.1 - Elementary classroom teachers Yes Ko
1.2 - Academic subject teachers Yes_ No___
14.3 - Handicapped teachers Yes_ No_
1k.4 - Reading specialists Yes_ No__
1L.5 - Facilities - ~ Yes__ No

: EVALUATION AND ACHIEVEMENT MEASUREMENT

15. How would you characterize the program evaluation inYormation
in your state concerning the following programs?

Good Fair Poor Av%;'a;. i}

15.1 Vocational education — :’{
15.2 Upgrading reading skills . ' i
15.3 Upgrading arithmetic skills _
15.4 Other progrr.ms for disad- N ‘
vanteged -

15.5 Pre-Kindergarten —— .
15.6 Bi-lingual .
15.7 Handicapped - "
15.8 Enrichzent L 4

TR e
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16.

17.

Are reading and mathematics achievement information routinely

16.1
16.2
16.3
16.4
16.5

’available? For:

The state as a whole
School districts (LEA's)
Elémen't:ary school's

High schools

Special programs

Hov are achievement dats used .at the state level?

17-1

17.2

17.3

ST

17.5
17.6

As a major component of the general aid
formula

For the distribution of categorical state
aid for compensatory programs

For the distribution -ot federal aid

For identification of target schools
within school districts

In response to queries from legislators

Occasionally for general policy making

Yes No

Yes No

Yes__ No

Yes No

Yes___No

Yes No

Yes  No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes__ No

Yes__ No

If you have additional comments on M.quncy of Existing Information,
pluu nake them here: ,




RELATIVE USEFULNESS OF VARIOUS NATIONAL SOURCES O¥F EDUCATIONAL DATA

Much of the data that could be drawn upon evaluating current
policies and in designing new programs is scattered among & variety
of national agencies and organizations. This has led to an organiza-~
‘tion of national data that has become extremely difficult to pull
‘together for policy formulation. On the other hand much of this dste
18 (or possibly could be) extremely useful in policy making at all
.levels of educational administration. :

18. National agencies and organizations collect data from state educa-
ticn sgencies, local educational - agencies and schools. In your
opinion, to vhat extent are national reports of such data used
at the levels indicatcd? .

Enter numbers as appropriate: 0 don't know; no opinion
1 not used
2 used occasionally
3 used frequently

KINDS OF DATA REPORTED _ " LEVELS COMMENTS
NATIONALLY .ate LEA School ot

18.1 - Enrollment Projections
18.2 Pupil Charscteristics
18.3 Staff Levels

18.L GStaff Characteristics
18.5 Salary levels

16.6 Expenditures by function
18.7 Expenditures by program
18.8 Achievement

18.9 Pnysical
Facilities
18.10 Federal
Aid
18.11 State and Local
Revenues
158.12 Other

172
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19. Listed below are some common reasons vhy data collected by national
agencies may not be yseful to you at the state level. Check the
appropriate column according to your experience.

Frequently Occasionally Not a
a Problem 8 Problem Problem

19.1 Data collected are not
puvlished .

19.2 Data are published too long
after the perind to which they

apply
.19.3 Level of gation is inap-

propriaete (e.g. classroonm,
school, school aistrict, etc.)

19.4 Redefining of categories
renders published version
useless

19.5 Format is not appropriate

19.6 Information is not relevant
to our datl, needs

19.7 National deta duplicates what
the state already has

19.8 Data are of questionable
‘acecuxracy

19.9 Definition of items on data
instrument not clear

19.10 Other (Specify):

i

20. Oive & brief statemsnt, or exawples, of kinds of national data
that are not used to any appreciable extent at the stata level and

the primary reason (s) why this is the case.
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21. Do you feel that data collected and published nationally give an
accurate description of the condition and progress of education
in your state? o Co

Yes, very accurate description

|

Moderately accurate

Inaccurate

02, What are the reasons contributing to less~than-desired levels of -
accuracy in describing the condition and progress of education in
"your state? Check all that apply.

22.1 Formats utilized to provide comparsbility with
other states distort true description

22.2 Information requentéd is too specific for an
accurate description

22.3 Information requeéted is too general for an
accurate description

22 .4 Information is too inaccurate
22.5 Other (Specify):

I

23. What additional or sucstitute information would you vant national
egencies to collect to achieve your desired level of accuracy of
describing the condition and progress of education in your state?

. LEVELS COMMENTS
KINDS OF DATA State LEA  School

23.1 Enrollment Projections
23.2 Purpil Characteristics
23.3 Staff Levels

23.4 BStaff Characteristics
23.5 Balury levels

23,6 Exyenditures by function
23.7 Expenditures by program
23.8 Achievenent

23.9 Physical Facilities
23.10 Federal Aid

23.11 State and Local Revenues
23.12 Others (Specify):




24.. What deta should not be collected nationally?

LEVEIS . COMMENTS
State. LEA School .

KINDS OF DATA

. 24.1 Y¥nrollment Projections
24.2 Pupil Characteristics
24.3 Gtuff Levels
2k L Staff Characieristics

24 .5 Salary
- Levels :
2L .6 Expenditures by Function

2L.7 Expenditures by Program
2L .8 Achievement

24.9 Poysical
Facilities

24,10 Federal
Aid

2L .11 State and Local
Revenues

2l .12 Other (Specify):

25. Does the kird of information currently being collected contribute
to an understanding of the condition and progress of education in
the United States and its territories as a vhole?
Yes, very accurate description

Moderately .accurate

i

Inaccurate

COMMENTS .




26. What kinds of additional or substitute information do you think
would contribute to a greater understanding of the condition
and progress of education in the country as a whole?

KINDS OF DATA LEVELS COMMENTS
State LEA School

261 Enrollment Projections

26.2 Pupil Characteristics

26.3 GStaff Levels

28.% Staf? Charscteristics

5.5 Salary
Levels

26.6 Expenditures by Function

26.7 Expenditures by Program

26.8 Achievement

26.9 Physical
Pacilities

26.10 Federal
Ald

26 .11 State and Local
Revenues

26,12 Others (Specify):

If you have additional comments on Relative Usefulness of Various
National Sources of Educational Data, please make them here:

Tt e A —— gt : o i
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POSSTBLE LIMITATIONS ENCOUNTERED IN GATHERING DATA

Problems of Data Collections

27.

28.

State and local agencies as producers of data have registered a
number of complaints about the collection procedures employed by

national agencies.
possible reasons for complaint are given below.

In order to pinpoint major problem areas several
Use the following

code to express the extent to which the reasons listed apply to your
situation (adding protlem areas as required) and give examples of
specific problems which you have experiencead.

27.1
27-2
27.3

27.4
27.5

27.6
27.7

27.8
27.9
27.10

How do you think the major problem ereas

Enter numbers as appropriate 0 not a problem
1l rarely a source of problems
2 minor source of problems
3 major source of problems

Duplication of data items on
various surveys from national
agencies and organizations

Duplication of whole surveys

Requests for data not other-
wise collected, i.e. new item

Need for data not established

Data instrument given to states
without sufficient lead tizme

Cost of data collection burden-
some

Information does not lead to
understanding of real issues

Definitions of categories vague

Requests for data are untimely
Other (Specify):

Code
Number

Example of
Specific Problems

resolved?

you checked above can te




SUPPORT OF DATA COLLECTION

29. The burden of collecting data for the federal government is unevenly
distributed among states, school districts and schools within each
state. How could the agencies bearing the greaster burden for
supplying data be most effectively helped if additional federal funds
were made available to states and local districts for data
collection? Please check one. .

29.1 By spending funds on strenghthening state education
departrments’ informations systems particularly in
overburdened states

29.2 By providing additional funds to local school dis-
tricts included in survey samples

, ~ 29.3 Have data collected by field staff of national
s agencies or organizations

29.4k Use only data regularly reported to state education
agencies by the local education agency

29.5 Other (Specify): —

30. What factors affect the quality of data reported to national
agencies by state agencies? Indicate the three most important

factors by ranking 1lst, 2nd, 3rd.

30:1 " Who pays for data collection
30.2 Perceptions of who benefits from the data collected

30.3 Size of staff available fo meet all requests from
all sources for data

30.4 Level of staff expertise

30.5 The tim~ allotted for collection of data, i.e. due
dates

30.6 Whether the state or its districts already collect
the requested data

30.7 Quality of data provided by LEA's to state agéncy
30.8 Other (Specify): |

: ' 178
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31. Vhat factors affect the quality of data reported to national
agencies from local education agencies and schools. Indicate the
three most important factors by ranking 1lst, 2nd, 3rd.

31.1 Vtho pays tor data Hllection
31.2 Perceptions of wh., venefits from the data collected

31.3 Size of staff available to meet all requests from all
sources for data

31.4 Level of staff expertise

. 31.5 The time allotted for collection of data, i.e. due
dates .

31.6 VWhether the requested data is routinely collected

31.7 Other ..pecify):

If you have additional comments on Possible Limitations Encountered
in Gathering Data, please make them here:

A L v et s A e e n . e e e e e el e e
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! SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT OF EDUCATIONAL DATA SYSTEMS :

Several methods on how to improve the collection and availability
of data bearing on educational policies and programs have been suggested.
The methods include many different facets which are not mutually ex-

|

: clusive, for example: Who should finance datu coi o zlinn? To what extent? !
Should standards be imposed? In the following set ot questions the !
i various suggested methods for improvement are broken down into their - ) }
major elements. Please check (x) the statements you believe to be ¥ !

feasible and desirable.
32. Voluntary wvs. non-voluntary approach *

32.1 Continue with voluntary system similar to the
one vhich now exists

32.2 Federal data collection should be non-voluntary ’ §
(similar to the U.S. Census) ,

32.3 no opinion

33. The costs of data collection should be funded | i

33.1 totally by the federal governments

33.2 partially (to cover the additional costs in- f
curred by meeting federal agencies' request
for information) by the federal government

33.3 by source other than the federal govreriizent
(specify):

33.4 no opinion

34. The federal government should

34.1 fund data collection and impose standards
34.2 fund data collection and not impose standards

34.3 not fund data collection, but should impose
standards

34.4 not fund data collection and not attempt to
impose standards

et T L ETOWSI oS e SR ey

34.5 no opinion

:
{
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35. The National Center for Educational Statistics of
U.S. Office of Education should be expanded and
strengthened with a capability to

35.1 directly collect data in the field and provide
a comprehensive national educational data base

35.2 collect data from state and local education
agencies and provide a national educational
data base

35.3 collect directly,or from other agencies, and
publish only the important information for
which a demand exists, but vhich cannot
currently be supplied from any source in the
necessary form

35.4 disagree with idea that NCES should be involved
with improvement scheme

35.5 no opinion /

36. A new bureau under the Departmeni of Health, Education and
Velfare should be established to

36.1 collect and bring together for publication data
which relates education to the other areas
of socio-economic concerns

36.2 provide a national educational data system

36.3 do not agree with suggestion for new agency
under HEW

36.4 no opinion

If you have any additional comments on Suggestiona for Improvement
of Educational Deta Systems, please make them here:

Thank you for your assistance. Please place this questionnaire
in the attached envelope and mail. If you have additional comments
or suggestions, feel free to include them on the vack of this page.




ADDITIONAL COMMENTS
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Appendix B

A LISTING

OF

FATIORAL DATA SOURCES FOR EDUCATIC:H
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Appendix C

RECOMMENDATIONS & CURRENT STATUS

OF KELLY COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIOLS

The Committee on Educational Finance Statistics
(James A. Kelly, chairman) was appointed by

the late James E. Allen, former U.S. Commissioner
of Education. The Committee Report including
nine specific recommendations for improving the
statistical program of USOE was submitted to Dr.
Allen in March, 1971. The nine recommendations,
implementation plans of the National Center for
Educational Statistics and cost estimates comprise
this appendix section.
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Appendix E

MATERIALS RELATED TO. THE CONFERENCE ON

IMPROVING INFORMATION SYSTEMS FOR

EDUCATIONAL POLICY MAKING

1. Conference participants
2. Agenda

3. "Information Systems for Educational Policy
Making: Micro-Economics of Elementary and
Secondary Education" by Professor Jesse
Burkhead, Maxwell Graduate School, Syracuse
University
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A Conference on

IMPROVING INFORMATTION SYSTEMS FOR EDUCATIONAL
POLICY MAKING

A part of a project conducted for

The President's Commission on School Finance

by the

Poiicy Institute

of the Syracuse University Research Corporation

in codperation with the

Maxwell Graduate School of Citizenship & Public
Affairs of Syracuse University

at the

Lake Meadows Inn, Cazenovia, M.Y. |
June 17th & 18th, 1971
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LIST OF PARTICIPANTS.

Policy Imwwte § Mauwelf School

Ralph K. Andrew - Pollcy ‘Institute Research Assistant
Stephen K. Briley - Chairman, Policy Institute
Roy Bahl - Director, SURC Urban and Regional Research

Center
Joel S. Berke - Director, Educational Finance and Governance
Program

Jesse Burkhead — Professor of Economics, Mexwell Schocl

- Jerry Calderone - Policy Institute Research Assistant

Kathleen A. DiTullio - Policy Institute Administrative Assistant

Robert J. Goettel - Project Director

Barrie L. Goldstein - Policy Institute Reseerch Assistant

Paul Irwin - Policy Institute Research Associate

Micheel Marien - Research Associate, SURC Educational Policy
Resesrch Center

Jerry Miner -~ Professor of Economics, Maxwell School

Roger Parry - Research Assistant, School of Education

Seymour Sacks - Professor of Economics, Maxwell School

" Ronald White - Policy Institute Research Assistant

Presddent's Commisalon

| Richard Barr - Research Associate
~ Norman Karsh - Staff Director

Sigmuind Sklar - Research Director

Outside Consultants & Representatives

.San Bliss - Director, Educational Resource lManagement Center,

- -Northern Arizona University
Jean Flanigan - Assistant Director, Research Division, National
Education Association '

Edward Glassman - Educational Specialist, Office of Education

Carol Hobson — Chief, Elementary & Secondary Educational Surveys
Branch, Office of Education

Euqene ‘McLoone — Professor of Economics & Education, University

of Maryland

John Polley - Assistant Commissioner for Educatioral Finance &
Management Service, New York State Educationa.l
Department

Jonhn Stiglmeier - Director, Informatior Center for Education,
, New York State Education Department

Charles Bullivan - Measurement Research Corporation of Westing-
’ house Learning

John Wood - Office of Lducation

**lﬂllﬂlll*'**!*********l*****&**eriﬂl***
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. AGENDA_ '

T
‘Tluuwday June 17

9:30 - 10:15 - WELCOME
Stephen K. Bailey, Chairman
INTRODUCTIONS |
Joel S. Berke

PRESIDENT'S COMMLSSION ON SCHOOL
FINANCE :

Norman Xarsh

NATTONAL CENTER FOR EDUCATIONAL
STATISTICS

Mrs. Carol J. Hobson

10:15 - 11:00 - MEASURING FISCAL NEED, CAPACITY, AND

EFFORT

Robert J. Goettel .

11:00 - 11:15 ~ Coffee |

11:15 - 12:15 - MEASURING EDUCATIONAL NEED
Joel S. Berke

12:30 - 2:00 -~ Lunch |

2‘:00 - 3:00 - HEASURIN(: CURRENT RESOURCES EXPI:NDITURES §
SERVICES

Robert J. Goettel, Moderator
Eugene Mcloone

3:00 - 3:15 - Coffee

L: 15 - MEASURING FEDERAL AID FLOWS

3:15 -

' Joel S. Berke Noderator
Seymour Sacks

lJ30 - 5:30 - Cocktails
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Friday June 18

9:30 ~ 11:00 - MEASURING EDUCATIONAL IMPACT

A
Robert J. Goettel, Moderator
Jesse Burkhead
©11:00 - 11:15 - Coffee |
- 11:15 - 12:15 - EMERGING AREAS OF CONCERN
‘.Joel 5. Berke, Moderator
Jefry Miner
12:30 - 2:00 - Lunch
2:00 = 4i00 - WINDUP § SUMVARY
\\,/'
7
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Information Systems fcr Educational Policy Making:

Micro-Economics of Elementary
and Secondary Education

Professor Jesse Burkhead
Maxwell School
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I. General Background

Ten years 8go Schultz, Becker and others were engaged ih thé
"rediscovery of the humaﬁ- agen?". This pioneering work, generally
at the macro level, produced some interesting findings on the in-
vestment value of education, on the contribution of training and
education to gross output (educafion in a macro broduction function),
and introduced the concept of measuring educational outcomes in terms
of en imi:rovement in discounted lifetime earnings. This literature
"undcubtedly contributed to a éener&iiied shift in publie attitudes
towerd education. Our rational Coid War response to Sputnick i.n |
1957 was the National Defense Education Act of 1958; in the last
decade, our response to all problems of unemployment;—'povefty, and -
racism has been: méqre resources must be devoted to education.

| The concern with the macro aspects of investment in education -
spaimed an equivalent concern with micro-economic aspects. Here the
isgue 18 simply: how can educational outputs be maximized from a
given volume of resource inputs. This approaci requi{es that the
séhool be looked at as if it weve a producing firm, engaged in economic
optimizing in the same way that a business firm is engaged in opti-
mizing net rever;ue.

The micro-economics of education, sometimes called systems analysis,
and sometimes linked with pro‘gram budgeting, and sometimes cast in
terms of production functions or input-output relationships has been
pursued by such economists as Benson, lLevin, Katzman, Ribich, Burkhead-
Fox-Holland and others. (The Coleman Report is not irrelevant to this

‘type of research). The results, to date, have been most diséppointing.
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In. all the empirical work that ‘has been done it has been dis-
covered that out-of —achticol influences are far more important
on educational outcomes than {n-school influences. The socio-economic
characteristics of the children count far more than anything that Soes
on in the classroom. To be sure, some teacﬁer characteristics seem to
be moderately significant (Benson, Levin, Burkhéad-Fox-Holland) . The
verbal skills of the téacher carry over into the verbal skills o_f
ﬁtudents; more experienced teaéﬁers produce better test scores than
| ‘inexperienced teachers. But noﬁe of the empirical work has di:se;wered
that smaller class size (within_'_the ranges investigated) , newer build.ings,

increased expenditures on the library, or on equipment, or on auxiliary

_perﬂonncl have any important effect on school outputs, where such outputs

are measured in terms of test sc.;ores, drop-outs or continuing education.
Nevertheless, there is on-going interest in approaching the micro-
~ economics of education by way of. program budgetin;g and there are know-
ledgeable authorities who feel thé.t additional experience will yield a
better understanding of resource allocation patterns within schools and
Ianong schools vithin a speciﬁé school system (J. Alan Thomas, &

‘Productive Scliool) .

Finally, the backgrount qu.'-.a.n examination of the micro aspects of
education must include reference.to a groving feeling on the part of.mam/.
contemporary critics that elemeﬁtary and secondary schools, with few .
exceptions, are the very antithesis o7 educaﬂon. Miner has put the point
vell: |

Policy toward education as an industry cannot ignore the role

of the schools in fostering racism and stultifying intellectual
snd emotional growth. Without accepting in full the views of
Kozol, Silberman, Kohl, Illich and others, thoe concerned with
policy cannot look only at the resources needed to attain equality
in the performance of schools or of pupils without regard to
vhether any of these performances are person&lly or socially
destructive...Ir the production function in schools cannot be

20 997
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altered to reduce their destructive effects to tolerable
limits, greater emphasis on alternative educational ins-
truments is called for. :

II. The nature of the problem
One way in which the micro-economics of :ducation may be con-
ceptualized is to start with a recognition that there is a vector of

inputs, a vector of activities within“the school and a vector of

outputs:

.Each of these.vectors presents tormidable conceptual and measurement

problems and ther{e are camplex inter-actions among the elements within

and between vectors.

With no pretemsion at comprehensiveness, the following may be noted
as some of the most difficult problems that are encountered:
1. The input vector rust encompass all real resource costs, such

as teachers, administrators, buildings and supplies. But the price of

inputs, as with teachers, and their saleries, may not adequately reflect

quality variations. Moreover,'perhaps the most significant input to
the education industry is student time, and how is this-to be valued?
Student inputs are also con&itioned by home and neighborhood. How is

this to be taken into account in the input vector? (Burkhead-Fox-Holland

treated SES as a "status variable" and thus made it the first input

into the "production function.")

2. Tae activity vector reflects the combinations of factors
(student time, teacher timej, equipmeﬁt) that the school utilizes in order
to éonduct certain activities, such as. :s'peci‘fi‘ed numbers ‘of arithmetic \ : |

classes of specified size, and specified numbers of extra-curricular

activities such es athletics, driver-education and the flag-salute.

228w
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Unfortunately, no elementary or high school principal has ‘st'xfficignt
knowledge of marginal productivities to secure the least-cost ‘com-
bina.tioﬁ of such factors. |

3. The output vector presuniably reflec‘_ts the goals that the
school has established for itself, or that society has imposed upon
it, There are obviou.,ly multiple gosls--no single output here--and

therefore the econamist traditionally proposes to cost out the goe.la

and establish a.ppropriate trade-offs among them. This could sweep

a.ll the important value Jjudgments under the rug Who is to’ decide,

end on vhat basis, that it is more important to raise the eighth

grade lower quartile reading'scores than the eight grade upper quartile
-readifxg gcores? Who shall decide that mentally retarded .children shall
heave a cless size that does not exceed four? Economists tiresomé]y

wvarn that resources are limited, but there is no trade-off analysis

‘that idll eliminate the need for value judgments that must be made on

non-econamic grounds.

Thus the output vector, in systems approach, comes to rest heavily

on that which can be quantified--test scores and drop-outs. No one has
yet discovered how to measure the far more significant outputs of
education (in-school and out-of-school) such as integrity, creativity,
and a sensitivity to huma.n relationships.
III. Data reguirements for micro-e;:ondmic anaiysis of.elementa.ry. and
secondary education. |
In spite of the many formidaﬁle conceptual problems, and the
listing in II is by no means compléte, it may still, quite possibly,‘
be desira-ble‘ for USOE or state departments of education to encourage
addit';ionall systems analysis linked.with the budget. Thié‘ rust Be

established and administered.st the school district level, and disag-
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gregated at least to the level of each individual school. Organi-

zationally, there must be a central school district budget and

evaeluation staff that prepares the manual, defines the inputs,

activities and outputs, and enlists the cooperation of school

principals and teachers. The minimum data reduiréﬁents are as follows:

1.

2.

Inputs. -

01. Instructional costs (with teacher characteristics)

02. Administrative costs

03. Auwxiliary personnel costs (guidance, librarians, etc.)
O4. Materials and supplies

05. Buildings and grounds.

06. SES of pupils (possibly obtainable by annual question~

naires on housing conditions or occupation of parents).

Activities

0l1. Class size, to vhatever degree of disaggregation seems
appropriate. '

02. Extra-curricular activities

03. Staff relationships (perbaps an index of staff partici-
pation, or an evaluation of the effectiveness of the

principal)
Outputs
0l1. Test scores (verbal, quantitative)
02. Dropouts
03. Continuing education

~

Ok, Socialization (an index of vandalism)?

It may be noted that test scores should be derived from the Fame

test administered at successive grade levels, so that "value-added"

can be estimated. This will require a different testing proceduré than

that now commonly employ in”q}émgptary'ahd secondary education, where

i e E Hen - PO
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tests are used primarily for tracking and guidance counseling.

IV. Possible outcomes
1; If employed over a period of years, the foregoing type of

systems analysis might contribute to better Judgments about costs and

effectiveness of specific prograﬁs and thus serve up some numbers that’ .

would be helpful in educetionsl policy meking. At minimum, it would
provide information on the costs of innovations. It should be noted,

héwever, that where the SES characteristics of a schocl are changing

rapidly, over-time analysis is virtually impossible. It may also

be impossible in depressed areas #here teacher turnover is (numeri-

cally) 100 percent of ADA, or vhere teacher turnover is es high as

:25 pefcent during a given school year. It may also be impossible in

schools that are undergoing major organizational transitions in terms
of community participation and control,‘

| 2. In relatively stable situations, systems may also contribute

insights on proper factor combinations — better information than we

now have on class size consequences, on the utilization of teacher
aids, or on the utilization of auxiliary personnel.
These are modest outcomes, but may revertheless be worti

pursuing. Unfortunately, there are far too many gaps in our existing

knowledge to be confident that systems analysis can meke a major con-

tribution. The biggest gap of all is the dbseﬁce of a defined re-
lationship between what is nwasuréble and what is known about learning
theory. There is no reason to suppose that learning is a linear
funqtion. Indeed, there is'evenj réaﬁon to sﬁfposevthat'there'gygﬂ
abundant thresholds and discontinﬁitiés. .What is the importance cf
pre-school, Headstart type programs? Are there crucial years in the
acquigition of reading skills; such as the first gréde or the fourth:
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grade? Eglucationa.l psychologists have not yet provided nm/ answvers
and perhaps none are rorthconiing. But until lyatenis analysis is linked
with learning theory it will always htng at ieut pn.rtii.lly in mid-air.

It is also possible that .the "gystem" of education in eny society
is a seamless web that defies analytic'treatﬁent. Schools are esteblished
to "educate" the work force in the skills that the economy requires. .
Students are tested and credentialled in terms of these skills. ,In-sc'hool

and out-of-school influences cannot be separated. We get what we deserve

" and the "efficient" use of educe.tiqhal resources may be & suhsidiary

concern in a society as wasteful as ours.
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