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The purpose of th?e4report is to:comment on practice in the use
of existing data bases in program evaluation and school 1mprovement
and to exp]ore directions of " 1ncreased and improved usc. The report s‘
impetus is the role that ex1st1ng data n]ays in current efforts in
Tocal schoo] districts and the poss1b111t1es for the future. To a
great extent,’ however,rwe wiTl have to rely on exper1encés from other
areas of soc1a1 1nqu1ry outs1de of educat1on and on national and state
pract1ces (rather than Tocal) in educat1on. The record of lacal
district practice-in ma1nta1n1ng and using data arch1ves is 11m1ted to
date while extended mu1t1purpose\secondary data examination 1s
commonp]a e e]sewhere. Nonethe]ess we as;:me that the current state
of affa1rs in 1nformat1oq/maTntenance and use in local- d1str1cts is
more a happenstance of competing pr1or1ties for economic and human
resources and 11m1ted technical expert1se and supgprt than a consc*ous
Jjudgment that current pract1ces exhaust the benef1t; that m1ght
A'accrue. At a time when the pressures for schoo] 1mprqvement are

1t \ _~ . - . .. -
strong, and information technology resources are expanding and

becomingzmore cost effective, it seems appropriate to consider the

g
coming possibilities,

_ Societal Contert
Both recent hjstory and gurrent events regérding public interest
in education highlight why the duestion of information maintenance and
use by school districts is of fnterest, Consider,.for example, the
issue of pdséib1e test score decline and ite reflection on the quality

of schooling which received substantial national attention in the mid
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70's. Commentators noted and 1ayenfed the apparent deciine in - »

) -

performance on the Scholastic Aptitudé Test (SAT). Higher gQucatipn
spokespersons weré'éoncerned'about pre-college 5reparatioﬁ*and‘the
increaéing costs of remedial‘instruction‘that had to comé from their-
;tagnant or shrinking bases of‘supbort. The d%ssatfsfaction of

_dindustry with the entering skills of the work'force was pubiicly

expressad. In each case, the failure of schools to prepére'students

- v N

academically tb participate fu]jy in society was viewed as a primary
céuse of the perceivéd decline in cbmpetence. '
'Recégnizing the need foribetter data ico infafm pﬁB]ic po]icy, the
ifederal governmentvand private foundations supported several inquiries
to investigate the fo]]dwing questions:
1. Vas the apparént‘test score decline real or artif;cfualé;
2. If the dec]iné were real, how widespread was it? -
3. If the decline were real, .what were its causes? To what

degree could it be the result of chénges,in‘the secondary

school curriculum in the ear1y“7bfs (away from traditional

~ o, )

courses tGWard greater.diversity and "relevance"),
strugtura1 changes in expectations rggarding the roie of
schools (equity, ‘diversity and excellence considerations) and -
broader changes in the society at large (¢changing nature of
‘the family, morevsinglé parent homés, mére homes with all
-adults maintaining full-time Jjobs outsidé the home, increaéeé

in television viewing) *

.-




Sévera{‘reports (Harnischféger ﬁ Wiley, 1975; The Wirtz Gommission,
197T;’ﬁunday'1976;jand the National. Academy of Education, 1977)
f_examined,the decline 'issue in detail providing a more balanced picture
of its‘exténgﬁand its possible antgéendents. They generally concluded
thag‘the decline was not solely the fault of sqhooTs as other societal
“institutions and norms had Shiftéd as well. These conclusions were
'1arge1y based on available ﬁgté_gafhered f}om SAT and ACT records,
evidence from state aéséSs;ents and f}om scatteréd research studies
that focusséd“oﬁ specific aspects relevant to the fest-scoré decline
Jssue; _ ‘ »

What Qe#e'decidedly ébsent %n the fest score decline debate were
contributions from local school districts. Despite a history of
annual achievement testing (extending back\before the mid 60's
compehsato}y edu;ation efforts) and a large exbansion.of Tocal
research and evaiuation offices and expertise dufing the late 60's and
'ear1y_7d's, LEA's were ill-prepared to contribute to the dialogue.
Most’dis;ricts.were unable to document whether the national t;ends

¢ - £

evidenced in the varicus policy reports applied to their local

situation. Instéad, they simply had to take the blame a]ohg'wjth the

rest of the nation's schools. : ' @

an
., T
>

The mid 70's test score decline debate is an.earlier insiqndé,

'.' “‘&\ ' ' '.'. -
where locial schools were unable to respond to concerns about existing
prac;ite and performance. Now major naticnal commission reports on

-

.the state of:education (e.g., from The National Commission on’

P

Excellence in Education, the National Science Boarf/fgmmissfdﬂ on

> ~ s . -
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Precollege Education in Mathematics, Science and Technoiogy, the \—
Twentieth Gentiry Fund and the Education Commission of the States Task
Force) p[ace?the spot]ignt on problems in scheols andzthe needs for.
educational reform. The question is whetner [EA‘: wi]]'becpetter able
“to play an act1ve ro]e in documenting the reform efforts and the1r
consequences than they aid prev10us1y0

8

To a great, extent the ability cF LEA personnel to part1c~pate

depends on the extent to which-they are able to use existing data to

guide the evaluation of local programs'and'inform instructional

improvement'efforts. At present iocaiuschoo1*uses‘of information . xv
: s - . . .

‘1tendskto be responsive and targeted rather thankref1ective and }
ymu1t%faceted. Schoo]s rout1ne1y collect substant1a1 amounts of data ,A
about the backgrounds, education, interest, performance, and attitudes |
of their students the emp]oyment careers of their personnel, the
demography of their commun1ty,‘and the charac{er1st1cs of their : i
educational program. cYet except for compliance reports for spec1a1 f
programs, and in scme cases monitoring of locai schoo] performance, |
‘districts seldom retain information across years, use data_for

purposes other tnan which they were Origina11y co11ected, or attempt

to integrate diverse sources of information into a comprehensive
inter]ocking system. VThe question then is whether 1 formation

collected (and in somé cases maintained) by Tocal schoo]s can serve a
broader array of educational purposes and can contr1bute to 1mproved

understandlng of the continuities and changes in educat1ona1 systems

and their conseduences for society. - ) "
[

rd




_Soc1a1 Survey, Nat1ona1 and Congress1ona1 E]ect1on Surveys, the

H

Current General Practices

There is certainly no shortage of models for Broad-based

maintenance and use of available data.: V1rtua11y a]] aspects of

American society c1a1m to be data or1ented in the1r dec1s1on—mak1ngo
In bus1ness and industry, substant1a1 resources are devoted to
financial ana]ys1s, economic forecast1ng, and market1ng studies.
Med1ca1 and hea1th care profess1onals re1y heav11y on ep1dem.o]og1ca}
data to target areas of necessary research and to gu1de pract1ce and
1ncreas1ng1y mon1tor routinely. c011ecth services ;nd cost F
infoermation. 'Dpinioh polling and analyses of trends from ongoing

4 . . i
. . .

elections and sccial surveys have become increasingly central to the

political process (e.g., in election strategy and establishing voting

district boundaries). ' Government agencies place increasing reliance
on information collection, maintenance and -analysis for both its
monitoring and planning functions.

: ¢ .

Throughout the social and economic sciences, researchers.-and

policy anaTysts~ﬁake_extensive‘use of data collected from major

éocial po]iticaT and economic surveys.  U.S. Ceneus data, the Genera1

b

Criminal V1ct1m1zat1on Survey, nd the Current Popu]at1on Survey are

\\.

, examples of prlmary 1nformat1on resources broad]y 1"V€5L193t€d

BN

by social sc1ent1sts. Data from soc1a1 exper1ments such as fhe .
I & - ° o

Negat1ve Income Tax Experiments and the Health Insurance Study also
undergo diverse ex <amination and re-examination. The maJor s

investfgatibns in virtua11y all areas- of social 1nqu1ry generate data
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bases that are deposited in archives such as those at the

Inter—Universfty Consortium on Political and Social Research . 2

\

(University of Michigan), ‘the Roper Center- (Un1vers1ty of w1scons1n)

3

National Opinion Research Center (University of Ch1cago) and the

-

National Bureau of Econowic Research.

-§

‘The archiving and use o* existing informatioﬂ'resourcesfis deeply
. ] R

\inbrained in social research and policy analysis. Yet it is still

LSRN

uncommon -to f1nd thoughtfu] and 1nformat1ve exam1nat1ons of the
rationale and;precedure for data archiving and usage that could serve n
to fostermmore unitcrm standards. and'%xpectations and further expand
the array of social 1nformat1on .available for further 1nqu1ry (an

ear]y except1on 1s,a book by GoLt11eh and Borod1m 1973) .

oy

The lagk of gu1de11nes has ‘been remed1ed somewhat recent]y by the

>

willingness of various goveqhment agency arch1va1 ahd po]1cy ana]ys1s

specialists to share their exper1ences -and 1ns1ghts thh the soc1a1 -
/ ' :
research commun1ty. A pr1mary example of" a new resource :in support of

“mproved pract1ce is the Compend1um on reana]ys1s of prcgram .%.

&

evaluat1ons ed1ted'by Boruch wortman, and Cordray‘(1981) Thi: b00k

contains chapters on the Federa] Stat1st1ca1 System The Nat1ona1

Arch1ves The‘Nat1ona1 Inst1tute‘of Just1ce s Access and Secondary
Analysis Policies, and the U.S. Gerieral Account1ng Office s

renanalysis activities. It also contains a summary of resources for
. o . g - ,
Tocating,public and private data, a description of archiving

-fprocedures chaptersxon pertinent analytical issues in secondary

ana]ys1s and exami1es of issues where reanalysis serves an important . «

[N
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research or policy purpose. The descriptions of the range of national

\

efforts to ma1nta1n and use data-resources is espec1a11y pertinent to

W

: those areas such as education which have on]v recently begun to
establish archiving and usage pohmes.1
Conditions in Education:' NatiohaT~aﬁd State ‘Practice

Until the mid 70' s, there was a. much th1nner record of arch1v1ﬂg

¢

and conduct1ng secondary ana]yses of data from large-scale educat1ona1
‘surveys and evaluations. MNotable except1ons were the Equa}1ty of
Educationa] Opportunity Survey (the'basis fer the Coleman Report),
Planned Variation Head Start The IEA Six Subject Surveys, and“Prognct

Ta]ent Survey. 0therw1se the data bases from-most 1arge scale

educat1ona1 1nve%t1gat1ons were used only for the initial 1nqu1ry or

perhaps for fo]]ow -up research by the or1g1na] 1nvest1gators, and in

h)

many cases no prov1s1ons were made; for retention and ma1ntenance of

|
-data resohrces.2 |

For a va:1ety of reasons, the,s1tuat1or changed so that mu1t1p1e,

uses of existing data bases in educational research, evaluation and

policy efforts is now more prevalent. The impetus for the change may’
. - -’ ¥ ’ ’ ‘

1 ohe irony of the current status of archival and usage policies in.
education is that the Nat1ona1]Inst1tute of 'Education ‘supported
basic conceptual work on multiple uses of existing data (e. g..
Burstein, 1978; Hendrick, Boruch, & Ross, 1978). 1In fact, the

Boruch et al book cited in the test was deve]oped under NIE ?
sponsorsh1p. . -

_\N‘

" This account ignore long established efforts in Post- Secondary
education to maintain information bases for further research and
- v policy analysis. For example, the Ccoperation Institutional °-
Research Prograh, has been conducting surveys on entering freshmen
‘since the mid 60's under the auspices of the American Counc11 .
Education and various government. ' : .

o




regard1ng data arch1v1ng, ma1ntenance and usage w111 he]p»to

-have been ef?orts by the naJor federa] agene1es support1ng educat1ona1

research and eva1uat:on to make better use of resources.developed .

under their auspices..THE'National Institute'of Education'has been

.most active in their area, Spec1f1c examples of recent NIE pract1ces

|
g

)

character1ze the trends:

o

N

In its Fompensatory Educat1on Study to assist in the.
reauthorization of ESEA in 1977, NIE commissioned several po]1cy
studies which required analyses of existing data on, e. g.> the
consequences of shifting to achievement-based versus
poverty-based criteria for eligibility for serv1ce., At the time,
the task of pulling together diverse data bases from various

N states and government agencies was comp11cated and costiy. -

" Nonetheless, the poiitical payoff from the study- signaied other
. agency personnel of" the advantages of maintaining 1nformat1on
resources for future po11cy studies.. . o

— - ‘ .

" The Secondary Ana]ys1s ProJect was supported at Northwestern
University to accumulate data sets from major education
investigations and undertake secondary anatyses to confirm or
clarify their findings. The contract also supported the .
publication of a collection of papers. '{Boruch, Wortmer, .Cordray
and Associates, 1980) on.the state of the art in reanalyzing
program evaluations. (See earlier descr1pt1on)

A grants compet1t1on was conducted to encourage seéondary
analyses of data from the National Asséssment of Educational
_Progress (NAEP) (e. .- Harn1sch and Linn, 1981)

The contractor for the Beg1nn1ng Teacher Evaluation Study (BTES

Far West Laboratory). was commissjoned (under separate agreement)

to create a data bank\and accompanying documentat1on'for
follow-up Jnvestigations by other researchers. The data were
deposited in the National Archives and also placed in the ICPSR
data archives. Subsequently, BTES data have been used -in
'secondary analyses of both the primary issues in the or1g1na1
jnvestigation (e.g., Brown and Saks, 1983) and secondary . issues
for which subsets of the BTES data were relevant {e.g. Burstein,
1980; Maddahian, 1981; M111er, 1981: MWebb, Shavelson & Maddahian,
-1983). . -

~ The competition for the 1982 award of a new contract for the

“National Assessment of Educational Progress (now managed .by.NIE)
placed increased emphasis on the development of NAEP .as a data

‘archive for analysis of educational policy and practice. It is ™.

“~



) N . .
\! . f
generally be11eved that the poor track record of the Educat1ona1‘“
Commission of the States in developing NAEP as a national
resource for pglicy analysis and the central role:of just such a:

purpose in the proposal from the Educational Testing. Serv1ce was
a major factor 1n the awerd decision.

The 1n1t1a1 development of methodology for quantitative
. - integration of analytical data from multiple studies (usually
.termed meta-analysis or quantitative synthesis) was almost
. entirely sponsored by NIE (Glass, 1977; Light, 1978). This
methodology is now w1de1y used in educat1on and has the secondary
_benefit of encouraging better maintenance and documentation of
primary research data and highlighting problems with existing
pract1ces in data collection and reporting. !

In recent years, the National Center for Educat1ona1 Stat1st1cs
(NCES) ha5<also bexome more act1ve in ensur1ng access and- use of

education date bases. Data from the NCES-sponsored Hational
. )

Longitudina] Study (NLS) of the High School Class of 1972 has been
frequently us%? in;secondary analyses of education's meditating role

in the status attainment process. The more recently sponsored H1gh

5

School and Beyond (HS&B) Study 1s a1ready w1de1y investigated by _
' researchers 1nterested“1n educat1ona1 policy, most notab]y in the
\ \ I3

‘debate on the relative effect1veness of pub11c and pr1vate schooling.
"s\

Yy

In addition to the or1g1na1 report by Co]eman K1lgore and Haffer

(1981) there have a1ready been spec1a1 1ssues of Harvard Educat1ona1 »

—-—

Rev1ew and Soc1o]ogy of Educat1on stimulated by Co]eman et al and’

reportlng secondary ana1yses and reanalyses of +he HS&B data. NCES
has further encouraged usage of both the NL: and HS&B data through the
1n-house deveTQ\ment of data archives and documentat1on for public
release and the. c1rculat1on of frequent updates and buT]et1ns about
. these arch1ves. They also recent]y comm1ss1oned secondary ana]ys1s of

HS&B data to 1dent1fy effect15e high TEhool\practlces.' Currently,

3 . )
e
Al . T
. . . .




NCES is .taking steps to suppdrt the creat}on of data archives from the
Second-International Mathematics Study (SIMS) and ensuring that these
data are readily accessible for analyses beyond the origina] span gf
fnterests reflected in the study. |

There has been a simi]ér emergence of data afchiva1~and
mu];iépurpose usage by state educational agenciés} State assessments,
) of%éinai]y de@e]oped for general and local system mohitoriﬁg;'are
1ncreas1ng1y used in 1nvest1gat1ng the impact of new programs
1ntroched by the states, app11ed research on the character1st1cs of
effect1ve school programs, and policy analyses of educational trends )
Land their consequences.3 Various state. educational programs are

beginning to coordinate their data’collection efforts to avoid

- redundancy ‘where possible and data archives are being established to .

3 We need not Took beyond the California Assessment Program {CAP} to
convey the possibilities in use of state assessment data. CAP data
have been used in evaluating the-impact of a state-developed early
childhood education program (e.g., Baker, 1976;nIsaacs, 1977), the
effects of compensatory: education services offered in the state
(California State Department of Education annual reports on
evaluation of consdlidated application programs (Title I, EDY,
Miller-Unxuh. ECE}, in an effective schools study (Ca11forn1a State
Department of Education, 1976) and in po11cy studies of the effects
of curriculum changes and television viewing habits on student

" performance (Harn1schfeger and Wiley, 1982). R T

;
i
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ensure f%?dy access to the information co]]ected:4/
Clearly, ;gtiona1 and ;tate educational efforts to develop,
maintafn, and gncpdrage use of existing data resources are evolving.
Thg‘gap in both data resources and expertise in thei} maintenance and
use is narrowing between‘education and oéher areas of soéia] research
and services. fTheAshift'ih attitude from questioning why one would ‘
want to'create data archives aﬁd encou?%ge secondary analyses to how
to best do so is evident.f EQeny major report of the state of
educat1on calls for greater attent1on to the need for coA;;;;;#_#uwmﬁh“ﬁ”
maintenance of existing information.® The major education agencieswat«v~"/x
the federal and state levels are taking seriouslyrtheir;* o

responsibilities. -

4 Again the change in circumstances in California is illustrative.
As part of an evaluation of the California Early Childhood
Education Program CSE staff (Keesling & Burstein, 1976) requested
historical information on program participation, characteristics,
and performance for a three-year period. At the time, it took
approximately 12 separate data bases to fulfill the request. 1In
essence there was no single data base indicating which schools had"
participated in various compensatory education programs over the
previous three years and documenting school practices and
performance.- Also each year the state constructed a new, separate
file from its consolidated application reports with no cross-check-
ing with the previous year's school ¢haracteristics and no attempt
to 1ink performance over time at the school level. 1In the recent’
years, however, the California Basic Education Data System (CBEDS)
was established to routinely collect basic information on studeht
enrolIlments and staff members for use by program personnel at the
state and local level -and maintain ongoing information about these
aspects of the state's public schools.* Other efforts have been
instituted to ensure that up-to-date 1ong1tud1na1 1nfornat1on on
programs is now readily availables . T

For example, the report of the National Sc%ence Board Commission on
Preco]]ege Education in Mathematics, Science and Techno]ogy
recommends that . _ i

1

The Federa] Govg¥nment should. finance and maintain a national
“mechanism for measuring ‘student achlevement and participation
in a manner that allows national, state, and local evaluation
and. comparison of-education progresi5 (1982, p. vi)
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Researchers and evaluators are caliing for policies to develop,
maintaih'and encourage.mu1tipurpo§e data usage from sponsored research
and eva]uatiops and pre-planned secondary analyses (Boruch & Cordray,
1980; Boruch et al, 1980; Cook and Gruder, 1978, Cronbach et al, 1986;
Raizen & Rossi, 1982; Reisner, Alkin, -Boruch, Li;n, and Millman, |
1982).  Evidently, there is hardly anyéne left to convince at the
néfional and state level (except selected se]f—interest~pfimary data
analysts) ;pat'mu]tiple uses of often expensive educational data is
wise and sensible educational policy and practice, especially at a
<;Q‘time of high]y visible competing demands for scarce educational
dollars. _ |
Local Conditions in Education
Local school districts are a long way from making{qui.ugé of
information from their recurring data collection actiQ;ties and of the
improved computer technology fér storage, manipu]atioﬁ and access to
data. However, since LEA's are even more sensitive than state and
federal agencies to economic conditions and thus!héye reasons to
becbme morevéost conscious in their information gathéring activities,
it is reasonab?e to anticipaté growth in hu]tip?e uses of ekisting
data in these\gducational settings as well. - ;
‘ " In most cases, current conditioﬁs‘in LEA~ﬁnf0rmation usage
practices are hardly enlightening or exemp1a§¥. While almost every
/ district collects standard}zed achievement test data and use it for
various purposes (e.g., compliance with~Tit]e I requirements, pub]ic
reporting of school-Tevel achievement, trap;mitta1 to teachers for

instreuctional purposes, to principals for class formation and

16
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monitoring and to parents for documenting their children's academic
progress (See Choppin (1982) and Dorr-Bremme (1982) for detai]s of the

CSE study of test use in schools)) these data represent only a small

Yo .

portion of the available information collected and maintained in some
fashion by school districts. The types of 1nformation routinely

collected (or collectable) in school districts includes the

following:6

A. Dewmographic/Archival

1.  Student demographics--age, sex, ethnicity, home language,
parental occupations and employers, eligibility for AFDC,
reducted price lunches, medical histories, home address,
mobility (how long in part1cu1ar residence) parental

. education, family size

2. Teacher and building-level administrator backgrounds -- age,
education, previous employmenc and educational history,
special certification and subject-matter expertise

3. School building characteristics -~ information about physical

‘ plant (e.g., age, capac1ty, particular resources),

4. Student body and community compos1t1on-—ethn1c uompos1t1on
neighborhcod wealth, community involvement in neighborhood
schools (e.g., PTA membersh1p)

B. F1nanc1a1
E. Payroll expend1tures
6. Materials and supplies
7. Equipment
8. Maintenance
9. Special programs (e.g. entitlement programs, staff

‘ development, remedial services, counseling and guidance)
10. Transportation

11. Safety -and Security

<

6 This 1list is a revision of one provided in Burstein (1983). Also,
Sirotnik, Burstein, and Thomas (1983) describe the actual data
rout1ne1y collected in seven districts. Other studies (e.g., Bank
and Williams (1980, 1981), Lyon, Doscher, McGranahan & Williams,
1978; Kennedy, 1982 ) prov1de evidence of the data collection
activities of school d1sf}1cts in the achievement- doma1n on]y.

‘¢
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Test1ng ’ : - |
17. Standardized norm«referenced tests

13. Criterion referenced testing ‘

14, Mininum competency and proficiency testing

. 15, Group and individual ability and aptitude testing -- done

typically to determine pupil e11glb111ty for special programs
and placement decisions

16. Teacher-made tests and curr1cu1um embedded tests

Program Character1st1cs apd Participation

17. Special program participatien -- avallability and staffing of
special programs at local school sites

18. Curriculum information -- curricular packages and texts used

.-in classrooms, topic coverage from continuum (assumed and

measured)

19. Course taking patterns -- information from student cummulative -
records and from prescribed offerings _

20. Grading practices -- teacher reports of student grades *

Student Performance, Participatien, and Behavior
21. Grades by content area

- 22. Participation in extracurricular activities by types

23. Awards -- e.g., scholarships
24. Absentee1sm and tardiness

/

- 25. Reported ‘disruptive and inappropriate behav1or 1

_ Affective, Attudina], and Observation Information “

26. Student responses to surveys about class and schobl
- environments and other aspects of their educational experience

27. Teacher measures of classroom and school climate and
activities

28. School building adm1n1strator measures of school c11mate and

‘ activities

29. Parental surveys of perceptions and support of school
activities i :

30. Parental participation in school activities (e.g., vo]unteers,
fundraising attendance at school funct1ons, schedu]ed
conferences)

31. Administrator observations and evaluations of teachers

32. Teacher observat1ons of other teachers

33. District personn=1's observat1on and interviews of bu11d1ng
personnel

34. Surveys o graduates to determine occupat1ona1 and educational
status . -

35. Information about student dropouts

District Evaluation Reports o

36. Routine annual reports to board and federal and state agenc1es
37. Evaluation of specific educational. changes

38. Instances of local school assistance by type and disposition

18



- 15 -

The step from simply collecting information to the creatjon of

“functioning information systems .is apparently a giant one. The fact

that these sources of information are available infschool districts -

does not necessar11y mean that they are conven1ent1y access1b1e or are

‘ ~

current]y monitored for -ends and patterns. There are a few

exemplary efforts by districts to establish comprehensive information~

1

.systems for diverse local use. For example, Tincinnati has had a

: comprehens1ve mu1t1purpose 7nrormat1on system for years.7 But most

\
existing efforts are relatively recent responses to instructional

improvement and evaluation pressures and again focus almost
exclusively on ach1evement test datafﬁ\

Functions of Existing District Data

" Obviously the possibilities are known to some distrfets. It is
unt]eer, however, how well ectual practices in ﬁaintenance and use of
ihformation systems are documented. MNor the measure necessary to
disseminate‘both the benefits of such efforts and the procedures for
implementing them in other districts well understood.’

It seems more benefieia] at this poiﬁi to identify the functions
existing data in local schoq1s can serve if maintained in accessible
and documentab]e form. Furthermore we will comment on the conditions
pert1nent to determ1n1ng %hether these funct1ons can actually be

ach1eved in local educational settings. The rema1nder of the report

will address these two points.

~

By . g AN ~

7 Cincinnati's system is unique in its provision of the information
and support mechanisms to serve evaluation needs of individual
schools and attempts to use this information to decentralize educa-
tional planning. ;

19
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There are at least five possible funcinns of existing data in
Tocal distriCts in addition to the direct and immediate uses that

d1ctated the1r co11ect1on in the first p1ace.f These funct1ons can be

termed long-range planning, pu]se'monitoring, student decisionémaking,,

program decision-making, and informing educaticral policy. Below we

~provide brief descriptions of each function to enable ‘the reader to

s

better understand the distinétions among them. |

ﬂLong—Rangg Pianning.. The systematic use of ﬁnformation for

school diétrict p1aﬁhing is a long-est:blished and well-documented
purpose for mainta%ning information. ,Decisions abéut schoo]vc1bsings,
teacher hiring, resource allocation and'the like are typically already
guided by demographically-based b]énning models. In many respects the
applications that fall under the rubric of Tong-range p]anning
p;Fa11e1 those in other organizational contexts and as such, have much
more in common with data use fn non-educa%%ona] organizatioﬁs than
they 'do with other educational app]ications.

Given its linkage to district-wide po]icy and its centralized
management, it 1s not surpr1s1ng that Tong-range planning usually
draw§Apr1mar11y on demograph1c/arch1va1 and f1nanc1a1 records.
Decisions about school c]osings for example, depend on trends in 1oca1'.

enr011ments, physica1'chrapteri§tics of .the school sites, : o

non-personnel costs (including safety and security factors; local
census information about housing'stock/énd about chénges in ethnic and
A W .

spcioeconomic'composit?on, birthrates and projections for fdture
growth. If routine community surveys are conducted information

gathered from this source can also be used.

20
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Pulse Monitoring. In districts already operating information

systems, the monitoring of datato detect the.general well-being of
the school syStem is already common... These monitoring activities
- focus on distrﬁgf::lde trends in such areas as student performance,

. . y - . o
graduation rates, “attendance rates, truancy, vandalism, grade

=
retentions and attitudes (stu@ents*‘teachers, parents, comﬁu;}ty)
toward aspects of sthoo]ing.. fhis'hgéﬂof existing data constitutes an
effort to treat information as “educationai indicators® of whether the
system is moviﬁg in desirable directions. 1In isolated instances,
pulse monitoring is actually carried out at the school building level
as well but much moﬁé is péssible in this area. Cooley (1983)
provides a thoughtful”and informative description of the monitoring -

>

function in school districts. ‘ i'

Student Decision Making. According to conventiona® notians of
school guidancé counseling, cummulative records of cou}se.taking,
performance (both tests and grades) and interest are dsed to guide
educational decisions of students. ‘With the increased poséipi]ities
,bf computerized maintenance of student educational histories, the

' . ; . - '
possibilitigs of informed decisipn making are greatly enhanced.

Profiles of trends for individual student: as well as normative
patterns for peers and specialized cohorts {e.g. median trends for
selected set of friends or other with similar educational aspirations)

can be generated to assist in the decision-making process.

Program Décision Making. A variety of decisions about

programmatic changes can be informed by existing information bases.

Cu.
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Planning for shifts in student interests and Eapabi]itfeS‘can_be 
enhanced by'examihjng data from students at earlier time points.‘
Course offerings: year-to-year class assignments, and preparatioh £e2 h
various post-secondary careers can be improved through analysis of
course-taking patterne, performance, and subsequentéattaihment and
educational decisions from prior cohorts. 'Simi1ar1y, existing data
can be used to study the eonsequences of changes in specific.programs
in individual schooi sites. |

A clear example of how routinely collected and maintafned
informatioh could be used for program decision making is in the effort
to monitor the suitabi]ity of curricu?um'offerings in secondery -
schools. For instance, to determine whethér the partiCU1ahﬁarray of
mathematics courses reflects district goa]s'end ethdent heees,

information about the distribution of mathematics skills dbon entry to

N

- secondary schools, the interests and ant1c1pated educat1ona1 pians of

students, the skills believed essent1a1 for students to acqu1re their
interest (as* defined by d1str1ct continual, competency and proficiency
objectives, un1vers1ty enrollment expectat1ons) the a11gnment of -
special sk111s to courses, the a11gnment of various course offer1ngs

‘with each other, the availability of personnel and mater1als to offer

//
all des1red courses are likely to be useful. Also gt w311vbe

important to keep track of historical patterns of successful

/
compietion of courses (e. g., percentage with C or/better, number of
students failing specific cpurses, specific absentee1sm from

mathematics course-relative to other classes) to decide whether

o
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apparent]yﬁratioﬂé] course a]ignments anq; expe;tations'about

essential skills are realistic and if not, what can be done t6vimprove
matters. Unfortunately this kind of‘cgrricu1um monitorang has '
apparently not occurred.routine1y. btherwise, the dec]ine in course
tak1ng in mathematics in secongary schoo S at‘a time when the demand
.fOF techn1ca1 11terafy has 1ncreased would have not been a11owed to
happen. Given the renewed emphas1s\on a ‘Common academic core at the
secondary 1eve1'amd the 1imited demands for data beyend that routinely
co11ectab1e, this area of information use for program decision making

will sure]y increase in coming years.

Inform1ng Educat1on Po]1cy-—0nce 1nformat1on systems and data

banks in local districts become commonp]ace, it should be posj1b1e to
use them to contribute to the dia]ogue on state and"national policies
about the status of education and the needs and mechanisms for
improvements. Questions of’ehanges in student performance, community
attitudes, student iqterest,»chrriculum shifts,jetc. derived from
Tocal information systems can be investigated for pattérnshpf Tocal

reaction to_issues of national and state interest.

Other Possibi]ities. Two aspects of the designated functions

~___uarr.ant_further comments__F1rst each of the funct1ons identified

typ}ca]]y serves a specific clientele w1th1n_the educat1ona1'system.
: Lomg—range p]amning is targeted to district-mide management and falis
| pr1mar11y under the auspices of the adn1n1strat1on to serve the:
super1ntendent s efforts to support his or her educational policies.

Pulse Monitoring as deschbed.here is targeted moré at the po11t1caT

A
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community surrounding local education as represented by the school
board, local media, and comm: ' R primary constitu=-
ents for student decision making (stucents and their warents) and .

1

' program dec1s1on mak1ng {teach~rs and bu11d1ngs adm1nwstrators) are
oh+” ous, 1 ?ugh the cnsequ of the dec1510ns serve a wider array
of éecendary constituents (1oeal business and'industry and poétﬁsecoﬁ—.
dary institutions in the fdrmer and studenfs and district administra-
tiOn in the latter). The clients fgr the last fuﬁétion virtueily .
exhausts the nat1on s c1t1zenry through the consequences of 1nformed
educat1ona1 p011cy for students and their parents, for educat1ona1

v'profe$51onals and for the nation's 1ndustr1es, institutions. and

individual taxpayers. - S .

Second we have purposely excluded two ub1qu1tous funct1ons from :

our iist. Ne1ther research nor evaluation has been exp11c1tly
/\h’, .

mentijoned. The availability of information systems in school
districts can facilitate batter -~search on'many edqcationa1.is§ues.

But 1% is ti.. secondary benef- ‘at accrue from attempts tb serve
. ¥ ‘ . ) ST

other functions thét'prOVide both the impetus for educational research

in schools and often the d1rect1ons aor its 1mprovement., To develop '5_:'

o i

Jocal information resources for pure]y research purposes runs the risk.

« T
of. creat1ng aré§f1c1a1 barriers to the 1n.orned data use under the Dy

mistaken be11ef that such 1nformat1on sur°1j wou]d not also be usefu1

/

for dec1s1ons about educat1ona1 po]1cy and pract1ce.

-

The/avo1dance of evaluat1on as a funct1on is an attempt to move

away from,convent1ona1 reliance on such data for summative Juagements
/ ) 4 ’ N N .

S ’
7
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<

. . o - ~ Q‘) 3 . ,‘ T '
of program impact, especially at the school and district level.
Notions of formative evaluation are closer to what As possible with
P .

4existjng data, but even thii term is limiting. Each of the functions

iQentified above relate to some degree to educational decision making
! : . :

and descrintion. As such they reflect common aspects of classical
evaluation pr*nc1p1es and mode]s. Yet we.view educational processes
in local educat1ona1 settings as dynam1c c%nstantly evolving and
sh1ft1ng (thnugh oFten sTow]y) between varipus notions of the worth
and purposes of education and respond1ng like other soc1a{
organizations to both the characteristiéSiof thé organizational .
structure and the personalities and intent}ons\bfzits participants.

In such circumstances, it seems best, on the one hanq, to characterize
any activities worthy of ;he nubric.“evaluation" as systemic, to
~convey their interwoven, ongoing and fluid nature or, on thé other

a

hand to éschew-éva?hation terminology a]together to_avoid stat1c or -

forma1 application of evaluation methodo 1ogy 1n contexts where it is

1nappropr1ate.'

Necessary Local Resources 5

The,fnnctions described above fall within the realm of . o
possibility given the intellectual and technological ﬁqtentia] for the
creation, maintenance; and analysis of fnformation a]ready in evidence
in society'at‘]arge. _ﬁhi]e there are sho;t-term Timits to the

‘practicality of certain functions of existing data in school
> * ; ' 0 . . . \\. .
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.

d1str1cts 8 none of tke necessary. cond1t1ons are 1ntractab1e with

suff1c1ent economic resources and interest.

What local schoo] districts seem to need are the fb]]owing:

1. . A general comm1ttment from the\part1c1pants in the

educational commun1ty ‘to the va]ue of ex1st1ng data for

a

" informed inquiry and eduqat1ona] change.
N _

2. Sufficient computerband‘data ]iteragy on the parts of
_studeats, teachers, administrators and parents.to benefit .
from the avai]aﬂ%]itj of data suitable for infarming
educational de;ision-making'of all kinds;

3;. Computer hardware and softwa:e capable of providing ready and
- .t1me1y access and linkage E;Vanformat1on for personnel at the.
schoo1:and district 1eye1‘a1ong with the facility for

information trapsferral to agenices ekternal to districts fpr

- ,broader policy analysis efforts.

Al w

For example tie key to a viable function of local ipformation

systems Tor informing broader national and state p7¢1c1£s is -

. -the fijnding right balance between the desirability/of comparable
repot*ting categories for multi-district examinations and the
sensibiiity ta11or1ng 1nformat1on to Tocal needs. It is obviously

~easier to aggregate across test data when districts use.the .same
tests administers at approx1mate1y the same dates. But this is not
a sensible approach to obtaining data maximally useful for local
needs anhd decision-making. . Similarly, while uniform categories for
vandalism, truancy, etc. might be desirable for long-terni
monitoring of national trends, the ﬁature of these manifestations-
of local school prob]ems is 11ke1y to be quite different for -
schools in urban central-city, suburban, and rural-small town
settings. Some further work is desirable to deterimine how: to
develop routine reporting mechanisms that do not place too great a
demand for across-district conformity yet are viable cross-dlstr1ct
policy ana]yses. :




! f
4. Sufficient computer and data_management and analysis
expertise in sthoo] districts (or'in networksiof schaol .
"We“"eﬁnudwgistticts1»to“create;_maintainmiaad—anaﬂyze-data“archiveS‘and"““
| software (including data analysis programs) capabie of

£ -
manipulating data to facilitate mu1t1p]e uses and accomodate

o
multiple users. ®

{
5.~ Sufficient safeguards to ensure protection of personal

privacy and to assure persons whose information is maintained
that their privacy is protected. ‘
- 6. A heaithy and informed understanding of  the 1%mits as we11 a;
the possibilities of infermation-based decison making.
Certain aspects of this 1ist warrant further comment. The
“resources" required cover the range from technological to )
attitddinal Certa1n levels of expert1se are obV1ously necessary as
are certain amounts of- techno]ogy. However, three of the resources
listed are essent1a11y att1tud1na1 or d15p051t1ona1 Individuals
affected by the avaiiabjlity and use of information have to believe
that 1nformat10n can matter (that 1t can be helpful) and be secure
from unwarranted invasion of their personaT prlvacy (that 1nformat1on
will on1y be used to serve persopal and pub11c educat1ona1 1nterests)
and ma1nta1n a hea]thy scept1c1sm about data—based Judgments (the
imperfections and margins of error inherent in any data-based
“decision). These'attitudinal resources are se1dom.sufficient1y va]ued
by these urging improved infbrmatioa use nor are»they always actively

v

cultivated in educational organizations implementing information

3
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- systems. One wonders what the marginal benefits and costs would be to

actively pursue improvements in these’ areas.

77 The area of computing resources, related directly or indirectly

to points two through.four, could also benefit from further

-elaboration. Currently, there are a variety of efforts to seek to

incorporate computers as a common multifaceted component of the
nation's schoo]sbke.g.,,National Science Board Commission on
Preco]lege’Education,in Mathemat{cs, Science, and Technology, 1983;
also efforts to provide tax credits for donations of computing -
equipment t9/§%£§01s); Educators are just beginning\pg understand how
COmplicated decisions about computing in educétion can Be and the
costs of insufficient pianning for computiﬁg needs.and practices
(Becker, 1982z, 1982b; Na]ker, 1983).

While it may.be some time before sufficient computing resourées
and expertise are available to prégide'direct instructional access to
511.s£udents, enough computing equipment is'probaﬁly already available
to creafe comp;zhensivé information archives(inlschool disfricts:ﬁé ‘
Most distric;s_aiready operate main—fraﬁe computing ﬁachinery‘which,_
with suitable hg}dware,iand §oftware'can be~1inkéd to relatively '
inexpgnsive miCroQCOmputers at each of its schools. This Tinkage will
place informatfon resources in thé hand$ of building personnel as welj

and also foster opportunities.of improving time1y_informatidh-transfe

to and froh district information banks.

Within a few years, there will be a sufficient number of

exemplary on-line information systems operating in school districts to

oo 28



faci]itateja major disseﬁination.and_diffusion effort through regional
educational'aqgncies. Problems of technology transfer and adjustment
‘to new informétibh environments will undoubtedly remaiﬁ. ‘But if the
short-term eQidence on the gepera] écceptance of computerfliteracy as
an important skill for all students is any indication, it will be more
a matfgr of working out the méchanisms‘for successful implementation
than Jjustifying the value of the capabi]ﬁty. School systems around
tﬁe.country are‘réady Fp.improve their use of information technology.
"All they need now are the means to do so.
Cdnc]uding Comments -
The paper 15 essentiéliy an essay on what local schools can do
with the information they collect and what conditions need té‘be
éstabiished to allow them to éucceisfy11y accomg]ish,this task. As
thgglocal schools adapt to the explosion in interest in computers and
techno]ogy:'the kind of'infokmatioﬁ system welenvision will be a
nﬁtura] component of the district's capabiiities. Thus better use of
existing infqrﬁétioh and better preparednéss to anticipate and respond
“to céﬁcerns«about the well-being of our educational system can be a
nature by-prodﬁct‘of "educating Americans for the 2lst Century”.

'S
A
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