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(ABSTRACT)

The Education for All Handicapped Children Act (P.L.
94-142), had extensive data collection and reporting
requirementg for =state education agencies (SEAs). An
investigation was made into hov apecial education units at
SEAs collected these federally required data and to vhat
extent the data have been used for state level wmanagement
and planning tasks.

The major focus of the study centered around the uses
of information to make special education management
decisionas at the state level. The systems analysis theory
of the levelg-of-uses of information wvas used as a
framework for categorizing state level special education
management deciasions. Using the Delphi technique five
experte in the field of state and federal special education
administration were selected to participate in interviews.
As a resgult of three rounds of interviews a product

resulted vhich wvas a 1liat of suggested state level



management and planning activities categorized into the
three levels-of-uses of information for federally required
child, personnel, and setting data.

The findings are based upon individual responses from a
mailed questionnaire. Fifty-three out of 57 state level
administrators (states and jurisdictions) responded to the
instrument. The use of computerized management information
systems for data collection as well as trends and reasons
for changes 1in the federal data collection process are
described. The use of <federally required data vhen
conducting management and planning taske at the three
levels-of-uses (operational, tactical, and strategic) is
also discussed. Findings suggest that federally required
data are valued more for lover level operational uses than
higher level tactical and strategic tasks.

The study concludes with recommendations for special
education state directors, technical assistance providers,
and suggested topice for future research related to

information needs of decision wakers.
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CHAPTER ONE

THE STUDY AND ITS PURPOSE

Introduction

Part B of the Education of the Handicapped Act, as
amended by Public Law 94-142, the Education for All
Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (P.L. 94-142), required
state education agenciee (SEAs) to be the single agency
responsible for assuring a free, appropriate, public
education to its handicapped children. All programe for
handicapped children in a state are under the general
supervision of the SEA, which reports back to the federal
agency -- the ultimate monitoring entity and dispenser of
funds. The data collection and reporting requirements of
P.L. 94-142 required of states, were extensive (Thomas,
1980; Turnkey, 1981).

Increased administrative requirements have been
manifest in the creation and/or addition of administrative
staff at SEAs, and a shift from regulation to monitoring,
evaluation, and resource allocation. While special
education units at state education agencies (referred to as
SE/SEA in the remainder of this document) have increased
their staff, funding shortages coupled with the high cost
of such administrative staff have not made it easy for
state directors of special education to manage these

federal requirements in addition to their own states’



requirementsa u.Ss. General Accounting Office, 1985;
Turnkey/NASDSE, 1983; MAC/NASDSE, 1977).

State directors of special education have identified
several problems they encounter when dealing with federal
data collection and reporting requirements. These include:

1. Implementing efficient ways to use staff time due
to increased paper work;

2. Assuring the accuracy of information collected from
local education agencieas (LEAs);

3. Devising systems which address the changing
nature and uncertainty of reporting requirementa; and

4. Being convinced of the usefulness of such required
information.

SE/SEAs have varied in their approaches uased to address the
above-mentioned problems.
Statement of the Problem

Decisions related to managing, planning, and
projecting future needs of special education programs
should be based on accurate, timely information rather than
on guesswork. If states have information systems in place,
then federally required data can be easily accessed by
decision makers. It is unknown how SE/SEAs manage the data
collection process. Further, it is unknown if SE/SEAs use
the federally required data for more than jJjust reporting
purposes, and to what extent this information is used in

adminiatrative and planning tasks. These are the problems

addressed in this study.



Research Questions

The research questions to be addressed in this study
fall into three categories. In the first category, a
descriptive area, gquestions are designed to ascertain
federally required data collection practices in SEAs. The
second category adresses trends and perceived areas which
may have impact on trende in the data collection process.
Responses to the third area of questions address actual
uses of the federally required data. 1In addition to
describing data use practices, the nature of relationships
among demographic variables and perceived value of
federally required data to conduct management activities
are explored.

The first set of questions asks how special education
units at state education agencies collect and transmit
federally required data.

1.1. Through which intermediate educational agencies
do the data flow?

1.2. To what extent are intermediate educational
agencies used in the data collection process?

For purposes of this study, the term intermediate
educational agency refers to any public agency other than
LEAs which is under the general supervision of the SEA
established for the purpose of providing special education

services to handicapped children within the state. (adapted



from

Title 34 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Section

300.7, 1981).

data

1.3. To what extent are data transmitted
electronically from local agencies to the SEA?

1.4. Are computerized management information systems
(MIS) in place at SEAs?

1.5. What types of MIS arrangements, in terms of
access to special education data, are being used by
SE/SEAs?

In the next area questions center on trends in the

collection process.

2.1. To what extent did perceived changes in federal
data collection occur in the past?

2.2. What areas include the most changes?
2.3. What reasons are attributed to past changes?

2.4. To what extent are changes predicted to occur in
federal data collection in the future?

2.5. What areas will have the most changes?

2.6. What reasons will be attributed to future
changes?

The final set of research questions address data use

at the state level.

3.1. How can federally required special education data
be used at the state level for purposes other than
reporting back to federal agenciea?

3.2. To what extent do SE/SEAs conduct mnanagement
activities at the three levela-of-uaseas defined as
operational, tactical, and strategic?

3.3. To what extent do SE/SEAs find federally required
data useful for conducting such activities?



A sub-area under data use research questions addresses the
relationships between perceived usefulness of federally
required data and demographic characteristics involving
personal and organizational variables.

3.4. Do responses concerning the usefulness of data
differ according to the position of the person?

3.5. Do responses concerning the usefulness of data
differ according to the length of time in position of
the person who works with the data?
3.6. Do responses concerning the usefulness of data
differ according to the existence of computerized MIS
at the SEA?
Purpoge of the Study
Part B of the Education of the Handicapped Children
Act (EHA - B) required that data be collected and reported
to the funding federal agency. The purpose of this study
was to gather information about practices used by SE/SEAs
in their management and use of federally required data. The

objectives of this study are to:

1. Examine ways federally required data can be used
for more than just reporting purposes.

2. Categorize the uses of sapecial education data
within a framework used for management information
systems;

3. Describe ways in which data have been collected and
used at the state level:

4. Depict trends which are occurring in the data
collection process;

S. Compare states’ uses of required data with the
suggested uses by experts in special education in
relation to the levelas-of-uses hierarchy; and,



6. Determine if relationships occur among
usefuleness of required data and various personal and
organizational variables.

There is not an abundance of information available on
special purpose divisions within state departments of
education. Research conducted on implementation of federal
programs most often centers on Chapter 2 (formerly Title I)
programs and typically focus on the efforts of 1local
agencies. This study could add to the ¢thin literature base
in which the state education agency is the focus. Results
of this study could be used by special education state
directors as well as providers of technical assistance such
as the National Association of State Directors of Special
Education (NASDSE) ; United States Office of Special
Education and Rehabilitation Services, Division for
Assistance to States; Regional Resource Centers;
universities; and management consultants to pinpoint areas
in need of technical assistance and to identify <those
atates with beat practices.

BACKGROUND

There are 57 states and jurisdictions who participated

in the EHA - B grant. One state, New Mexico, did not

participate until 1983-84; however, that state did



administer local special education programs using state
data collection requirements that paralleled federal
requirements (Schipper, 1985).

From 1976 until February 1984 several types of
information from states have been required by the United
States Department of Education. Some of the information
required from states was based upon prbjections such as
data relevant for achieving a full services goal of serving
children birth through 21 years of age. For purposes of
this study, these projection-based data were not
investigated. This study was limited to three federally
required data elements which represented hard data, and
were related to programs or direct services. While the
information is reported through several different
documents, there were three required data elements which
were common to all SEAs-- (a) child count; (b) personnel
count; and (c) educational settings that serve handicapped
students, or setting count. The focus of study is on the
federal data categories rather than their component items.
A brief description of each data element is presented
below.

The child count reporting requirements are a
consequence of two federal laws, EHA - B and P.L. 89-313.

The state was required to provide information on the number



of handicapped children receiving a free, appropriate,
public education, as well as the estimated number of
handicapped children who needed special education services.
These data must be provided for each disability category
(Code of Federal Regulations, 1981).

Information related to special education personnel was
required by Section 300.139 of the EHA - B amendment. The
state was required to generate two personnel related
figurea; (a) the number of personnel employed: and (b) the
estimated number of personnel needed (Code of Federal
Regulations, 1981).

In addition to information about handicapped children
and special education personnel, EHA - B required that data
be collected on the number of handicapped children served
by types of settings. Local education agencies must report
to the state the number of handicapped children within each
disability category who are served in each type of
placement, such as homebound, separate school, separate
class, resource room, etc. (Code of Federal Regulations,
1981).

In order to collect this information from LEAs, staff
in SEAs have been charged with responsibilities related to
the data collection requirements. The highest administrator
in special education (referred to in this study as the

state director of special education) is typically



responsible for approving data collection procedures and
held accountable for accuracy. Designing data collection
forms, ensuring the accuracy and completeness of data
submitted by LEA administrators, and consolidating data for
various uses is usually delegated to someone on the state
director’s staff. Thus, in most SEAs there are staff whose
primafy responsibility is to handle federally required
data, but in some states the state director serves as the
data handler.
Federal Data Collection Process

Two broad areas that are common across the states
address (a) the information flow, and (b) the technology of
information collection. These are components of the
information handling process that have been the subject of
training and technical assistance for state special
education directors and their staff since 1977, when data
collection and reporting were first federally mandated.

The "“flow of information" refers to the procedures in
each satate that dictate how data are transmitted and
received (by whom and through which infrastructures). For
example, some states may manage this information flow by
using an intermediate agency as an arm of the state to
collect data from LEAs on a regional basis. Other states

may obtain their data directly from the LEAs. The

“technology of information collection®” relates to how the
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raw data are collected, stored, transmitted, and retrieved.
For example, some states may use computer technology to
automate the process, others may use a combination of
automated and manual procedures, and others only manual.

Regardless of how data or information travels fronm
local special education agencies through the system, the
result is the same for every state-- a product that
consists of information about local special education
programrs and services. As depicted in Figure 1.1, the data
collected by the SEA are transformed into information which
the SE/SEA can use for various purposes.

Although EHA - B, as amended by P.L. 94-142, requires
that the state serve as a conduit to report accurate
information to federal sources, there are other ways which
this same required information can be used (Schipper, 1975:
Code of Federal Regulations, 1981; Thomas, 1980:;
NASDSE, 1985; Cullar, 1985; Kaufman, 1985S; Tyrell, 1985).
Examples of the uses of federally required data are:

1. Monitor local programs;

2. Identify LEAs in need of technical assistance:;

3. Evaluate local and state operated programs;

4. Perform research with local programs;

S. Coordinate locals to work together:

6. Disseminate information to local administrators:
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FIGURE 1.1: A SYSTERS APPROACE TO COLLECTING AND USING DATA
FROM LOCAL SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAKS

Cadepted froa Schipper, 1973
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7. Influence individuals and groups with power (e.g.,
state governing officiala; special interest groups);

8. Develop long-range plans to include resource
allocation.

Such varied uses of information by the SE/SEA require
knowledge of special education programs and practices in
the state, and decisions to be made reflecting state-wide
priorities. In order to maximize its use of data, however,
the SE/SEA must assume a proactive role and exert
leadership.

Tﬁe role of the atate education agency in all areas
of education has become broad in scope. Federal
initiatives provided an impetus for strengthening SEAs.
For example, Title V of the Elementary and Secondary Act of
1965 provided resources to stimulate and assist states in
strengthening their leadership resources. In his analysis
of the impact of Title V on selected states, Murphy (1974)
emphasized the need for SEAs to play a leadership role in
education. Leddership, in this sense, has been defined as
**to guide or direct by persuasion or influence®" (Maher,

1985; Guralnik, 1980).

Through the Education of the Handicapped Act, SEAs
were given the legal responsibility of insuring that all
the requirementa of the Act were carried out. The SEA is
not only responsible for programs provided through

educational agencies, but also for supervising programs
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provided to handicapped children through other state
agencies, private, and voluntary agencies. This general
supervision provision was intended to assure a single line
of responsibility with regard to the education of
handicapped children and to assure that all provisions of
the EHA be implemented.

In 1975, when P.L. 94-142 was enacted, William
Schipper, Director of Training Projects of the National
Association of ©State Directors of Special Education
(NASDSE>, raised even more prescribed leadership roles of
SEAs with regard to special education. The following areas
were identified by Schipper for SEAs to direct initiatives
and provide leadership:

1. Organize, coordinate, and conduct state planning;

2. Establish sound foundation programs of financial
support;

3. Establigsh minimum standards for achievement and
quality controls; and

4. Assist localities in developing more adequate
education programs and evaluating results.

Furthermore, good information syatems on the facts and
conditions of education were considered by Schipper as
crucial for SE/SEAs to realize such diversity in leadership
(MAC/NASDSE, 1977; Schipper, 1975).

With the advent of computer technology, information

has become a commodity. With the use of an organized
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scheme, raw data can be converted into information valuable
to various people at different organizational levels. The
purpose of this section is to explain the concept of
levels-of-uses of information and its application to this
study.

The handling and use of information has become a
discipline in the pas£ 20 years referred to as ‘“planning
and control systems.' In the late 1950’s, the work of
Simon, at the Carnegie Institute of Technology 1laid the
groundwork for management science’s information systenms
analysis. Since then, research and development of
management information systems (MIS) has been a major focus
within the field of business management (Keen, & Scott
Morton, 1978).

Information systems have evolved in conjunction with
advances in computer technology. Once the general purpose
computer was developed (early 1950’s) with its electronic
storage capabilities, data input, storage, and retrieval
applications ensued. Improved accuracy and increased speed
in collecting and retrieving information resulted.
Although clerical staff became data processors and were the
first to actually use computers for this purpose, it did
not take long for middle and upper management to reap the

benefits associated with the new technology.
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With the advent of relatively inexpensive, smaller
stand-alone hardware it became possible for managers and
executives to have access to the information that was
stored in the computer. Subsequently, total systems had to
be developed that took into account the collection,
storage, retrieval, and uses of information throughout an
orgaﬁization. In the operation of an organization, it
became important to determine a hierarchy of the uses of
information in order to determine which data to collect and
how to handle or massage those data according to the needs
of decision makers using such information (Adams et al,
1984; Sprague, & Carlson, 1982; Alter, 1980; Keen, & Scott
Morton, 1978).

A theoretical model depicting the hierarchical
relationship of information uses was developed by Robert
Anthony in the 1960’s and continues to be used by
information systems analysts (Anthony, 1965; Head, 1967;
Sprague & Carlson, 1982). Depicted in Figure 1.2, a
triangle was used to represent Anthony’s theoretical
classification scheme as a visual model to characterize an
information systen. The levels of management and the main
functional areas of the organization are represented.

The three levels of an organization with their
corresponding functions are found in Figure 1.2. These

represent the three levels-of-uses of information that are
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the framework used for content analysis in this study.

As indicated in Figure 1.2, the levels are
hierarchically related and are similar to typical levels in
organizations. The bottom third of the triangle represents
the operational 1level; the middle third represents the
tactical 1level; and the top, the strategic level. The
bottom level is called the operational or transaction level
because the major function is to maintain records and
facilitate the flow of work. The major focus at this level
is on data collection and storage. The next higher step in
the levels-of-uses of information categories is the
tactical control level. Here, information becomes the
focus because reports incorporating the raw data are
developed for review. Thus, results of operations can be
compared with plans so that plans and/or operations can be
adjusted accordingly for management’s control.

The third level-of-use of information corresponds to
top management. Different from the lower management
functions of daily operations and control, the strategic
level requires information to use for more general planning
purposes. This planning use of information has decision
raking as a focus because long-term policy decisions and
planning for future commitment of resources are involved.
Unlike the other two levels, this planning level typically
requires external or environmental data, as well as

internal (within the organization) data.
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FIGURE 1.2: LEVELS OF USES OF INFORMATION
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The SE/SEA is a public service organization which may
use practices similar to business and industry. As a
result of the federal reporting requirements, the SE/SEA
nust collect specific data elements mentioned previously.
One way states may assume their role as leader is to use
existing data to influence people to move in a desired
direction. This can be accomplished with implementation'of
systematic ways to collect, store, and retrieve data for
operational, control, and planning purposes.

It is generaily known that the states have been in
compliance with EHA - B federal regulations concerning past
data reporting requirements. In no inastance have federal
funds been withheld from a state for not reporting a count
of handicapped children. What is not known however, is
whether the SE/SEAs have systematized the information
handling process, and how such data were used for purposes
other than reporting to the federal agency.

Information regarding the "nuts and bolts" of
information handling and ways in which required data were
used by SEA special education staff will be valuable for
gaining a national perspective of the SE/SEA practices.
The federal data requirements continue to evolve. The
Education of the Handicapped Act Amendments of 1983 have
set forth changes in data collection requirements for SEAs.

These changes in data reporting reflect a shift from
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quantity <(numbers of children served/unserved) to quality
in assessing the impact of the EHA, and in the requirement
to assess which children need improved services and which
services are in need of improvement.

These recent changes which have occurred in data
requirements serve as both justification and limitation of
the Data Collection and Use study. The fact that changes
have and will continue to occur in thé requirements and
useas of information justifies the study of the data
collection and use process to better understand it. On the
other hand, the timing of the new data requirements may
have implications in terms of the difficulty of obtaining
accurate information from state education agency officials,
and interpreting such information. Attempts were made to
overcome this limiting factor, however, by focusing on the
old reporting requirements mandated by P.L. 94-142 as
suggested in interviews with state directors of special
education.

The next sections of this document explain in more
depth the procedures for gathering information in order to
provide answers to the research questions presented
earlier. In Chapter Two related literature is reviewed and
associated with development of questionnaire items. The
research design is described in Chapter Three. In Chapter
Four the results of the study are presented. The findings
of the study and recommendations are discussed in Chapter

Five.



CHAPTER TWO

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction

Identified in the previous chapter was the problem of
increased information requirements by the federal
government incurred in special education units of state
education agencies (SE/SEAs). These information
requirements, imposed by law, required that three types of
data be reported to the federal Department of Education in
order for states to qualify for federal funding. These
three areas are: (a) child count - number and ages of
children in each disability category: (b) personnel count
~ number of qualified and non-qualified personnel working
with handicapped children; and (c) setting count - number
of handicapped children served in different aettings
ranging from regular classes to special purpose facilities.
It should be made clear that the uses of information at the
federal level is not a topic which this study addresses.
The major area of focus is the utilization of these data at
the state level.

In order to make the assumption that data can be
useful when making decisions involving special education
administration, literature in several areas wa# utilized.
Starting from a broad perspective, the first area consulted
was knowledge/research utilization. Two studies in the

review addressed when and how research has an influence on

20
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decision makers in various federally supported health
agencies.

The next area of literature consulted was educational
management by use of information in both general and
special education. The findings of +the four studies
reviewed in this area emphasize the importance of having a
systematic method for information collection, storage, and
retrieval when administering educational programs at the
local and state levels.

The last area of literature found to be relevant to
the Data Collection and Use studywhddresses the variation
that exiats among stateas in the implementation process. The
two studies reviewed explored the organizational and
contextual aspects of the SEA which vary from state to
state and are, typically, associated with differential
implementation of federal categorical programs.

The eight studies which compose the literature review
are believed to have an impact on the Data Collection and
Use study being conducted. The purpose of reviewing this
literature is twofold: <(a) to present a critical analysis
thereby identifying a gap in the literature regarding SEA
management-by-information practices; as well as, (b) to
integrate the results and implications of the research in

conceptualizing hypothesges and thus, formulating

questionnaire items for the study being conducted.
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This is the broadest area in which literature was
sought for this study. In 1980 a series of studies
conducted by Carol Weiss was published that dealt with
social science research and decision making of government
agency managers. When and how information from research
has an influence on decision makers in various health
agencies were the focus of the research. This area of
investigation is used by this researcher as a theoretical
background for_ subsequent studies that examine how
educational administrators use data/information to make
decisions.

Conducted during the mid-1970s but published later,
Weiss and Bucuvalas (1980) studied the use of knowledge to
aid the decision-making process. Stimulated by the reputed
neglect of social science research by practicing decision
makers, the authors made inquiries using interviews,
regarding the salient features of research that met the
demanda of decision makers.

The intent of the interview was to simulate the
presentation of real research to decision makers (mental
health professionals) and discover their responses on
reasures of usefulness. The authors defined the concept of
“use"” as the person’s judgment that research was useful.

Respondents were asked to read abstracts of research
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reports supported by federal mental health funding, and
rate them according to several measures of usefulness,
including the likelihood that they would use the study and
the contribution that its information and ideas could make
to their work. Information was collected on the
respondents’ position, pattern of research use on the job,
sourcesa of information, and their attitudes toward
research. Other background information about each
respondent included was: length of time in agency, prior
experience, education, professional field, publications,
political orientation, age, and sex.

In addition to characteristics of the research, the
authors investigated the effects of decision makers’
position, experience, and background characteristics and
how they affect jJjudgments of usefulness. Weiss and
Bucuvalas used the adoption of innovation literature as a
basis for investigating the relationship between respondent
characteristics and information use. For instance, some of
the individual characteristicas that have been found to
influence the adoption of innovations are age, education,
professionalism , extensive contacts, communication, and
exposure to information.

Noteworthy in the study are the findings related to
personal characteristics of decision makers and

perceptions of research information usefulness. According
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to Weiss and Bucuvalas the findings suggest that:

1. Length of education is a poor predictor of the
likelihood of decision makers’ using research studies.

2. Time in position is negatively associated with
judgments of usefulness. People who have spent a
longer time in the same position are less likely to
expect to use the information from research. People,
on the other hand, who have been on the job for a
short time are more 1likely to consider research
studies useful.

3. Neither age, sex, or political orientation were
significantly related to research information use.

4. People who have been exposed to research-- who

reported seeking research in the past-- are likely to

find information from atudies useful in the present

(119-138).

Weiss and Bucuvalas’ results have limited
applicability since their dependent variable, research
use, reflects intentions on the part of decision nmnakers
rather than actual behavior. People’s behavior is often
different from how they say they would behave. The findings
are based upon intent-to-use perceptions rather than
indicators of actual use. The actual use of information by
decision makers would require studying the nature of
applying such data or information to practices within the
organization. The literature on using information to
conduct management activities, however, suggests that using

data for making information-based decisions is not

representative of reality.
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Michael Patton (1978) conducted a series of studies
which applied Weiss and Bucuvalas’ findings to wusing
information resulting from program evaluation. In his
review of the 1literature on decision makers’ use of
evaluation studies, he found nonutilization of information
particularly characteristic as illustrﬁted by the following
quotes:

Producing data is one thing! Getting it used is
quite another. (House, 1972: 412)

In the final analysis, the test of effectiveness

of outcome data ies its impact on implemented

policy. By this standard, there is a dearth of

successful evaluation studies.(Williams & Evans,

1969: 46)

The recent literature is unanimous in announcing

the genaral failure of evaluation to affect

decision-making in a significant way. (Wholey

et. al., 1970: 46)

There is 1little evidence to indicate that

government planning offices have succeeded in

linking social research and decision-making.

(Cohen & Garet, 1975: 19)

Patton brought the theoretical framework of research
utilization from social science to education. The purpose
of Patton’s study was to underatand how information from
evaluation research is used in making decisions. Twenty
evaluation studies were selected from files in the U.S.
Office of Health, Evaluation, Department of Health,

Education, and Welfare (HEW). The interview method was

used to study the effects of evaluation use.
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Patton addressed the definition of information use as
well as variables related to such use. His findings
contradict previous research where the theme of
nonutilization is dominant. The author explained his

findings by allowing the definition of "impact™ to emerge
in his study as opposed to pre-defining impact aas done in
previous studies.

The indicators of impact that emerged from interviews
with decision makers and evaluators were different from the
definition of utilization which emphasized immediate,
concrete program actions. Rather, the impact most often
reported by the respondents was one where the evaluation
findings reduced uncertainty in making program and policy
decisions, as suggested by the following:

Information leads to knowledge; knowledge reduces

uncertainty;reduction of uncertainty facilitates

action; and action is necessary to the
accumulation of power. While the actual role of
information in decision-making is not always
obvious or direct, there is evidence that

information can nake a difference 48).
Patton criticized past utilization studiee for using too
narrow a definition of impact, which resulted in failure
to find evidence of use of information from evaluation
research.

Synthesis of Research Utilization Studies

A conceptual leap must be made between the use-of-

research/evaluation studies reviewed and the use-of-
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information study being conducted. The outcome in both
centers on the use of information, derived in a rational
manner, to make short and 1long term decisions about
programs. The two major studies selected for review
investigated several overlapping areas concerning the use
of information.

The first area studied the nature of the use of

information from social science research (Weiss, &
Bucuvalas, 1980); the second studied the nature of
utilization and impact of information derived from
evaluation studies (Patton, 1978). The studies were

similar in the following aspects:

1. Background literature consulted was the adoption of

innovation research which focused on nonuse of
innovations.
2. The definition of use was a major consideration

in the conduct of the studies. Weiss and Bucuvalas
treated use as perceived value of the information by

decision makers. Patton allowed the concept of
utilization to emerge from respondents’ real world
perspective.

3. Both studies’ designs used interview techniques

with a qualitative emphasis.

4, The sample used in the studies were from the
population of high level officials in decision-making
roles in public agencies.

The above stated aspects were used to guide the
process in the Data Collection and Use study. Based upon

these researchers’ investigations, in order to

operationally define *"use”™, information must be valued by
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the user. The impact resulting from the use of information,
accordingly, can emerge from the field. These notions have
been addressed by the data use component of the Data
uses of federally required data as well as ideal uses
emerged from education professionals. Second, the question
of usefulness of specific datea elements was assessed along
a continuum of their perceived value to the information
user.

Findings in both studies related to the component that

investigated certain characteristics of users of
information. Personal characteristics considered
significant were, newness to job and agency, and past

history of seeking information (Weiss & Bucuvalas, 1980).
Findings from Patton (1978) suggested that individuals who
were accustomed to seeking information were in a position
to be personally involved in using such information to add
credibility to themselves when making program decisions.
The findings of Weiss and Bucuvalas (1980) and Patton
(1978) were considered in the design of questionnaire items
related to the Data Collection and Use study being
conducted with state directors of special education.
Several questions appear in the Demographics section of the

survey instrument which address the position and amount of

time a respondent has had in the job. In this way, the
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present study is attempting to provide congruence with past
research findings of selected characteristics which may be
associated with information use.

An element not developed by the Weiss and Bucuvalas
and Patton studies relates to the organizational variables
involved in use of information. How easy the organization
mnakes it to obtain information may correspond to the use of
such information for decision-making. Weiss and Bucuvalas
(1980) touched upon this notion when they admitted that
~ presenting carefully selected abstracts of research to
decision makers, as they did in their study, was an
unrealistic way to simulate the diffusion of information in
mental health agencies. Patton (1978) did not address
organizational variables in his study. The Data Collection
and Use study does address the organizational variables as
facilitating information diffusion by investigating if the
existence and type of management information systems in
place affect perceptions of usefulness of data.

In bureaucratic organizations, the task of obtaining
the right information at the right time may be difficult
if not impossible (Crozier, 1964). With an increasing
demand for accountability in education by the public,
management by information is a strategy used by
adminigstrators to influence legislators, school boards,

parents, and communities. Studies reviewed in the next
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section address the methods used in education
administration to systematize the information flow.

Information diffusion within the organization has been
addressed in the management science literature that deals
with automated systems designed to diffuse information,
popularly known as management information systems (ﬁIS).
In the field of education, management by use of information
is commonly practiced such as when using test scores to
plan curriculum changes, using.census data to close schools
or build new ones, or the like. What is new to education
is the computerization of information so that such data can
be accessed in usable form more easily by educational
administrators. Studies in this area have addressed two
topics; (a) evaluation of a management information system
(MIS>) in place; and/or (b)) developing a model MIS for
education adminiatration.

As accountability for student achievement increases,
a system of bringing information to decision makers is
believed to extend the bounds of rational decision making.
According to Mellor (1977):

Educational administrators need to be presented

not only with better information for the

selection of alternative courses of action, but

also with more efficient means of processing that
information into usable forms (92).
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In 1975 Mellor conducted a study in Oregon to assess the
Oregon Total Information System (OTIS), a state-wide MIS.
OTIS is a computer-based data processing and educational
information system which served 150,000 people at the time
of the study. Use of OTIS allows administrators to obtain
specially manipulated information from the data files for
the purpose of supporting problem sélving and decision-
making.

The purpose of Mellor’s study was to conduct ongoing
research into the needs and problems of decision makers.
Mellor used management’s three levels-of-uses of

information (strategic planning, tactical control, and

operational control) ags a framework for identifying
information user needs. The study consisted of two
components. First, respondents were asked about decision

area priorities, and second, respondents were asked to
indicate the use of various sources of information.

Data analyses produced a taxonomy of school district
information needs that could be addressed by OTIS. The
five areas considered to be most consuming of
administrative time and in most need of information support
were budget projections, curriculum development, contract
negotiations, salaries, and personnel evaluation. Mellor
indicated that these areas fall in the strategic level of

the management uses-of-information hierarchy. In addition,
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8ix areas were considered in need of information support:
cost accounting, scheduling, legal requirements,
instructional methods, program evaluation, and building
design and maintenance-- which Mellor considered at the
operational and management control levels of decision-
making. The author found that many of the decision areas
derived from the Aoperational level s8such aa personnel
movements, equipment, support services, and certification,
were considered to be of lesser importance to the district
administrator.

Mellor concluded that the information contained in the
files most accessed was relevant only to the operational
level of the uses-of-information framework. This finding
confirmed the hypothesis that OTIS services are used most
for decision areas of lower priority. Based upon his
findings, Mellor recommended that OTIS be upgraded to

include services in the higher level decision-making areas,

and that the decision-making function of automated
information syaters be clarified for educational
administrators.

Mellor’s findings indicate needs in two areas. One
area addressed the topic of training and technical
assistance to education administrators concerning the use
of computer-based MIS to assist in making higher level

planning decisions. The other area focuses on the nature of
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the decisions made by administrators. Mellor recommended

that future research address the analysis of such decisions

in order to structure data into potentially useful
information for decision-making. The Data Collection and
Use study addresses this “"information-structuring”
recommendation by applying the levels-of-uses of

information hierarchy to administrative tasks involving

decisions in special education.

There is a dearth of literature concerning the use of
MIS in special education. Maher (1979) identified a gap
between MIS technology and its application to the field of
special education administration. He believed that federal
and state compliance legislation has required special
education professionals to develop more accountable service
delivery systems which focus on producing information
necessary to make more accurate programmatic and
mnanagement decisions. A conclusion Maher reached after a
review of the decision-making literature was that the act
of using data to make informed judgments among decision

alternatives is essential. The acquisition of useful

information, however, in public schools has been reported
to be a difficult task.
Special education professionals, typically, have

various sources of information in the form of people and
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records to which they turn for making judgments. Maher
contends that it is the development of "systems" of
information for programmatic decision-making that is absent
at all levels of special education. The term system, in
this sense, is used to describe a logical method by which
information can flow through the organization to the
decision maker to be ultimately used for decision-making
purposes. Focusing at the local level, Maher developed
guidelines for special education MIS design,
implementation, and evaluation.

In his article, Maher was able to identify in a
general sense the information needs of special education
professionals at the 1local or school district level.
Maher’s ideas reflected a position based upon his personal
experience rather than on findings derived from empirical
analyses. Further, he did not address the information
needs at the state 1level. Considered for the Data
Collection and Use study, however, is Maher’s notion of
using the various components of the organization to
establish a system for collecting, locating, and retrieving
information. Thus, gquestionnaire items have been included
that will provide descriptive information concerning the
process used by states to collect and transmit data.

The 1last two studies concerning MIS in special

education discuss areas not touched by Maher: (a) empirical
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findings addressing MIS use, although at the local level;
and (b) MIS in special education at the state level.

Commissioned by the Council of Administrators of
Special Education (CASE) to determine the current status of
electronic technology in the management of special
education, a study was conducted by Burrello et.al. (1983).
A questionnaire was sent to all CASE members surveying
local administrators’ MIS use. Seven open-ended questions
comprised the survey instrument which focused on: (a) MIS
in place; (b) advantages and disadvantages of MIS; (c)
types of software used with MIS; and (d) future plans to
develop MIS. A total of 348 responses were received out of
3,600 mailings to CASE members.

The results of the survey fell into three major
categories:

1. Incidence of computerized MIS;

2. Person responsible for the éystem: and,

3. Uses of computerized MIS.
Nearly all (95%) of the respondents were interested in
obtaining more knowledge about the use of computers in
special education management. However, only approximately
one-half of them replied that they were currently using a
computerized MIS.

Burrello et. al. found that local special education

administrators were moving toward the use of computerized



36

MIS in their work. Survey findings showed that 1local
special education administrators responsible for program
decision-making, as opposed to data specialists, are
becoming more directly involved with computers. Two thirds
of the respondents who had direct responsibility of their
MIS were special education managers. Uses of MIS were
distinguished by identifying software used in relatidn to

special education management tasks. Specialized single

functions included, student enrcllment, business
accounting, student programs, and word processing. The
multipurpose functions were business f£filing, and

statistical analysis.

Findings suggested that the preponderance of single-
purpose uses of MIS at the local level reflect a reactive
versus a proactive attitude toward the use of data. 1In
business and industry, computerized MIS have been used to
increase efficiency by processing data more quickly thus
accessing data to produce reports which are designed to aid
mnanagerent when making planning decisions. The major
payoff of computerized MIS in special education, however,
has been to reduce clerical and staff time in responding to
pre-defined information regquirements contained in state and
federal regulations.

Burrello et. al. concluded with recommendations that

special education administrators consider an alternative
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approach to using MIS in such a limited, reactive way. The
authors were able to characterize most of the survey sample
as functioning with a *“file-drawer" system, representative
of the operational use-of- information. Respondents’
desire for future uses of computerized MIS, however,
suggest improving the quality of decisions made in special
education settings. The authors suggested that there is
potential to move beyond file drawers and use data to
improve decision-making by special education administrators
by extending the potential of electronic information
processing systems. Similar to Mellor’s recommendations,
Burrello et.al. suggest that the three levels-of-uses of
information (operational, tactical, and strategic) be used
to hierarchically arrange administrative tasks. The Data
Collection and Use study assesses the feasibility of using
such an hierarchy for categorizing special education
related decisions.

The findings from Burrello et.al. are limited due to
less than adequate sampling procedures used and the low
response rate. Since the sample surveyed was not randomly
selected, results obtained may be biased in the sense that
only adninistrators who had an interest in MIS responded.

Therefore, it is difficult to generalize findings to all

local special education administrators.
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Special education administrators at the state level
were the target population of a project jointly conducted
by NASDSE and the Management Analysis Center (NASDSE/MAC,
1979). The purpose of the federally funded project was to
provide technical assistance to SE/SEAs in the area of MIS.
The NASDSE/MAC project was a response to the need for a
aystem to deal with additional federal and state reporting
requirements. The authors defined a management-by-
information system as:

... a system that organizee people, equipment,

procedures, and communications to collect and

present accurate data that administrators can use

to make decisions and to provide information to

state and federal governments (vii).

Further, the authors believed that such a system needs to
be concerned with more than just procedures for data
collection and reporting-- also addressed must be the total
means of satisfying managerse’ needs for information.

The resulting product, “Management-by-Information
Guide"®, wag developed by studying practices in selected
SEAs. Using a case study approach, the authors compared
information systems acroess five states selected on the
basis of having exemplary MIS practices. Site visits to
states included a review of the aspects which included,
organization of SEA administrative structure; personnel and

computer requirements of information systems; procedures

used to collect, process, and report information; and,
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strengths and weaknesses of the information saystem. MAC
staff synthesized the aspects reviewed in the five states
to develop guidelines for other state administrators to
develop and/or adapt their management-by-information
systems.

The NASDSE/MAC project was descriptive in nature. Its
§urpose was to identify and describe exemplary practices
when implementing a MIS at the state level in special
education. Consequently, the project looked at only one
aspect of MIS-- system design and implementation-- it did
not address the aspect of using data generated by the
system.

There appear to be no investigations conducted with
state level special education administrators on the aspect
of data use. On the one hand, special education
professionals may use data for various purposea such asa
monitoring and evaluating local programa, disseminating
state-wide information back to local districts, and making
future resource allocation decisions. That some state
directors use federally required data in these different
ways, however, is anecdotal information only available
through those privy to informal discussions with state
level staff. Further, it is also unknown how special
education units in SEAs, as organizations, have continued

to adapt their data systems for changing information needs.
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Collecting federally required data from LEAs is no
easy task. Complaints from state level administrators have
focused on the increased burden data collection has placed
on SE/SEA staff (NASDSE/Turnkey, 1s84). SEAs have
addressed the concerns of special education directors in
different ways. Some states have been able to cope with the
increased burden more efficiently than others (MAC, 1979).
In order to explain the variation in how states respond to
federal mandates, the notion of "state role orientation”
is helpful. The final area of literature reviewed addresses
state 1level variation in the implementation of federal
categorical programs.

There is a body of 1literature which documents
variation among states in the ways they respond to federal
directives (Murphy, 1974; 1Ingram, 1977; Kritek, 1976:;
Goettel et.al.,1977; Wirt,1977). More recent studies
addressing implementation variation have constructed models
based upon such research findings (Turnkey,1982; Orland &
Goettel, 1982).

In 1982 Education Turnkey Systems, Inc. (Turnkey)
conducted a study to validate an implementation model for
use by federal agencies in their relations with states.
Nine states used in the study were contacted to collect and

synthesize information on SEA contextual variables.
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Information about government structure and contextual
variables was integrated into the validation model.
Implications emerged from Turnkey’s findings which
suggest that the state’s role, as perceived by SEA staff,
in relation to federal directives would be useful for
understanding the impact of federal law on SEAs. In
addition, certain contextual variables which are peculiar
to each state, were used by Turnkey to explain the
responsiveness or lack of responsiveness of SEAs to
selected aspects of federally mandated programs. They were:
1. Number and size of LEAs;

2. Existence and types of infrastructures such as
administrative agencies other than LEAs:;

3. State’s method of funding special education; and,

4. Legal considerations such as state laws and court
decisions.

The state contextual variables of interest in the Data
Collection and Use study being conducted are: <(a) size as
defined by number of operating school districts: (b)
infrastructures such as intermediate educational agencies:;
and, (c) the existence of a management information system
(MIS). The capability of states to use systems that are in
place, such as computerized MIS, may affect how federally
required data are used and valued. If managers of SE/SEAs

are merely using computerized MIS to decrease the paperwork

burden, then the states which contain many school districts
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would be the ones implementing computerized data systems.
States, therefore, can be grouped on the size variable to
look for patterns with respect to the existence and type of
management information system in place.

The infrastructure refers to the type of special
education administrative agencies that exist in a state.
States vary in the functional role of these intefmediate
educational agenciea-- some act independently, some aerve
as liaison between the LEAs and SEA; while in other states
they function as an arm of the SEA. It is unknown at this
time if special education units in state education agencies
(SE/SEAs) have delegated some responsibility for data
collection and reporting to these intermediate agencies.

Another variable which may explain information use is
related to funding. There is evidence which suggests that
when money is made contingent upon infornation, data are
used more extensively (MAC/NASDSE, 1979; Turnkey, 1982).
For example, child count data may be treated with priority
by SE/SEAs because federal funding is based upon how many
handicapped children are served.

Data may vary in relation to how the decision makers
at the SEA perceive their role in relation to both, the
local agencies who they monitor and the federal agency who

monitors them and provides the funding. Although the Data
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staff perceive their state’s role, variations in states’
use of data may be partially explained by the notion of
"state’s role’”.

State’s Role

Another implementation model of state administered
federal programs was developed by Orland and Goettel
(1882). According to the authors-the basic premise of the
framework is that implementation of policy throughout
various governmental levels is strongly affected by
expectations and administrative action in combination with
contextual variables.

Orland and Goettel’s intergovernmental implementation
framework consists of three components; (a) the context of
intergovernmental implementation; (b) key intergovernmental
implementation variables; and (c) state role orientation.
The first component, context, refers to the state and/or

local organizational contexts which serve as either a

barrier or facilitator to the meeting of federal program

objectives. The second component, key intergovernmental
variables, determine whether 1local implementation of
federal programs will be consistent with federal
performance expectations. Orland and Goettel identified

three conditions necessary for subordinate administrative
agencies to meet such expectations. The first is

knowledge of what the superordinate agency expectations in
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fact are; the second is commitment to meeting these
expectations; and the third condition is the administrative
capacity to meet such expectations. The final component in
the authors’ framework is the state role orientation. The
authors identified this as a central analytic tool for
understanding implementation of federal mandates. The
concept of state role warrants a more detailed discussion
than the other two components, in relation to the Data

In state administered federal categorical aid programs
such as P.L. 94-142, the SEA serves as a critical link by
translating federal requirements into state administrative
actions which will affect local implementation efforts.
Some varijiation among states in program implementation can
be explained by organizational and contextual variables,
and by varying levels of knowledge, commitment, and
administrative capacity. Orland and Goettel asked the
question, "Why might an identical federal requirement lead
to the federally desired behavior in one state and not in
another?". The authors believe that the concept of state
role orientation can explain most of the variation
phenomenon. State role orientation is defined as, "how the
state implementors of federal categorical programs perceive
their appropriate role or mission within the

intergovernmental administrative system" (148).
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Substantive Thrust

Regulatory Program
Oriented Oriented

Federally
Responsive Autonowmous

FIGURE 2.1: THREE DIMENSIONS IN STATE ADMINISTERED
IMPLEMENTATION OF FEDERAL CATEGORICAL PROGRANMS
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bureaucratic aspects of local programs while others
focused more on local program quality, development, and
improvement. Thus, states with a more bureaucratic role
were regulatory oriented and tended to spend a large amount
of time and resources on monitoring LEAs for compliance as
opposed to providing technical assistance efforts. The
programmatically oriented states tended to be more
concerned with the substantive content of local prograns
and the planning and evaluation process involved.

The third dimension, state autononmy, refers to how
states define their mission in relation to the federal
agency. This dimension differs from the other two because
its focus is on the federal/state relationship, whereas the
first two dimensione focus on the state/local relationship.
Orland and Goettel identified a continuum along which
atates may vary consisting of the endpoints: (a) federally
responsive; and, (b)) autonomous. Federally responsive
states view their role as one of implementing federal
programs. Thus, the state administrative activities most
emphasized will be ones associated with the federal
requirements. Autonomous states, on the other hand, will
tend to define their implementation responsibilities
independently of federal demands. For example, one could
hypothesize that SE/SEAs which primarily use federally

required data at the operational level will tend to be
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federally responsive; whereas those SE/SEAs which employ
data more for control and strategic levels-of-uses may
perceive themselves as autonomous in relation to the
federal agency.

Of the three dimensions identified by Orland and
Goettel, the states’ autonomy is seen as the aspect which
has the most impact on SEA messages to LEAs. Accérding to
the authors, the state’s autonomy determines the levels of
knowledge, commitment, and capacity states bring to meet
federal program expectations. Thus, the local districts
receive messages about how to administer federal programs.
For example, Goettel et.al. (1977) found that although
federal Title I statutes mandate requirements for
evaluating 1local compensatory education programs, the
message received by LEAs in nondirective, bureaucratically
oriented states is that reporting is important, but
evaluation for local use is not. As a result, in these
states few LEAs related their evaluations to program
decisions because they lacked knowledge, commitment and/or
the capacity to do so.

The Data Collection and Use study being conducted is
not a policy analysis investigation, nor is it a policy
implementation study. The concepts developed in the
Turnkey (1980) model and the Orland and Goettel (1982)

framework, however, are useful for discussing implications
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of the findings. As Goettel et.al. (1977) found in their
case study, the state role orientation was manifest in the
way the SEA program unit dealt with federal reporting
requirements. Likewise, in 1looking at SEA special
education units’ administrative activities associated with
federal reporting requirements, state role orientation may
be used to understand variation iﬁ the perceived usefulness
of federally required data by staff in SE/SEAs.

The three areas of literature reviewed,
knowledge/research utilization, information management in
education, and SEA contextual variables all contributed to

The <first section, knowledge/research utilization,
contained findings related to characteristics associated
with use of information from research and evaluation.
Personal characteristics were found to be related to the
use of information. Respondents’ position and length of
time in the job were related to the intent to  use
information for program change. A topic not addressed in
the knowledge/research use literature is the role of the

organization in diffusing information to decision makers.
The public education system has come under increasing
pressure to be accountable to its constituencies. With

declining test scores and resultant Presidential Task Force
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reports, public education has received criticism in this
regard. Consequently, educators have identified a need to
extend the bounds of rational decision-making when
administering educational programs (Mellor, 1975;
Maher,1979; MAC/NASDSE,1979; Burrello et.al., 1983). The
literature dealing with information management systems in
education focuseé on developing and/or updating a system of
bringing information to decision makers.

Where automated information systems are in place, it
appears that administrators may not be making optimum use
of them. Although administrators say they want assistance
with higher-level strategic concerns, when data are
categorized into types of uses (operational, tactical, and
strategic), the automated information system is most often
used for lower-level operational decisions. (Mellor, 1975;
Burrello, 1983). These were findings from investigations
conducted with both regular and special education
administrators at the local agency level.

Only one project was found that addressed management
by use of information in special education at the state
agency level (MAC/NASDSE, 1979). A planning guide was
developed from examining exemplary information management
practices in five states. The nature of the MAC/NASDSE
project was descriptive and designed only to provide

advice for staff at SEAs regarding the implementation of a
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nanagement information system. The project did not address
the use of information collected by the MIS. MAC/NASDSE
described the variation in selected states regarding the
commitment and capabilities involved in the different
information systems, but no attempt was made to provide
explanations for such variation.

Although federally mandated educational programs
specify the same directives for all states, what factors
account for differences in program implementation among
states? This question was addressed by Turnkey (1982) and
Orland and Goettel (1982) in the final area of literature
reviewed. Both studies depicted models that were developed
to explain the phenomenon of differential program
implementation. Where Turnkey reached conclusions drawn
from federally mandated special education, Orland and
Goettel’s model was developed from examining the efforta of
Chapter 2 (formerly Title 1I) of the Elementary and
Secondary Act of 1965 on program implementation.

The two models from the state-level contextual
variables literature differ in complexity. Turnkey
identified specific organizational variables in states
which may have an impact on program implementation. They
include number and size of LEAs, the function of
intermediate educational agencies, and the existence of

infrastructures such as computerized information systems in
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place. agencies. On the other hand, Orland and Goettel
drew implications related to a more general framework which
included a dimension where SEAs, as organizations, define
their role in the milieu of intergovernmental activities. A
pattern found by Orland and Goettel in Title I
implementation studies was that SEAs gave messages to LEAs
in relation to areas of emphasis in program implementation.
How the state defines itself in terms of autonomy was
identified as impacting on program implementation
activities. The state’s autonomy orientation appeared to
fit along a continuum which included as endpoints; (a)
regulation compliance (use of data for reporting), and (b)
program improvement (use of data for evaluation).

The Data Collection and Use study does not intend to
classify states according to their intergovernmental role
orientation. This construct, however, is believed to be
useful as a focul point for discussing the findings.
Obtaining as much relevant descriptive information as
possible and investigating the relationships among
variables identified in the literature are goals of the
Data Collection and Use study. The process used for

accomplishing these goals is described in Chapter Three.



CHAPTER THREE

RESEARCH DESIGN

Information pertaining to special education units’ at
state education agencies (SE/SEA) data collection practices
and use of those data for administering special education
programs state-wide, is believed to be useful for technical
assistance providers. The purpose of this study was to
gather information about practices used by SE/SEAs in their
mranagement and use of federally required data. The
objectives of this study were to:

1. Examine ways federally required data can be used
for more than just reporting purposes.

2. Categorize the uses of special education data
within a framework used for information management
systems.

3. Describe ways in which data are currently collected
and used at the state level.

4. Depict trends which are occurring in the data
collection process.

5. Compare states’ uses of required data with the
suggested uses by experts in special education 1in
relation to the levels-of-uses hierarchy.

6. Determine if relationships occur among usefuleness

of required data and various personal and
organizational variables.

The target population was comprised of the 50 United
States, the District of Columbia, the five Trust
Territories (American Samoa, Guam, Mariana Islands, Puerto

Rico, Virgin Islands), and the Bureau of Indian Affairs--

S3
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which is a total of 57 states. For purposes of this study

the ternm states includes all of the above mentioned
jurisdictions. Each of the 57 state directors of special
education was given an opportunity to respond to a mail

questionnaire. The following information describing the
population has been excerpted from the NASDSE State

Profiles (1981) document.

The relatively small number of cases (S57) and the
organization of special education at the state level make
the target population accessible to study. Within each SEA
is a special education unit which is charged with
administering special education programe throughout the
state. By comparison, the;e units are equal in the SEA
hierarchy to the administrative unit responsible for
vocational education in 73% of the states, above in status
in SX of the states; and below in status in 22% of the
state agencies (NASDSE, 1981). Most states are organized
such that one SE/SEA directs multiple local operating
school districts (states range from 1 to 1068 local units).
More than 50% of the states have intermediate educational
agencies such as Intermediate Educational Units (IEUs),
Cooperatives (Coops), and/or Regional Offices. Five states

function as one unitary system and have been treated in

this study as having one operating school district.
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Between 1977 and the present the federal contribution
to special education has increased. The federal fiscal
contribution grew from 6% in 1977 to the present 9% figure
(Council for Exceptional Children, 1984). While there have
been some changes in states’ funding formulae, most (over
75%)> have continued to wuse the same formula for
distributing funds that was used in 1980 which included,
excess cost (38%), per pupil (20%), personnel (29%), FTE
(16%), unit (24%), other (16%X), and some combination of
these types (31%).

The position of director of special education has
shown a general elevation within the SEA hierarchy since
1977. According to NASDSE state profiles, in 1977 there was
an average of 1.73 positions between the state director and
the Chief State School Officer (CSSO>. 1In 1980 the average
was 1.55 positions, and recent estimates indicate a
continuing trend of upgrading the director position in the
SEA hierarchy. Each state director, reportedly,
participates in the special education budget making
process. The contract status of state directors is of
several types. In more than S0% of the states, directors
are appointed by the CSSO or State Board; while in an
estimated 30X, directors have civil service status. Others
serve under either one-year contracts or other contractual

arrangements.
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A picture of the typical state director was portrayed
by NASDSE in 1981. The average director was a 45 year old
male (43 males, 13 females); had been in the position less
than five years; and was elevated to the position from
within the SEA. The age range of state directors was 32 to
65 years. Tenure in the position ranged from less than one
vyear to 23 years. The only change from above which has
occurred since 1981 is a slight increase in women state
directors (40 males, 17 females).

Since implementation of EHA - B as amendeq by P.L. 94-
142 there has been a trend for SE/SEAs to initiate changes
in emphases placed on their administrative functions. For
example, the average percentage of SE/SEA time spent on
regulatory activities of LEAs was 56% in 1980, an increase
from 47% in 1977. In 1980 staff time spent on technical
assistance activities was 44%, compared to 53% in 1977. It
is estimated that 80X of the SE/SEAs have authority to
monitor state standardas for the education of handicapped
children served in special education programs operated by
other state agencies, with a result of more than 90% having

negotiated interagency agreements.

Questionnaire items were developed using variables as
they emerged from related literature reviewed for this

study, through consultation with NASDSE and Turnkey
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officials, and by conducting interviews with state
directors and ‘“experts*. Interviews with six state
directors of special education were conducted during their

annual meeting with federal Department of Education agency

officials. These interviews were tape recorded and
transcribed. Open-ended questions guided discussions
‘"focused on obtaining, (a) information to facilitate

questionnaire item wording with both experienced and new
state directors; and, (b) suggestions for assuring a high
response rate. The guiding qu?stions were:
1. What do you do with the federally required data
collected for child c¢ount, personnel count, and

setting count?

2. How would youAphraae the above gquestion to ask
other state directors?

3. If you, or other state directors were asked how

federally required data were collected in 1977-78 (8

years ago), could you accurately answer that

queation? How easy would it be to recapture that
information now?

A content analysis was conducted on the state
directors’ comments which resulted in two developments.
First, including sample federal forms with the
questionnaire to remind state directors and staff of the
three data elements of focus in the study; and second,
keeping as separate items the conduct of management tasks

from the judgment of usefulness of federally required data

to perform those tasks. Responses to the third inquiry, if
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state directors could recall past information regarding
data collection, suggested that such gquestions be treated
with caution as recent turnover in position may result in
inaccurate responses.
Data Use Questions
In order to capture how SE/SEAs can make use of
federally required data for more than reporting purposes,

the Delphi method was used to conduct interviews with five

experts. The Delphi research technique typically contains

three elements. Firat, a number of people identified as
having expertise in a particular area provide their
professional judgment on the matter in question. Second,

the experts have an opportunity to reformulate their
opinions based upon information fed to them in more than
one session. Lastly, the feedback from the experts is
synthesized into a single body of information (Dalkey &
Helmer, 1963).

For this study, five experts were selected to address
various uses, both practical and ideal, of federally
required data at the state level. The purpose of using the
Delphi technique was to determine some ideal wuses of
federally required data at the state level to employ as a
standard with which to identify the extent to which

management tasks, beyond the operational 1level, are



S9

conducted in practice. The experts were selected based upon

the following criteria:
1. Extensive involvement with state level planning:
2. Knowledge of special education administration; and

3. User of information/data in management and planning
tasks.

To summarize, the experts, in a collective sense, had
knowledge of SE/SEAs responsibilities with respect to the
data they collect, and have had comparable responsibilities
(using information for planning) at the state and/or
national levels. The five individuals who participated in
the Delphi were:

1. Dr. Pete Fanning - Director Kennedy Institute for
Handicapped Children, Johns Hopkins University; Past
State Director of Special Education for the state of
Colorado.

2. Martin Gerry, Esquire - Attorney specializing in
civil rights issuea and past Director for the U.S.
Office for Civil Rights. Mr. Gerry, during the past
six vyears, consulted with over 40 state education
agencies.

3. Mr. Jim Harper - Staff Specialist for the Maryland
State Department of Education, Mr. Harper is closely
involved with the state’s aspecial education MIS.

4. Dr. Garry McDaniels - President of TestMaster,
Inc.; Past Director of Special Education Programs,
U.S. Department of Education; Deputy Director for
Institute for Program Evaluation at the U.S. General
Accounting Office; and Director of the Division of
Assiatance to Statea, Bureau of Education for the
Handicapped.

S. Dr. William Schipper - Associate Director,
National Association of State Directors of Special
Education.
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The Delphi consisted of three rounds which were two
individual interviews with the researcher, and one
communication through written meana. During the first round
the experts were asked to brainstorm ways in which child,

personnel, and setting count data can be used at the state

level. Each session was tape recorded and transcribed for
use in analyzing the discussions. The experts’ responses
were categorized according to their fit into one of the

levels, operational, tactical, or strategic using a sorting
technique.

Ensuing discussion during the second round with the
experts completed the content analysis especially where
some overlap occurred. The result was a synthesis report
containing the experts’ suggested activities caﬁegorized as
either operational, tactical, and strategic (see Appendix A
for the Delphi product). The activities which comprised
the operational category emphasized the capture and
recording of data, transaction processing, record keeping,
and reporting. On the other hand, activities at the
tactical and strategic levels emphasized monitoring and
facilitating adjustment in local operations as well as
deciding on objectives of the SE/SEA, changes in such
objectives, and on the policies that govern the

acquisition, use, and disposition of resources.
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Finally, for the third round, the experts responded to
a draft document that was to comprise the section of the
questionnaire eliciting responses concerning the use of
data. The experts were asked to verify that the activities
represented what they said during the interviews, and to
indicate final concerns they may have had regarding the
content. The Delphi procedure addressed only development of
the data use section of the questionnaire.

Questions addressing other relevant information
concerning the states’ data collection process and trends
were developed by consulting various sources. First, a
review of literature produced a list of variables related
to the use of information in program implementation.
Selected variables were considered when developing
demographic questions. The use of related literature for
in depth in Chapter Two. In addition to wusing related
literature, individuals who have been providing technical
assistance to SEAs in the area of developing and using

management information systems were consulted.

Through the National Association of State Directors of

Special Education (NASDSE), an attempt was made to elicit
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responses from the current population of state directors of
special education using a questionnaire sent by mail.
Taking the three areas mentioned above into account
(Delphi, literature review, and consultation with
knowledgeable sources), the Data Collection and Use

Questionnaire was developed. The instrument was composed
of three sectioria: the first section was designed to
collect demographic information regarding salient variables
which emerged from the literature review. The second
section sought to obtain responses describing the special
education data collection process and trends.

The third and last section of the questionnaire was
designed to elicit information regarding the various state
uses of federally required data. In order to tap this
information, individuals were asked to respond in two

areas.

1. Whether the suggested activity (which emerged from
the Delphi) was regularly conducted by the SE/SEA:

and,
2. How wuseful on a scale of 1 (useless) to 4 (very
useful), the federally required data were for

conducting the activity.
In order to mask the appearance of a hierarchical
arrangement, the activities were first coded according to
the levels-of-uses categories then randomly arranged within

the three data element classifications (child, personnel,
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setting). The Data Collection and Use Questionnaire  and
accompanying cover letter are in Appendix B.

Adequate response rates to mail questionnaires often
depend upon the quality of the instrument. Therefore, the
questionnaire was field-tested with individuals who have
served in the capacity of state director of special
"education. The two individuals that participated in the

field test were:

1. Dr. Pete Fanning, past state director of Colorado
and one of the experts used in the Delphi; and

2. Ms. Dee John, past state director of Missouri.

The instrument packet was also reviewed by Committee
members and the Delphi experts and appropriate revisions
were made. The Data Collection and Use questionnaire was
revised incorporating suggestions from the field reviewers,
experts, and Committee members.

The questionnaires were mailed with an accompanying
cover letter written by a representative from NASDSE to the
S7 state directors of special education. NASDSE’s
endorsement was considered crucial by state directors and
experts for obtaining as close to 100 percent response rate
as possible.

The findings of the study were analyzed uesing content

as well as quantitative analyses. Open-ended responses
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from the questionnaire were collapsed into categories which
could be coded along with the forced choice responses. A
codebook for the instrument was developed so that the
responses could be entered into a computerized statistics
program for analyses.

The findings are presented in terms of frequencies.
First, frequencies on all items were obtained. Tables and
graphs display averages and percentages for ocular analyses
in order to make comparisons among variables of interest.
The extent ngo which SE/SEAs conducted the management
activities suggested by the experts is also displayed using
frequency analyses.

Responses concerning data use were treated differently
than the data collection and trends responses. The mean
usefulness ratings for activities were computed for each
respondent. To investigate possible relationships among
demographic variables and perceived usefulness of required
data, the average computed means were compared across data
element categories and levels-of-uses categories. The

findings are presented in Chapter Four.



CHAPTER FOUR

RESULTS

Introduction

The problem addressed by this study was the lack of
information available concerning the methods by which
federally required data are gathered and the subsequent use
of those data when administering special education programs
at the state level. I1f states have information systems in
place, then these federally required data can be easily
accessed by decision makers. It was unknown how SE/SEAs
manage the data collection process and what types of
changes have occurred in data collection. Further, it was
unknown if SE/SEAs use the federally required data for more
than 3just reporting purposes, and to what extent this
information was used in administrative and planning tasks.

The research questions addressed in this study fell
into three categories. First, a descriptive area, where
questions were designed to ascertain federally required
data collection practices. The second area addressed trends
and areas perceived to have impact on past and future
changes in the data collection process. Responses to the
third area of questions addressed actual uses of the
federally required data. In addition to describing data use
practices, the nature of relationships among demographic
variables and perceived value of federally required data to

conduct management activities were explored.

65
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Without a 100 percent response rate it is difficult to
assess the extent to which respondents are representative
of the target population. Therefore, several follow-up
efforts were undertaken to obtain as many responses as
possible. At the end of the first mailing, 24
questionnaires were returned; another 21 were received
after the second mailing. Another follow-up activity used a
memorandum from NASDSE reminding non-respondents to
complete the questionnaire. After a two month time period,
eight additional questionnaires were returned. In addition
to written communication, follow-up phone calls were
conducted with individuals for which there were questions
concerning their responses. After all these steps were
undertaken to assure a high response rate, a total of four
state directors did not respond.

To assess the extent to which the respondents
represented the target population, an investigation was

made into the nonresponding states concerning the variables

of interest in this study. By comparing the
characteristics of both responding states and
nonrespondents in Tables 4.1A and 4.1B, no patterns

emerged to suggest respondent bias.



67

TABLE 414
e
Descgrephic Charscterietice of Bespondiog §tatee

DENOGRAPEIC CHARACTERISTICS
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Table 4. 1A, ocoatinued

Oklahoss €12 Per Pupil State Reg. 0ffice
Oregon 9 Excess Cost IEU+Locsel Reg.
Center
Pennsylvenia 301 Excess Coet e <)
Puerto Rico 108 213 Sone
Rhode Island 40 Excess Cost Coop
South Carolins L) Per Pupil Coop
South Dakots 194 Per Pupil IEU+Coop
Tennessee 141 Per Pupil Rone
Texas 1068 Lary ] CoopeLocal Reg.
Center
Utah 40 Per Pupil Coop
Versoat rexd Excess Coste
Persoanel None
Virginia 1338 Excess Cost Coop
Vaeshington 2% -. I
Vest Virgiaies Ss Per Pupile
Personnel my
Wisconsin 497 Personnel I
Wyoming 49 Other Local Reg.Center

'Y
all inforsation is given as reported by respondents
siseing inforsetion
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TABLE 410
Descgraphic Cherscterietice of Neoresponding $Satee

DENOGRAPNIC CHARACTERISTICS

- Size Funding Interwediate
STATE (No. LEAs) Forsuls Agenciee

Colorado 181 Excess Cost by V)
e
Navaid 1 - -

North Dakots 23S Persocanel p ¢ <)
e
Virgin Islands - - -

s
inforsation unavesilable in published fors
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The individuals who completed the questionnaire fell
into several position types. While the state director
received the questionnaire and was ultimately responsible
for the accuracy of responses, most directors selected one
of their staff members to complete the instrument. Nineteen
(36%) of the respondents were considered data managers, and
25 (47%) were supervisors of the data collection process as
described by their job responsibilities; the remaining nine
(17%) were in the position of state director. A major
limitation of the study is that the results may be
inaccurate and/or biased because the information is based
on self-reports by responding individuals.

The results presented below are based upon responses
from 53 states and are reported in terms of frequencies
and/or percentages. Tables, charts, and graphs are used for
ease in interpretation. The findings are presented in
relation to the research questions posited in Chapter One.
There are three areas in which results are presented:

1. Data collection process;

2. Trends in data collection; and

3. Use of data.

LERE2ES: XY N mmmd s mmmm—mm———

The first set of research questions asked how special

education units at State Education Agencies (SE/SEAs)
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collect federally required data. The questions targeted for
responses were:

1.1. Through which administrative agencies do the data
flow?

1.2. To what extent are administrative agencies used
in the data collection process?

1.3. To what extent are data transmitted
electronically?

1.4. Are computerized management information systems
(MIS) in place at SEAs?

1.5. What types of MIS arrangements are being used by
SE/SEAs?

Data Collection and Trangmigsion

The paths through which the data flow vary. Depicted
in Table 4.2, three categories indicate whether or not
data flow through an intermediate agency such as
intermediate units, (IEU) cooperatives (Coop), and others
such as state and local regional centers. Results indicate
that more of the data flow directly from LEAs to the SEA,
without the use of an intermediate agency. This flow seems
to be stable for the three data elements.

When the data flow path is compared with the existence
of intermediate agencies, one can judge if, on a national
basis, administrative agencies are being used in the
capacity of data collection. According to Figure 4.1.
seventy-seven percent of the states have some sort of

intermediate administrative agency. By comparing the

information in Table 4.2 and Figure 4.1., although 77% of
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TABLE 4.2

freguencies spd Percenteces of States ¥Yhere Federsily Seguired Dete
Ciey Ibroveb Inserwediery Adeiniesrative dgsncise

PATH OF FLOV . Child Personnel Setting

: r 3 r  § r 4
LEA to SEA 7 638 » 7.7 % 67.9
LEA to IA to SEA 13 24.9 12 22.6 13 24.3
Other 3 - W 4 ) 8.7 4 7.3
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Agencies in States
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the states have some sort of intermediate educational
agency, only 24% of SE/SEAs use them to assist with
collecting federally required data.

There was a fairly even distribution of the type of
intermediate agency used in the data collection process.
Intermediate Units were most representative of the type of
intermediate agency used; Regional State Agencies were
least represented. There were seven states with
Intermediate Units who reportedly flow data through them:

1. Bureau of Indian Affairs (Area Agencies)
2. Iowa ‘

3. Michigan
4. Oregon (child count data only)

S. Pennsylvania
6. Texas (setting count data only)

7. Washington
There were four states which flow the required data through
intermediate agencies which more closely resemble Regional
State Agency offices:

1. Massachusetts
2. New Jersey

3. Oklahoma

4. Puerto Rico

Six states who reported using their Cooperatives and/or

Locally Controlled Regional Centers in the data collection

process were.

1. California

2. Kansas

3. Illinois

4. Indiana

S. Ohio

6. Texas (setting data only)
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Data transmission practices at SE/SEAs, for the most
part, continue to reflect manual methods. As set forth in
Table 4.3, an average of 76X of the states transmit data
using paper; only an approximate 2.5% use electronic means
exclusively. There is some variation in the way data
elements are treated in the transmission process. It
appears that child data are more often transmitted by
electronic or a combination of electronic and manual means
than the personnel and setting data. The states who use a
combination of manual and electronic means for transmitting
data exhibit &a wide range in their estimates of the
percentage of local agencies who send data electronically,
anywhere from 2% to 99%.

Related to data transmission is the receiver of data.
Results shown in Table 4.4 suggest that there are three
major receivers of federally required data: (a) the special
education division, (b) the finance/budget division, or (&)
the data/information services division. In most states (79%
to 84%) the special education unit receives the data rather
than other divisions within the general operation of the

SEA.
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TABLE &I

freguencies and Cergenteges

of States ¥hers Data i

Irsneeitted Ibrough Rifferent Uetbeds

DAaTA

gcLENENT

Child

RETROD OF
TRARSEISSION r

s [ ]
Persoanel Setting

r ] r

3 - 7.7
Slectronic 2 3.8

13 24.85

Paper

Cosbination

“ 8.0 I 7%eé
1 1.9 1

7 0.2

1.9
11

% Electromic 2% - 99%

(]
10% & S8x

s
1 missing case

4 sissing cases
]
6 missing cases
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TABLE 4.4

Ereguencies sod Percentsgee of 3EA Divieicoe ¥be 41e
Seceivere of Federsily Seguired Ress

DATA ELENRERT

[ b

Child Personnel Setting
RECEIVER )
SEA DIVISION r } S & r ]
Special Education
Finance 2 3.8 b § 1.9 ® [ )
Dats Services 4 7.7 9 17.¢ - 9.8
Other ' 1 1.9 3 1.9 1 2.0
Nore than

1 Division 2 3.8 [ ] [ ] 2 3.9

1 sissing case

2 siseing cases



79

Computerized management information systems (MIS) at
SEAs seem to be more popular than manual ones. Thirty-eight
states (72%) have a MIS. Thirty-seven of those indicated
which MIS type exists at their SEA. The types of MIS
arrangements are illustrated in Figure 4.2. Sixteen of 37
states have a Dual MIS arrangement where there is a MIS
for general education and a separate MIS for special

education. The following states reported this MIS type:

Alaska Michigan
Arizona Minnesota
Connecticut Nebraska
Illinois Ohio

Indiana Pennsylvania
Iowa Texas
Louisiana Utah
Maryland Washington

One state, Michigan, is in the process of establishing an
Integrated arrangement which is described below.

Eleven have an Integrated arrangement where apecial
education data are accessible only within the larger

general system. These states reported an Integrated type:

California North Carolina
Florida New Jersey
Guam South Dakota
Idaho Virginia

Maine Wisconsin

New York

Six states have the General type, where special

education data are incorporated in the general system but
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are difficult to access. The states who classified their
systeme within the General type were:

Delaware

Massachusettes

Missouri

Oregon

Puerto Rico

Wyoming

Finally, four states have MIS for special education
only, but there is no computerized system reported to be in
existence at the SEA for general education. These states
are:

Montana

New Hampshire

Tennessee

Vermont

A relationship between the existence of MIS and size
of the state was discovered. Results of a crosstabulation
between MIS and size of state (as defined by number of
operating school districts) are displayed in Table 4.5. A
chi square at the .02 probability level resulted
indicating that size of state is related to existence of
MIS. It appears that large and medium size states are more

likely to have computerized MIS at the SEA. According to

comments from several respondents, however, the above

finding may be questionable in the near future. As viewed
in Table 4.6 five small states and three medium states
reported that a MIS will be implemented within the next

year.
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TABLE 43

Exietence of Cowputerized Hansgeweny [oforsetion Systese (NI§)
40 Belstice o $i3e of $tate
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] ] ]
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. ] ! ]
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1 ] ]
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L] ] ]
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TABLE 46
giates Yhe Henticoed WIS 10 Preareee
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Washington, D.C.
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Trends in Data Collection
Questions regarding changes in the data collection
process were incorporated into this study. The ten year
period (1978/79 - 1988/89) was used to frame questions
about the past and future. The objective was to describe
the general tendency or course of events from the
perspective of state directors concerning the data

collection process. The research questions asked were:

2.1. To what extent did perceived changes occur in the

past?

2.2. What areas were perceived to include the most
changes?

2.3. What reasons were perceived to be attributed to

past changes?

2.4. To what extent are changes predicted to occur in
the near future?

2.5. What areas are perceived to include the most
future changes?

2.6. What reasons are perceived to be attributed to
future changes?

The majority of respondents indicated that there had
been changes in data collection and there were likely to be
changes in the future as well. More respondents think
there will be future changes (85%) than were past changes
(77%). The areas and reasons for changes to which directors

were asked to respond are displayed in Table 4.7.
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TABLE 4.7

Ereguencies snd Percentages of §tates Jodicating
srese of Changes and Beaesns fer Changes

cmancss PasT ruruee
Ro Yos No Yoo
AREAS S, S, SR AR . SN
Tranenission 18 340 23 46 9 17.0 3% €7.9
Verification 13 2.5 28 S2.8 31 8.3 14  26.4
Coupilation 16 26,6 27 S8.9 17 32.1 28 2.8
Analyeis 20 7.7 21 3.6 18 3.0 27 %e.9
Report Generatics 16 230.2 25 47.2 13 28.3 30 36.6
Use 24 45.3 17 321 28 2.8 17 232.1
Other @4 77.4 0 0 4 T4 4 728
e e e e mm e e e e e T
Federsl Project 36 67.9 S 9.4 43 81.8 2 3.8
Federsl Reqants. 18 34.0 23 43.4 19 35.8 26 49.1
State Requats. 27 36.9 14 26.4 3% 67.9 9 17.8
Aveilable Steff 29 S4.7 12 22.6 & 77.7 4 7.8
State Court Order 3 73.6 2 3.8 44 830 1 1.9
Nev SEA Role 31 8.5 10 18.9 3% 6€7.9 9 17.0
Telecomsunication 37 69.8 4 7.5 25 7.7 20 37.7
Computer Nardvare 21 39.6 20 37.7 16 30.2 29 S4.7
Computer Softvare 26 9.0 13 28.3 16 30.2 29 354.7
Other @ 7.3 1 1.9 4« 792 3 8.7

cesccvcaces - cone
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The findings concerning areas of change and reasons
for changes suffer from limitations and should be
considered with caution. The respondents were given
instructions on the questionnaire to select three of the
listed items which represent the most significant areas of
change and reasons for changes for both the past and
future. These instructions, however, were not followed by
most individuals. Therefore, each item listed for area of
change and reason for change was analyzed as receiving

either a ‘“yes" or "no"™ response. Criteria used for most
significant areas of change and reasons for changes as
perceived by respondents was that, at least, 50% of the
respondents indicated "yes" to the item.

Considering the above mentioned 1limitations, several
findings emerged concerning areas of change and reasons for
changes. As seen in Table 4.7, the most significant
changes which occurred from 1978 to 1984 were in the areas
of, (a) data verification; and (b) data compilation. No
other areas of past changes were submitted by respondents
than the ones listed on the gquestionnaire. It was
difficult to assess reasons for these past changes as no
one reason obtained S50% affirmative responses. One
respondent, however, suggested a reason other than those

listed, which was that the original data system at the SEA

was too complex and costly.
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More areas of change were selected to occur in the
future. The four areas which received at least 50%
affirmative responses included, (a) data transmission, (b)
data compilation, (c) data analysis, and (d) report
generation. Three states suggested that other areas of data
collection may be affected, but did not identify them.
There emerged two reasons for the above future changes
received. Availability of computer hardware, availability
of computer software were two reasons. The third reason
which received close to a S0% (49.1%) affirmative response
rate was the category of new federal reporting
requirements. Other reasons submitted for future changes
included lack of staff, and a growing committment at the
SEA to implement an automated MIS.

Reversals in trends were found to occur in both areas
of change and reasons for changes. The area of data
verification is perceived as becoming less significant as
an area of change. Perceived as increasingly important as
reasons for changes in data collection, with the passage
of time, is the availability of computer technology -- both
hardware and software. The fact that changes are perceived
to occur in these areas indicates that people at the state
level who have to work with these data are still not
satisfied with their present data collection and use

practices.
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There are several areas and reasons for change which
reflect wide differences in perceptions from the past to
the future. Two areas of change which were identified by
respondents as significant future trends are data
transmission and data analysise. Sixty-eight percent of the
respondents indicated that changes in transmission will
occur in the future, compared to 43% who said such changes
had ocurred in the past. Likewise 51x respondents
indicated future changes in data analysis, compared to 40%
who thought past changes had occurred.

Two reasons for such changes emerged as evidenced from
relatively wide differences between perceptions of reasons
for change in the past compared with the future. Seventy-
eight percent of the respondents indicated that available
staff at SEAs would not be a reason for future changes,
compared to 55% who said that availablility of staff was
not a reason for past changes. This finding suggests that
the lack of staff may be more a reason for changes to occur
in data collection than an increasing SEA staff. In
addition to a dwindling staff, the availability of
telecommunication emerged as one of the more key reasons
for future changes, with 38% identifying it as a reason for
future changes, compared to 8% who perceived it as a reason

in the past.
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The last set of research questions focused on the use
of federally required data at the state level. The
questions posited addressed several aspects of data use.
The first aspect concerned the SE/SEA’s conduct of
activities at the three management levels-- operational,
tactical, and strategic; along with the perceived
usefulness of federally required data when those activities
are conducted. Another area concerning data use addressed
relationships which occur among demographic variables and
perceived usefulness of required data. The data use
research gquestions asked were:

3.1. How can federally required special education data

be used at the state level for purposes other than

reporting back toc the federal agency?

3.2. To what extent do SE/SEAs conduct management

activities at the three levels-of-uses defined as

operational, tactical, and strategic?

3.3. To what extent do SE/SEAs find federally required
data useful for conducting such activities?

3.4. Do responses concerning the usefulness of data
differ according to the position of the person who
works with the data?

3.5. Do responses concerning the usefulness of data
differ according to the length of time in positon of
the person who works with the data?

3.6. Do responses concerning the usefulness of data
differ according to the existence of computerized MIS
at the SEA?
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The findings are reported in three areas concerning
data use which are; (a) the conduct of management

activities at the SE/SEA according to the levels-of-uses

hierarchy: (b) the perceived usefulness of federally
required data when conducting such activities; and, (c)
the relationships between perceived usefulness and

demographic variables.

The tasks involved when administering special
education at the state level were qualitatively categorized
into three levels-of-uses of information which were, (a)
operational, (b) tactical, and (c) strategic <(refer to
Chapter One for discussion of the levels-of-uses
hierarchy). Findings from the Delphi phase of the study
resulted in expert consensus on the fit of the management
activities to the categories in the hierarchy (see Appendix
A).

Results suggest that SE/SEAs conduct considerably
fewer activities at the tactical and strategic levels than
at the operational level-of-use. The average number of
occurrences for conducting management activities at the the
three levels-of-uses according to child, personnel, and
setting data are set forth in Table 4.8.

There were different amounts of activities in each
data element category. Of the 20 activities using child

data, six were at the operational level, seven were at the
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TADLE 4.8
sversge Nusber of o and Yee Oucurresnces for Aetivities Coonducted

ACTIVITIES CONDUCTED ¥W/IN DATA ELENENT

Child Personnel Setting

LEVELS-OF - Rov
uses Average

%o Yoo %o Yoo | ] Yoo Bo Yeos
L i [}
Strategic 26.4 25.3 20.7 3.7 24.2 28.8 24 a8
]

! ! !

[ ' I .
Tecticsl 18.7 33.4 22.9 2.0 3.3 7.1 23 29

I | !

: 1
Opor.ttml sS.9 47.3 13.0 40.0 12.2 40.4 10 43

Column ! [} ]
Aversge 17 33 19 = <) 20 2




92

tactical level, and seven were at the strategic level. The
24 activities wusing personnel data had six at the
operational level, twelve were at the tactical level, and
six at the strategic level. The last dr =~ category listed
17 activities using setting d ta; of th five were at the
operational level, seven wer at the tac..cal level, and
five were at the strategic le el.

There are dJreater differences among levels-of-uses
than among the data elements. The distinction the
respondents made between the tasks considered operational
and activities at the higher tactical and strategic levels
is exemplified in Figure 4.3. The activities which
comprised the operational category emphasized the capture
and recording of data, transaction processing, record
keeping, and reporting. On the other hand, activities at
the tactical and strategic levelas emphasized monitoring and
facilitating adjustment in local operations as well as
deciding on objectives of the SE/SEA, changes in such
objectives, and on the policies that govern the
acquisition, use, and disposition of resources. As set
forth in Table 4.8, activities conducted at the operational
level obtained an average of 43 occurrences, compared to 29
for tactical tasks and 28 for activites categorized as

strategic.
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A list of the most and least frequently conducted
activities is presented in Table 4.9. The criterion used
to identify the most frequently conducted activities was,
at least, 75% affirmative response that the activity was
conducted. The <criterion employed to indicate the least
frequently conducted tasks was a response of 25% or less
occurrences of the conduct of the activity by the SEA.

Findings from the perceived usefulness of federally
required data when conducting management activities were
observed to parallel the above findings concerning the
conduct of activities. Depicted in Table 4.10 are the mean
usefulness ratings of federally required data for
conducting the management activities. The scale for
usefulness ratings included 1 (useless), 2 <(not very
useful), 3 (somewhat useful), and 4 (very useful). Findings
emerged which suggest that these data are not put to use
for higher level management tasks. The required data are
perceived to be more useful when conducting operational
tasks (mean rating of 3.0) than when conducting tactical
(2.4) and/or strategic ones (2.2). The respondents’
distinction between activities at the operational level and
ones at the higher levels-of-uses are illustrated in Figure
4.4. There was not as great a distinction made between the
tactical and strategic 1levels as was made between the

operational and the two higher levels.
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TABLE 4.9

Host sod Lesst Preguent Henticos eof detivities Ceodugied
Ueing Sbild. Ceresonel. snd Setiing Dets
¥ith Associsted Level-of-Uee Categery sod Uesn Vesfuinges Bating

Rey

Level-of-Use - Owvoperstionsl, T*Tactical, S+Stretegic

Frequency - by nusber of OOCUrrences
Neaa Use Rating - escale froe 1 - 41

isusless! 2 not very useful}
3sgomevhat useful) 4svery useful

CUILD DATA ACTIVIIIES
LEVEL FREQUENCY  NEAN

1. Prepare required reports for federsl
agencies.

2. Comspile date over several years ¢to
develop projections and forecaste (¢ S
years), such as vhich hsndicapping
categories are groving and vhich are
declining.

3. Prepare required reports for state
agencies.

4. Conduct desk audit to target
sonitoring priorities such as comspliance
site visits to reviev referrsl and
sssesssent prectioes.

S. Prepare required reports for groups
other than federal or state agencies.

6. Apply for funde fros federsl and
state sgencies.

7. Distribute stste funds to locsl
distriotse.

OF  ACTIVITY Ust
USE CONDUCTED RATING
° S3 3.9

s 4“4 3.9

L] 43 Q2

T 42 3.1

o 4“ 3.2

o L 2.4

o 3.0
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Table 4.9 contisved
LEAST FREQUENT NENTIONS:
i. Develop long-ters plen (+ 3 yeoars)

for resource sllocetion aemong state ] 14 2.7
sgencies for developing iatersgency

agreesents.

2. Caloulate ocosts of aslterastive

services to plan for future resource ] 13 2.3
sllocatioa (e S yeoars).

3. Plan for progras jmproveseat by

encoursging cepecity buildiag for local 8 20 2.9
distriot self-enslysis or self-

evaluation.

PERGONNEL DATA ACTIVIIIES
LEVEL FREQUERCY NEAN
OF ACTIVITY use
NOST FREQUENT NENTIONS: USE CONDUCTED RATING
1. Apply for federsl and state funds. 0 % 3.2
2. Prepere inforsation upon request such
es to LEAs, SOPs, INEs, advocate groups, o 3 2.9
Chief State School Officer, ete.

3. ldentify personnel shortages.

2.1

4. 1dentify traiaing shortages end/or T 49 2.8
prodbless.

LEAST FREQUENT NEXNTIONS:

1. Compare state vith other states
such ae develop rankings of states usiang T 19 2.9
Annue) Beport o (oogrees.

2. Compars local districts to each

other such as construct LEA profiles or T 18 2.7
rankings shoviag certified snd

noncertified persoanel.

3. Cowpare personsel rstioce with other
prograss such ss Chapter I, Bilsngual, T 10 2.3
snd Yocational Education.
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Table 4.9 continued

SEITING DATA ACTIVITIES

NOST FREQUENT XNENTIONS:

3. Prepare required reports for federsl
sgencies.

2. Prepare required reports for groups
other than Sfederal snd state sgenoies
such as advocate g@roups, parents, IREs.

3. Prepere inforsstion upon ' request
such as for LEAs, advocate groupe, Chiet
State School Officer, pereat groups.

LEAST FREQUENT NENTIORS:

i. Consult other setting ocount dats to
corroborate sulti oounts.

2. Compare state vwith other states
(@:.Q:» develop state rankings using

Apnvs) Bepert So Conarese or other
docusents).

FREQUENCY
OF  ACTIVITY

USE CONDUCTED RATING

S1

41

19

3.1

3"



TABLE 4.20
[
Beso Uesfuioese Batinge of Zedersily Begvired Dets

P e dduiututetnddeebede o ddedednddediadadaded et adadad

DATA EBLENRENT

LEVELS-OF - Rov
uUses Child Personnel Setting Average

'
Strategic 2.3 2.1 2.0 2.2

!
Tecticsl 2.7 2.6 2.0 2.4

Operstional 3.3 2.9 2.8 3.0
1

Column - . . |
Aversge 2.0 2.3 2.2

scale for usefulness ratinge:
1 (useless)
2 (not very useful)
3 (sowevhat useful)
4 (very useful)
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Although variations among the three levels-of-uses
were greater, there were slight variations among the three
data elements regarding their usefulness ratings. Child
data emerged as perceived to be the most useful data when
conducting management activities at any level. On the other
hand, setting data were perceived to be the least useful
data element.

Ratings of usefulness were compared with three
dgmographic variables across data elements and levels-of-
use. Two of the variables were personal characteristics:
(a) position of respondent, and (b) experience as defined
by length of time in position. The third variable, the
existence of a computerized management information system
(MIS), was an organizational characteristic. The mean
usefulness ratings were computed to make comparisons among
demographic variables of interest. The resultes of the
analysis are shown in Tables 4.11, 4.12, and 4.13.

Several patterns emerged regarding the nature of the
relationships of demographic variables and usefulness
ratings. Findings depicted in Table 4.11 indicate that the
data managers and supervisors were similar in their
usefulness ratings of the federal data (mean 2.6 and 2.5,
respectively) but the special education director differed

from the other two groups with a mean rating of 2.8.
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TABLE 411

Besn Yesfuinges Batiog fer tmmg
8y Dets Eleeeat BY Lavel:of-Use

cesaveccvace ceossccvaccccesccocnssrTacssenetescasnene cvosensonsvecnacas

DATA ELENENT Dby LEVEL-OF -USE

POSITION CNILD PERSONNEL SETTING

o T t o T t o T Total
! ' ]

‘Hanager 3.4 2.5 2.9 2.9 2.7 2.4 2.9 1.9 2.8 2.6
(N * 18) ' ) )

Supervisor 3.2 2.7 2.3 2.8 2.3 2.0 2.8 2.1 1.9 2.9
(N e 26) ' i 0

Director 24 3.2 3.3 31 36 31 2.1 1.8 1.8 2.8
(He9 ' 0 1

Usefulness Rating Code:
1 useless

aot very wseful

sosevhat useful

very useful

Level-of-Use Code:

bdWN

O s Operstionsl
T = Teaticsl
8 = Strategic
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TAaBLE

Nesn Usefuiness Bating for !muns.a
By Dets Elesment By Level-of:-Uee

4.12

e e L E L L L DL L R R L L L L LD L DL L L Al bttt et b

DATA ELENENT Dby LEVEL-OF-USE

EXPERIENCE CuILD PERSONNEL SETTING

coveca el '
0  § s ] T ] ] T
‘ ¢ '

Total

e -9 Irs. 3.1 2.8 2.6 2.9 2.6 2.4 2.9 2.0 2.2 2.3

(= 22)

6 -19 ¥rs. 3.3 2.7

(N = 29)

16+ TIre. 3.6 3.2

(R s @

2.8
[]

2.4 1.7

3.0 2.7 2.1

Usefulness Rating Code:

1 uselese
2
3

4

very weeful
Level-of-Use Code:
0 « Operstiossal

T = Tectical
S = Strategic

sot very useful
somsevhat useful

1.9 2.0
|

1.9 2.2
!
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TAaBLE 4.1

Uesn Usefulinese Bating for Sxistence
of Uapsasvest lafeormsticn Srstee ﬂ}l).

By Deta Eleeent By Level:-ef:Ues

1S CHILD - PERSORNEL SETTIRG
............. jrecccccccnna joce ena| .-
0 T  J o T s . 0O T 8 Total
] ] 1
| ] 3.4 2.9 320 3.2 3.0 2.7 31 2.0 2.3 2.9
(1 = 33) ] L] 1 _
YES 2.2 2.7 2.4 2.8 2.5 2.0 2.7 2.0 1.9 2.3
(= 38) . ' '
1 1 [}
s
Usefulness Rating Code:
1 s uselees
2 s not very useful
3 = somevhet useful
4 = very useful

Level-of-Use Code:

O = Operatiomel
T = Tacticsl
8 = Strategisc
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For both child and personnel data categories the director
valued federal data more than the individuals in positions
of manager and supervisor. The largest distinction
occurred with child and personnel data at the strategic
level-of-use. The setting data category, however, was
considered to be of least value to the respondents in the
director position.

Findings displayed in Table 4.12 suggest a
relationship between experience and usefulness ratings of
federally' required data that follow a pattern similar to
the relationship between position and usefulness ratings in
the previous discussion. Child and personnel data were
considered more useful for conducting activities at the
higher tactical and strategic levels by respondents with
more years experience as evidenced by the mean usefulness
rating of 2.7 compared with 2.3 and 2.4 ratings of the
other groups. Usefulness ratings of setting data by
respondents with more years experience, however, were lower
than usefulness ratings of individuals with less
experience.

The existence of computerized MIS at the state
education agency appear to be related to usefulness ratings
of federally required data. As shown in Table 4.13, there
are differences in mean usefulness ratings between states

that have MIS (average mean rating 2.5) and those wwho do
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not have MIS (2.9). Although these differences are minimal,
a pattern emerges which suggests that those respondents who
have MIS in their organization do not value the federally
required data as highly as the respondents who do not have
a computerized system. The findings suggesting
relationships between variables and ratings of usefulness
of the data are discussed further in Chapter Five.

The findings were presented according to the research
questions anressed by each section of the questionnaire.

To summarize the results, highlights of the Data Collection

collection process; second, trends in data collection; and,
last, the use of data. The data use discussion addresses
both data use practices and relationships between
demographic variables and perceived usefulness of required
data.

The data collection process in most states is in the
early stages of becoming systematized using computer
technology. Although there are intermediate educational
agencies in the state organization, they, for the most
part, have not been incorporated into the system used to
collect data. At this time, local and state agencies who
use electronic means to transmit raw data vary greatly in

their capacities to do so.
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SE/SEAs are moving toward computerization for
collecting data. Although states with many local operating
districts are more likely to have MIS than satates with
fewer operating school districts, the smaller and medium-
size states are rapidly becoming users of computerized
MIS.

The MIS arrangement which is most widely used
addressed the unique information needs of SE/SEAs. The MIS
type of arrangement used most often by SE/SEAs is the Dual
type, where two MIS exists-- one for general education and
a separate one for special education. This Dual arrangement
can more easily accomodate changing information needs of
special education administrators.

By examining perceived trends in data collection, it
is apparent that changes have occurred and will continue to
occur in the data collection process. Areas of change in
the past were data verification and compilation. Future
changes are perceived to continue to occur in compilation,
in addition to transmission and analysis of data, and
report generation. Reasons for future changes were
availability of computer technology and telecommunication,
a dwindling SE/SEA staff, as well as new federal reporting
requirements.

Data use patterns address both the levels-of-uses

hierarchy and the perceived usefulness of federally
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required data. The distinction between levels-of-uses was
greater between operational and the higher tactical and
strategic levels; and not as great between the tactical
and strategic levels. SE/SEAs conducted fewer activities at
the tactical and strategic levels than at the operational
level.

The respondents considered federally required data
most useful when conducting activities at the operational
level. Child count data were perceived as the most useful
data element across levels-of-uses; whereas setting data
were considered least useful.

Relationships among demographic variables and
perceived usefulness of federally required data resulted
from analyses of computed means of usefulness ratings of
respondents. Patterns emerged concerning position, and
experience-- in terms of number of years in position. The
position with the highest authority and accountability,
special education director, tended to place a higher value
on using federally required child and personnel data to
conduct management activities at the tactical and strategic
levels than those respondents in lower positions.
Similarly, those respondents with more years experience in
their position regarded the child and personnel data more
useful for conducting higher level activities than those

with less years experience. Both categories of director



108

position and person with most years experience in their
position regarded the federally required setting data less
useful than the other groups of respondents.

There were slight differences between responses of
those respondents from states which have computerized MIS
in the organization and those who do not. Respondents from
SEAs which did not have a MIS indicated that federally
required data were more useful than those who reportedly
had a MIS.

In the final qpapter of the Data Collection and Use
study (Chapter Five), the findings presented above are
interpreted and discussed. They are discussed in relation
to literature reviewed in Chapter Two, in addition to other
ideas which stem from practices in state 1level special
education administration. Discussion focuses on addressing
issues in federal reporting requirements, specifically the
recent regulations for special education data collection
(P.L. 98-199) which went into effect during the 1984/85
year. Additional discussion centers around the potential
application of systems analysis theory and computer
technology to administration of special education.
Recommendations are provided for practitioners at the state
level, and technical assistance providers concerning
collecting and using information for conducting management
tasks., In addition, directions for future research are

suggested.



CHAPTER FIVE

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction

From 1976 to 1984 states have had to comply with the
data requirements of EHA Part B as amended by P.L. 94-142
in order to qualify for federal funds for their special
education programs. A problem identified by state
directors of special education was that these reporting
requirements were so extensive that they placed a burden on
administrators of special education units in state
education agencies (SE/SEAs). Yet, very few studies have
been conducted which have gathered information concerning
how SE/SEAs collected the federally required data, and how
valuable they considered the data they collected to use for
management and planning purposes.

The purpose of this study was to gather information
concerning practices used by SE/SEAs in their management
and use of federally required data. Asking the questiona
such as the ones posited in this study are believed to shed
light on understanding states’ practices in relation to
data collection and use. This understanding comes at a time
when information needs are increasing regarding the
evaluation of programe for this nation’s handicapped
children. Prior to discussing the findings of the Data

Collection and Use study which investigated past data

109
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requirements, it is important for the reader to be aware of
the intent of recent legislation requiring even more
extensive collection, reporting, and use of data because
there are lessons to be learned from looking at past
practices.

The new amendments to the EHA related to evaluation
give the Secretary of the federal Department of Education
the responsibility of collecting data from state education
agencies. The purposes of the data collection requirements
under the Act are: (a) to assess the effectiveness of state
and local efforts to provide a free, appropriate, public
education to handicapped children and youth; and, (b) to
provide Congress with information to assist in policy
decisions as well as to provide information relevant to
program management and administration to state and local
educational agencies. (The Education of the Handicapped Act
Amendments of 1983, Public Law 398-199).

These new data requirements have occurred eight years
after the enactment of P.L. 94-142. Congress felt it was
time to begin to evaluate what the requirements of, and
additional funding provided under the Education for All
Handicapped Children Act laws have accomplished. The intent
of P.L. 98-199, the most recent EHA amendment, was to

address iasues of quality as opposed to the past emphasis
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on quantity, as illustrated by the language in the Senate
report: "“The evaluation component of Part B specifies
evaluation activities and refocuses the special studies
from implementation to impact of the Education of the
Handicapped Act™ (S.Rep. 191, 98th Cong., lst Sess. 11-14
(1983 .

The fact that more than 4.3 million children are
receiving special education and related services, or at
least are being counted for funding for such services, does
not shed light on what prqcedures are in place to assure
that programs are appropriate and individually designed.
The legislative history of the 1983 amendments involves the
purpose of having the federal government, local systems,
and the state agencies work cooperatively to look at the
status of services for the handicapped and to evaluate
programs and make changes. Data received from state
educational agencies are the primary vehicle through which
this evaluation is to be conducted. The requirement of data
from SEAs is not new. The findings which emerged from the
Data Collection and Use study begin to portray how states
treated data they were required to collect so that future
questions can focus on practices involving information
systems and the use of data to make informed decisions

concerning special education programs.
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In Chapter Five the findings of the Data Collection
and Use study are discussed. The results which were
presented in the previous chapter are reintroduced,
accompanied by interpretations which, in part, were
gathered by interviews with individuals involved in special
‘education administration at both state and federal levels.
At the state level there are phenomena that may facilitate
or inhibit the collection and subsequent use of federally
required data, in addition to such forces at the federal
level. These forces are provided as explanations for the
findings obtained in this study. They are conjectural in
nature and are not intended to be regarded as significant
in a quantitative sense.

The contents of Chapter Five are arranged according
to the research questions of the_ study. Therefore,
interpretations, implications for technical assistance
providers, and recommendations for future research are
interwoven among the broader sections which address the
research questions. Issues involving federal reporting
requirements are addressed within a context of
federal/state roles. Whereas, discussion of state level
practices center around the potential application of

systems analysis theory and computer technology to

administration of special education. Recommendations
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include advice for practitioners, directions for technical
assistance providers concerning collecting and using
information for conducting management tasks, and related
areas for future research.
States’ Federal Data Collection Practices

The first set of research questions asked how special
education units at state education agencies collected and
transmitted federally required data. @Questions regarding
data collection practices addressed the flow of data from

local sources to the state agency.

1.1. Through which intermediate educational agencies
do the data flow?

1.2. To what extent are intermediate agencies used in
the data collection process?

In most states data flow directly from LEAs to SEA without
the use of an intermediate agency. Although 77% of the
states have some type or combination of intermediate
agencies, only 24X of them use the agency to assist with
collecting federally required data.

The model developed by Turnkey (1982) which helped
explain how state contextual variables were associated with
the responsiveness or lack of responsiveness of SEAs to
federally mandated programs identified infrastructures such
as intermediate educational agencies, as important in this
process. According to Turnkey (1982) in states where there

was no conflict between the intermediate agencies and the
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SEA, and states which did not have any infrastructures, it
was easier to implement the P.L. 94-142 regulations than in
states that already had powerful, autonomous
infrastructures in place. The powerful intermediate
agencies were opposed to the new federal mandate because it
required changes in their existing system. Of the states
who have some type of intermediate educational agency, most
do not use them in the data collection process.

Where the intermediate agencies have a legal
responaibility and the associated funding goes through
them, they are more likely to be involved in the reporting
process. For example, intermediate agencies in Iowa,
Kansas, Michigan, and Pennsylvania all have legislated
responsibilities making them as autonomous as local
districts. In these instancea, the above mentioned states

did indicate that child, personnel, and setting data flow

through their intermediate agencies. Other models of
intermediate agencies which do not have legail
responsibility would have more of a role in service

delivery than in management and administration.
Implications emerge that those states with autonomous
intermediate agencies in place may be more opposed to
changes in mandated reporting requirements because they
would have to make changes in their existing system. It is

likely that the administrators in states with politically
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powerful intermediate agencies voice the most complaints
regarding the new federal reporting requirements associated
with The Education of the Handicapped Act Amendments of
1983 (P.L. 98-199). A question for further study could
address the power associated with the variocus types of
intermediate agencies. In the states which have more
autonomous infrastructures, it may be beneficial to target
technical assistance to the intermediate educational
agencies in addition to the state agency.

Additional questions concerning data collection
addressed transmission practices employed by state agencies
in relation to computerized information systems.

1.3. To what extent are data transmitted
electronically from local agencies to the SEA?

1.4. Are computerized management information systenms
(MIS)> in place at SEAs?

1.5. What types of MIS arrangements, in terms of
access to special education data, are being used by
SE/SEAs?

Most data continue to be transmitted to the SEA
through manual methods. There is some variation in the way
data elements are treated in the transmission process. It
appears that child data are more often transmitted by
electronic or a combination of electronic and manual means
than the personnel or setting data.

It is not surprising that the data related to child

count are treated with priority because federal funds are
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allocated based on the number of children receiving special
education. There are implications for the federal funding
agency when revising their reporting requirements. If the
federal intent is twofold -- to monitor states’ compliance
as well as require information that can be of use to
decision makers at SE/SEAs -- then federal funding
mechanisms should include allocation based upon a variety
of information which incorporates both quantitative and
qualitative data. This notion is diacussed further in the
section addressing Data Use.

The states who use electronic methods of transmission
exhibit a wide range in their estimates of the percentage of
LEAs which send data electronically. In addition to the
varied capacity of local agencies to purchase and use
computers in special education administration, such wide
variation may be a manifestation of current practices
generated by nonstandard computer hardware.

Findings indicate that there are three receivers of
federally required data at the SEA; (a) the special education
unit, (b)Y the finance/budget division, or (c) the information
services division. In most states the aspecial education unit
receives the data rather than the other divisions. In very few
instances, more than one state department division receive

the same data. This finding suggests that it would be
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practical for the special education unit, itself, to develop
and maintain a computerized information system, since most of

the data arrive there.

Computerized management information systems (MIS) at
SEAs seem to be more popular than manual systems. Thirty-
eight states (72%) reportedly have a computerized systemn.
Those states with MIS vary in their capacity to access
special education data. The most popular type is a Dual
arrangement where there are two systems, one for general
education and one for special education data. Next in
popularity is the Integrated arrangement where special
education data are accessible within the 1larger general
education system. The General arrangement where special
education data are difficult to access, exists in six
states who have MIS. The arrangement least used is Special
Education Only, where there is a computerized system for
special education but no general system exists.

The popularity of the Dual arrangement, where there
are two separate systems, may reflect the efforts of state
directors to address the wunique information needs of
special education administrators. 1In addition to obtaining
more detailed information about programs in special
education, dual systems are more flexible to accommodate

changing information needs as new requirements and uses
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evolve. The results from a survey conducted by Coe (1985)
which addressed computer use in evaluation units at SEAs
suggested that most SEA units required the flexibility and
access of microcomputers (used in the unit) and the storage
and power of a mainframe (used for the larger, general
system). Together the two computer resources allowed the
evaluation unit staff to maximize each of the technological
resources for cata base management, spreadsheet
developmrent, and graphics. SE/SEAs with a Dual type
arrangement may realize these same benefits.

A relationship between existence of MIS and size of
state was obtained. It appears that large and medium size
states were more l:kely to have computerized MIS at the SEA
than states with low numbers of operating school districts.
The existence of a computerized system does not necessarily
suggest that the systenm is of high quality. 1In fact,
findings from Turnkey’s (1983) work with states’
implementation of computer technology suggest that larger
states were forced to use computers earlier than smaller
states to generate data and reports, the gquality of which
is less than many manual systems oOr microcomputer-based
systems developed at a later time in smaller states.

According to comments from several respondents the
above finding of the tendency of larger states to have MIS

may be questionable in the near future. Five small states,
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and three medium size states reported that a MIS will be
implemented within the next vyear. It appears that
computerized data and information systems will be common
practice in state level administration of special education
in the near future. It is not known if such systems will be
utilized for federal data collection and subsequent use.

The application of computer technology to facilitate
decision making is a topic which technical assistance
providers have been addressing, and will continue to
address for educational administrators. Severgl researchers
have criticized educational administrative organizations
for improper use of information systems (Mellor, 1977;
Clemson, 1978; Burrello et.al., 1983). Both Mellor (1977)
and Burrello et.al. (1983) found that implementation of
computer systems by educational administrators have focused
only on lower level uses such as record-keeping. In fact,
systems analysts, when designing such systems, should make
a distinction between lower and higher 1level types of
information (Anthony, 1965; Adams, Wagner, & Boyer, 1983).
It is unclear whether MIS for educational administrators
are poorly designed or not optimally used.

It is important for technical assistance providers to
assess whether SE/SEAs have poorly designed computer
systems, or if administrators do not use the data in the

systems at an optimum level. If MIS at state education
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agencies are poorly designed, then those individuals
providing technical assistance to state level decision
makers will need to understand the differences among the
levels-of-use of information as applied to special
education administration to design new systems or update
old ones.

The levels—of-uses hierarchy provides a model which
can be applied to practices in information management and
use. According to Anthony (1965), data in a system at the
operational level are in real time and relate to.individual
events, whereas tactical data used for management’s control
are either prospective or retrospective and summarize many
separate events. Further, when designing a system for use
by management for decision making, information about a
specific event should only show up when the event is
exceptional. Therefore, it is essential that rules or
standards be built into an information system with which
to compare the raw data. For example, a standard figure
can be derived which indicates an acceptable proportion of
noncertified special education personnel to certified
personnel in a state. As local data are reported and
entered into the system, personnel counts can automatically
be compared to the standard; then the excéptions can be
generated as output to be brought to the attention of those

responsible for monitoring the operation of local programs.



121

Data used to make strategic planning decisions are of a
broader nature than operational or tactical. Projections
must be made in order to recognize trends, then these
trends must be guestioned as to whether they accurately
reflect policies.

Concern with MIS began with the perception that
managers were not making adequate decisions. Clemson (1978)
suggested that designers of MIS for education have losat
sight of the problem (inadequate decision making) and have
focused on building bigger data banks instead. uAfter a
review of the literature on the nature of decision making
in organizations, Clemson (1978) identified five

characteristics of the organizational decision maker:

1. Satisficing: Organizations generally search
for solutions to problems only until a
satisfactory answer appears. They seldom try to

find an optimal solution.

2., Information Overload: Most managers have far
more information than they need; the problem is
that most of the information is irrelevant or in
a form that is not usable.

3. Political: Managers are necessarily political
animals. The goals of any complex organization
are partially contradictory and are arrived at by
a process that involves bargaining among
competing groups. Thus, there is a large element
of the nonrational in the decision mraking of
managers.

4. Unknown Future: The manager can’t tell you
what he needs. The manager is not able to specify
the problems that will need to be solved in the
future, nor the decisions that will have to be
made.
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S. Tried and True: Managers use what they

understand and are familiar with. A manager won’t

use an automated system unless he understands it.

This means that a system built in isolation from

the manager and that simply delivers information

to him will not be relied on (16).

The above five characteristics of decision makers can
be distilled into two broad areas which suggest that
decision makers are; (a) not future oriented; and (b) do
not trust all forme of information. Numberes 1, 3, and 4
above, relate to a crisis orientation as opposed to being
future oriented. The practice of using immediate solutions
to problems as opposed to finding optimal solutions, ﬁaking
political decisions due to conflicting pressures fronm
special interest groups, and not specifying future problems
reflect crisis-oriented behavior. In addition to being
crisis-oriented, educational decison makers seem to be
unaccustomed to using information considering that they,
typically, feel overwhelmed by too much information, and
tend to only use an automated MIS when they feel they
understand it.

It 1is important that the designer of a computerized
system be cognizant of the needs of the decision makers.
Burrello et.al.(1983) assumed that the computerized systems
in their study were poorly designed. Three dimensions were

recommended for future development which included; (a)

analyzing the tasks of the administrator’s work environment
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to ascertain how they are structured; (b) matching the
levels-of-uses (operational, tactical, and strategic) to
the various decision perspectives; and, (c) identifying the
particular information characteristics needed by level-of-
use in terms of: accuracy, level of detail, time horizon,
frequency of use, source, scope of information, type of
information, and age of information.

Providers of technical assistance to SE/SEAs may need
to coordinate services which can evaluate and update intact
systems as opposed to developing new ones since a majority
of SEAs have such systems in place. Due to the changing
nature of the need for information, any information system
will be inadequate shortly after it is implemented.
Findings from Mellor (1977 and Clemson (1978) suggest
frequent evaluation of information systems to address new
information needs.

On the other hand, if the data contained in the MIS
are not being used optimally, then technical assistance
should focus on training administrators to use the MIS to
make data based decisions. Techncial assistance and future
research might address the following:

1. Data entry:

2. Data storage and manipulation; and,

3. Output or data use.
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The changing nature of information needs and uses are
reflected in findings which addressed trends in states’
collection of data.

How state level administrators perceive past and
future changes were addressed. Research questions centered
on trends in the data collecﬁion process.

2.1. To what extent did perceived changes in federal
data collection occur in the past?

2.2. What areas include the most changes?
2.3. What reasons are attributed to past changes?

2.4. To what extent are changes predicted to occur in
federal data collection in the future?

2.5. What areas will have the most changes?

2.6. wWhat reasons will be attributed to future
changes?

The majority of respondents indicated that there were
changes in data collection and there are likely to be
changes in the future as well. More respondents think there
will be future changes (87%) than were past changes (77%).
It appears that those states with MIS are similar in
their perceptions of uncertainty and change concerning the
collection and use of data. Of the 41 who thought there
were past changes, 33 of them were respondents who have
computerized information systems at their SEA. And, of the
46 respondents who think there will be changes in the

future, 31 of them are those with MIS in the state agency.
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The most past changes were believed to occur in data
verification and data compilation. Reasons for such
changes were not easily determined <(none received 50%
affirmative response), however, three reasons not
attributed to such changes were: (a) participation in
federal project, (b) state court order, or (c) availability
of telecommunication. One of the respondents suggested that
the original data system at the SEA was too complex and
costly.

Findings revealed that data verification is perceived
as becoming less important. It is likely that changes in
data verification address the task of checking LEAs’ data
for accuracy. Obtaining more accurate data was a major
concern of state directors in the period immediately
following implementation of EHA - B. Findings from a study
conducted by Maher (1979) suggested that federal and state
compliance legislation had required special education
professionals to develop more accountable service delivery
systems which focus on producing information necessary for
making more accurate decisions.

A plausible explanation for data verification becoming
less significant than in the past is that along with the
increased use of computerized systems has come increased
faith in the accuracy of data. The finding that

approximately 70% of the respondents indicating changes
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have computerized systems, adds substance to the above
explanation. The topic of states’ verification of the
accuracy of the data they collect, report, and use |is
worthy of more investigation.

Not only was more accurate information preferred, but
has been legally required as states respond to allegations
of non-compliance. For example; the state legislature in
Louisiana dealt with the faulty referral and assessment
practices addressed in the Luke S. and Hans S. v. Nix et
al. (1981) class action suit by authorizing the
expenditure of over one million dollars to include the
development of a special education computerized tracking

system which monitors the procedural requirements involved

from initial referral of a student through placement in a,

and/or exit from a special education program. It appears
that SE/SEAs have used the Louisiana experience
vicariously and have begun to establish similar

computerized tracking systems (Turnkey, 1984).

The changes believed to be most significant future
developments are in the four areas: (a)> data transmission,
(b)) data compilation, (c) data analysis, and (d) report
generation. Reasons attributed to such changes were:

1. availability of computer hardware;

2. availability of computer software;

3. availability of telecommunication;
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4. lack of available staff; and,

S. new federal reporting requirements.
Perceived as becoming increasingly important as reasons for
changes with the passage of time, is the availability of
computer technology.

Three explanations may be given for SE/SEAs responding

as they did with regard to trends in data collection. They
are:

1. The influence from the commercial sector on high
level state officials;

2. The current political climate which emphasizes
decentralization in education -- from federal
involvement to state control; and,

3. A limitation of the study which involves the timing

of the questionnaire and potential misinterpretation

of the instrument question.

Although there was a substantial number of respondents
who indicated that future changes in data collection can be
attributed to new federal reporting requirements (49.1%),
this response was expected to be higher. One explanation
provided for the 1lack of emphasis on the new federal
reporting requirements involves a timing issue that may be
an inherent limitation in the Data Collection and Use
study. Since the questionnaire was sent to states after the
passage of the new reporting requirements (P.L. 98-199),
the respondents may have interpreted the question

concerning future trends to not include these recent

federal requirements, as they were already in place at the
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time they received the instrument. With the infrequent
changes which the federal government imposes on states in
this area, it is possible that the respondents simply do
not anticipate any more extensive federal reporting
requirements in the near future (3 years, as indicated in
the questionnaire). If the respondents did interpret the
questions as intended, then the firs£ two influences, a)d
commercial influence; and, (b) political climate of state
control versus federal involvement appear to have made an
impact upon the way states view their role in the
administration of special education programs.

The commercial sector has been able to influence

individuals at high levels in state government as
illustrated by the *“National Governors’ Conference on
Emerging Technology"™ and other similar conferences

involving Chief State School Officers (Portland, Oregon,
1986). The federal role is, simply, not mentioned in these
movements. It appears as though the commercial sector
selling computer technology has been able to market the
benefits of such technology to state level educational
administrators. Further research is needed to investigate
if the data requirements imposed from outside the state
have given the computer companies a viable market, or if
the states would continue to collect data if the federal

requirements were removed.
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It is apparent that computer technology at state
education agencies is viewed as a way to deal with the
relatively high costs of adding and/or maintaining staff
positions. Braverman (1974) has suggested that whether
conscious or not, there is a tendency for bureaucracies to
incorporate technology to replace expensive skilled labor.
And, more often than not, analogies havé been drawn between
educational institutions and industrial factories which
epitomize bureaucratic behavior (Crozier, 1967; Parelius, &
Parelius, 1978). The finding which reflected a greater
emphasis placed on the implications of computer technology
rather than on new federal reporting requirements indicates
that states may not consider the federal mandates as
important for driving their behavior as the federal
officials would like to believe.

In addition to influence from the commercial sector,
the current political climate deemphasizes the federal role
in education. Decentralization and increased state control
are among the priorities of the conservative Reagan
administration (Bell, 1986). Decentralization, typically,
has an influence on the variation in implementation of
federal mandates by states. Berke & Kirst (1972) found that
local educational administrators employ planning
procedures which promote local priorities at the expense of

federal ones by using strategies involving "multi-pocketed
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budgeting'. Therefore, local program impleméntation tends
to show considerable variation.

If federal influence were widespread and effective,
then state and local responses would tend to be uniform.
In their investigations involving federal categorical
programs, however, Orland and Goettel (1982) found that
local districts within and among states vary greatly in
program implementation. The notion of state role in
intergovernment relations was provided as an explanation
for differences in program implementation. It may be that
SE/SEAs are more autonomous than expected, since changes in
data collection and use were attributed more to sources
other than federal mandates. Thus, in times where the
federal role in education is not politically popular, less
importance would be attached to federally mandated
'requirements. The question which needs to be addressed
concerns the utility of the data, not only for federal
level decision making, but alsc for making decisions at
the state and local levels. This will be a selling point
for gathering federally required data and assuring its
accuracy. In addition to investigating how states wuse
federally required data, future research could focus on the
federal Department of Education’s use of required data.

Data wunder EHA - B (P.L. 94-142) were requested

because Congress wanted to know the numbers of children
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served under the Education for the Handicapped Act. Using
the information provided by states in 1975 as a Dbase,
Congress could look for areas in need of changes. The
purpose of the Annual Reports to Condress, required by EHA
- B, has been to use these data to obtain information that
may imply areas in need of change on a national level. For
instance, a recent policy has been developed thch provides
the context for channeling funds into transition programs
(programs for handicapped youth who will be, and/or are
exiting the educational system) based on the growth of
teenage and young adult handicapped students within the
past eight years. This use of the federally required
data, however, does not have to be limited to making
changes in national policy. Results of this study indicate
that to some extent states do consult these data for making
policy changes at the state level.
Data Use

The uses of data when making administrative and
planning decisions was the final area explored by this
study. If data collected by state education agencies are
not optimally used, then technical assistance should focus
on training state special educational administrators to
make use of the data to make decisions at all levels of

management and planning. Higher level uses of the federally

required data was addressed by the Data Collection and Use
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study. The five experts who participated in the Delphi
phase of the study developed suggested uses of data that
can be considered a standard with which to compare the
practices of state level administrators.
Research questions allowed inquiries concerning both

(a) the extent to which activities are conducted at the
three levels-of-uses (operational, tactical, and
strategic); as well as, (b)) the perceived usefulness of
federally required data for those purposes.

3.1. How can federally required special education data

be used at the state level for purposes other than

reporting back to federal agencies?

3.2. To what extent do SE/SEAs conduct management

activities at the three levels-of-uses defined as

operational, tactical, and strategic?

3.3. To what extent do SE/SEAs find federally required
data useful for conducting such activities?

The levels-of-uses hierarchy was found to be
functional when classifying various administrative and
planning tasks of state level special education
administrators. There was consensus among the experts used
in the Delphi phase of the study regarding the
categorization of their suggested activities intoc the
levels-of-uses framework (refer to Appendix B). The
activities which comprised the operational category
emphasized the capture and recording of data, transaction
processing, record keeping, and reporting. On the other

hand, activities at the tactical and strategic levels
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emphasized monitoring and facilitating adjustment in local
operations as well as deciding on objectives of the SE/SEA,
changes in such objectives, and on the policies that govern
the acquisition, wuse, and disposition of resources. The
experts made distinctions more easily between the
operational and higher levels-of-uses, than between the two
higher tactical and strategic levels. According to Anthony
(1965), who developed the hierarchy, this fuzzy distinction
between the higher levels is natural. As stated by Anthony:

The reader may get the impression that we view
strategic planning and management control as
discrete entities. This is not so. The planning
and control process is in fact a continuum, and
we imply a discrete dichotomy only because we
believe that this is the best way to explain the
distinction (30-31).

The tactical level implies information used for management
control. This management control is a process conducted
within guidelines established by strategic planning.

The decisions, Anthony contends, made 1in the
management control process are of a different character
from those made in the strategic planning process. He uses
the following metaphor to illustrate this notion:

The captain of a ship is involved in management
control. His 3job is to take the ship to its
destination as effectively and efficiently as
possible. The architect who designs a new ship,
the person who evolves a new concept of shipping,
or the person who works out new shipping routes,

is involved in strategic planning (Anthony, 1965,
31).
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An important reason for casting one level into the other is
the necessity of the interactions among them. Policies are
developed within the strategic planning process, consulting
certain types of information; these policies impact upon
practices. By obtaining and using data related to the
practices, however, some unforseen relationships may emerge
that cast doubt on the wisdom of the policies, and Athus
result in changes in strategy. Or, at best, data reflecting
practice may provide assurance that policies do not need to
be changed.

Administrators in special education units at SEAs

appear to conduct fewer activities at the tactical and
strategic levels than at the operational level. The use of
data in practice revealed a pattern similar to the

distinctions made by the experts. A greater distinction was
made between operational and the higher tactical and
strategic levels; and not as great a distinction between
the tactical and strategic levels. It appears that one
factor inhibiting the conduct of higher level activities is
crisis-oriented behavior of educational administrators.
Although most managers would admit that future-oriented
behavior may serve to prevent crises, the crisis
orientation is a cycle which has been in practice for so
long that it is a difficult one to break. A question for

future research can be asked concerning what
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organizational, political, and societal constraints impact
upon how individuals function with regard to behaving in a
future-oriented mode.

Findings were marked by variation in states of their
use of federally required data. The point must be made that
if only one state conducts tactical and strategic planning
activities and finds the federally required data useful-to
do so, then in practice, these data can serve a function in
higher level decision making in all states. In fact, more
than one state did indicate that they conduct higher level
planning activities, and found some aspects of the
federally required data useful. Providers of technical
assistance can apply the experts’ suggested uses of data in
their efforts to address higher level decision making at
the state level.

In addition to fewer activites conducted at the higher

management and planning levels, federally required data

appear to be consulted 1less often for higher level
activities. Results indicate that the respondents
considered federally required data more useful when

conducting activities at the operational level than when
conducting activities at the tactical and strategic
levels. Further, most of the activities at the operational
level for which federally required data were highly valued

relate to dollars such as:



136

1. Prepare required reports for federal agencies.
2. Prepare required reports for state agencies.
3. Apply for funds from federal and state agencies.

- Distribute funds to local districts. (refer to
Table 4.9 in Chapter Four)

Child data was perceived to be the most useful data
when conducting activities at any level. This is not
surprising because federal dollar allocations to states are
based on the amount of handicapped children reported.
Although the federal contribution to local special
education pfograms is relatively small, an average of 9%,
(Council for Exceptional Children, 1984) compared to state
and local funding, it is usually the federal dollar which
supports the special education unit in the state agency.

There seems to be a phenomenon at work regarding
states’ attention to child data which is a direct result of
the way data were required to be reported by P.L. 94-142.
According to Schipper (1985), states tend to identify with
their child count; they rank themselves according to large,
medium, or small numbers of handicapped children. Since it
is the federal money which funds the state level agency,
that determines their administrative level. Because the
funding is tied to child count data, one can assume that
those numbers are suspect and subject to monitoring. Thus,
the child count information will tend to be handled and

perhaps, manipulated more than the other regquired data.
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According to Stigler (1962) and Peltzman (1971), the
federal role of regulation, typically, encourages more
resource misallocation than it cures. Thus, wusing child
count data to secure federal funding may lead to problems
of not evaluating practices which reflect qualitative
issues.

It appears that a very basic, but powerful notion
emerged from the findings which suggests that when money is
tied to data the data are looked at, manipulated, and used.
If this notion represents reality, then the individuals
who originally request information for evaluative purposes
such as members of Congress could use their power to change
a policy which ties dollars to quantity as opposed to
linking funds to information which reflects program
quality. Obtaining data of a more qualitative nature would
permit higher level questions to be asked regarding changes
in policy. The federal Department of Education’s
interpretation of the new EHA amendment (P.L. 98-199)
suggests that issues of quality are now being addressed
because states are required to cbmply with all data
requests as a condition of eligibility to receive continued
funding.

Setting data were perceived to be the least useful of

the three required data elements (child, personnel, and
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setting). This finding is surprising since information
concerning least restrictive setting was considered crucial
by the Delphi experts for monitoring local programs, a
tactical activity, to avoid lawsuits contesting placement
practices such as the Lora v. Board of Education of the
City of New York suit. The Office of Special Education
Programs, U.S. Department of Education, revised monitoring
procedures focus on least restrictive environment (LRE).
The renewed interest in LRE stems from input from the
Office of Civil Rights. SEAs must monitor LEAs who are
ultimately responsible for establishing LRE standards,
policies, and procedures which are clearly measurable
("Renewed Attention to LRE, 1986'"). Thus, it is likely that
more use will be put to setting data in the near future.
More in-depth analysis of information needs of
decision makers in special education is recommended for a
future research agenda. The need for future research in the
area of information needs for decision-making was addressed
by other researchers as well (Mellor, 1977; Burrello
et.al., 1983; Cooley 1983). Mellor (1977) suggested that
administrators be assisted with their use of computer-
based systems for making higher level planning decisions.
According to Mellor, however, before this can be
accomplished, future research will need to address the

structuring of data into potentially useful information for
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such decisions. Similarly, Burrello et.al.’s (1983)
findings led them to suggest that special education
administrators need to move beyond lower level uses of
data. Recommended for future investigation was testing the
feasibility of employing the levels-of-uses hierarchy to
categorize special education decisions.

During the American Educational Research Association
(AERA) presidential address in 1983, William W. Cooley
called on researchers to become involved with policy makers
in setting fundamental goals for education by monitoring
day-to-day progress in the schools and agencies responsible
for administering educational programs. The University of
Pittsburgh professor and researcher said:

Educational research has tended to be more

methods-oriented; we have not yet developed a

discipline. There were people who did statistics,

or psychology, or economics related to

educational problems, but often it was not good

statistics, psychology, or economics -- and it
wasn’t relevant to the problems of those who
operated the schools (Duckett, 1986)>.

Cooley called for a "decision-oriented” research
agenda where data are gathered and analyzed as an ongoing
process which enables the policy makers and school district
managers to meet their current needs for information. 1In
the process of working up data about students, schools, and
programs in ways that contribute to the dialogue about

educational policy, this type of research can help managers

set priorities for improving the system. With the use of
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computer technology, huge amounts of various types of data
can be collected, which can be just as overwhelming to
decision makers as not having raw data at all.

Providers of technical assistance to state level
administrators will need to orient decision makers to be
able to discriminate among data, thereby using information
efficiently and intelligently. Findings which emerged from
the Data Collection and Use study suggest  that
administrators already treat various data differently.
There were variations among the three data elements (child,
personnel, and setting count data) regarding their
usefulness ratings.

If one state can demonstrate higher level tactical and
strategic uses of federally required data, then these data
have a place in higher level decision making. For example,
if there is any one state who use personnel data to compile
trends across several years to examine for match with
personnel related state policies (a strategic activity),
then all states could. Or, if one state uses the federally
required setting data to target monitoring priorities such
as making compliance site visits to local districts
regarding LRE practices, then all states could use their
setting data for this task involving tactical control.
Further exploration is needed to ascertain what state or

local contextual factors inhibit or enhance the use of datas

to better understand the variability phenomenon.
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The challenge for technical assistance providers is to
see how these data could be used in higher level decision
making in all states. The finding that states only
moderately regarded the federally required data useful for
conducting higher level activities indicates that there is
a need to provide training in the higher levels-of-uses of
the federally required data at the state level. If there
are certain predictor variables indicating which types of
states or people make use of required data, then this
information can be useful to providers of technical
assistance. The section which follows discusses findings
which explored relationships between data use and

demographic variables.

A sub-area under data use research questions addressed
the relationships between perceived usefulness of federally
required data and demographic characteristics involving
personal and organizational variables. The guestions were:

3.4. Do responses concerning the usefulness of data
differ according to the position of the person?

3.5. Do responses concerning the usefulness of data
differ according to the length of time in position of
the person who works with the data?

3.6. Do responses concerning the usefulness of data
differ according to the existence of computerized MIS
at the SEA?
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Patterns emerged concerning position, and experience--
in terms of number of years in position. The position with
the highest authority and accountability, special education
director, tended to place a higher value on using federally
required data to conduct management activities at the
tactical and strategic levels, whereas those in lower
positions considered the data more useful when conducting
an activity at the operational level.

This finding is in agreement with conclusions from
Patton’s (1978) research. He found that the impact of
information from evaluation studies most often reported was
one where the findings reduced uncertainty in making
program and policy decisions by an individual in a position
of power. Certainly, the state director would be more
concerned with accumulation or maintenance of power by
making data-based decisions than someone in a position with
less authority.

In the same vein, those respondents with more years
experience in their position regarded the data more useful
than those with less years experience when conducting a
tactical activity, but those with less experience valued
the required data more when conducting a task at the
operational level.

The above finding is in conflict with those of Weiss &

Bucuvalas (1980). According to Weiss & Bucuvalas, time in
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position is negatively associated with judgments of
usefulness; that people who have spent a longer time in the
same position are less likely to expect to use the
information from research. This conflict in findings may be
explained by the conceptual difference between using
information from discipline-oriented research as opposed to
using data generated from practice. 1In practice the person
who has been at the state level for some time most likely
remembers problems generated by not reporting and using
consistent numbers of children served in programs for the
handicapped.

A pattern emerged regarding the existence of
computerized information systems as related to usefulness
ratings of required data. SE/SEAs which did not have a MIS
indicated that federally required data were more useful
than those who reportedly had a MIS. An explanation for the
above finding is addressed in the following discussion.

The question was not asked, '"Do you store federally
required data in your MIS?" Perhaps, the SE/SEAs who had
easy access to special education data did not find
federally data useful because they had more accurate,
relevant state required data stored in the limited space of
a MIS, rather than the federally required data. In fact, a
respondent from one state who consistently rated the

federal data low in usefulness made the comment:
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We are concerned about the quality of these
data, particularly given the revised forms.
Given good data we would respond differently...On
the federal forms the categories don’t match with
what is currently happening in the field.

Another state representative made similar comment:
Our state requires more detailed data regarding
personnel for state funding. These data would be
collected regardless of federal requirements.
This tendency to value federally required data less if
there was a computerized MIS at the state agency may have
implications for technical assiatance providers. Given that
the ¢trend is for more ﬁIS, with potentially better
opportunity to treat data, those data might not be entered
in the system or treated without some technical assistance
in data use.

With the increased information requirements imposed by
P.L. 98-199, providers of technical assistance may need to
target their efforts to certain individuals. Individuals in
positions of limited power may need to be trained in using
data for higher level purposes, because it is these SE/SEA
staff who, typically, prepare the data for the person who
will use it for making policy decisions. Further, findings
from the data use section suggest that persons fairly new
to the job will be less likely to value federally required
data for higher level uses. With the high turnover rate of

SE/SEA staff and special education directors assessed at

15%, training might also be targeted to the less
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experienced decision maker (Schipper, 1985). These
individuals need to look beyond the simple, operational
uses of data, and vunderstand the long-term benefits
associated with using the data to make informed decisions.

The creators of the Education of the Handicapped Act
Amendments (P.L. 98-199) believed that obtaining deata is
crucial in order to wisely monitor and evaluate the status
of special education and make changes in policies. In fact,
they thought it so important that they prohibited the
restriction of data collection or reporting by states, and
directed the Secretary of Education to fully involve state
and local agencies in developing the systems necessary to
meet the information requirements of the Act (H.R. Rep.No.
410, 98th Cong., lst Sess. 22-23, (1983); S.Rep. 191, 98th
Cong., 1lst Sess. 11-14, (1983)).

Data collection systems used at SE/SEAs have been
portrayed as a result of this study. A typical data
collection process at the state level contains the
following characteristics:

1. Local agencies report directly to state officials,

without the use of an intermediate educational agency.

Only states whose intermediate agencies have legal

authority participate in data collection.

2. The special education unit at the SEA is the
primary receiver of the federally required data.
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3. Data elements are treated differently in both
collection and use of themnm. Child count data, which
has federal funding directly associated with it, are
handled and attended to more than personnel and
setting data.

4. Computerized management information systems are in
place at SEAs and are expected to become even more
popular in the future. There are various arrangements
of MIS with regard to access to special education
data, the most popular arrangement being a general
system at the SEA and a separate system in the special
education unit.

5. Less emphasis is being placed on data verification.
But more emphasis is being directed toward data

compilation.

6. Changes in data transmission, analysis, and report
generation are attributed more to increased
availability of computer technology and

telecommunication, and lack of staff, than to changes
in federal reporting requirements.

In order to comply with the increased reporting
requirements, assistance efforts geared toward data
collection can address the evaluation of management
information systems in place. It is likely that the MIS
will need to be scrutinized with regard to which data are
entered into the system, and how the system addresses data
transmission, compilation, analysis, and report generation.

More often than not data use at SE/SEAs is limited to
lower level, operational activities. With regard to data
use by state level special education administrators,
results of this study indicate:

1. Activities at the higher management and planning

levels are not, typically, conducted. When they are

conducted, the federally required data are not highly
valued.
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2. Individuals in positions of power and those with
more years experience are most likely to value
federally required data for higher level purposes.

3. Administrators at SE/SEAs with computerized MIS
value federal data less than those in states with no
MIS.

The new data requirements emanating from P.L. 98-199
were developed by the House and Senate committees which are
charged with the oversight of the Education for the
Handicapped Acts. The committees have been criticized for
inadvertently dictating a method of data collection to
obtain information which is continuing to force state level
administrators to treat the data they collect at the
operational level. Additional criticism leveled at the Act
came from the U.S. Department of Education (ED). The ED
protested many of the new data requirements because of
their belief that it would be a burden on the locales and
the states to collect the information. Further, the ED
officials questioned the capability of the SEAs to collect
meaningful data which would fulfill the information
requirements of Congress. Because the states have latitude
in defining terms, setting up data systems, and because
their organizational structures differ, the data that a
given state collects may not be accurate. Then, further
problems arise when the federal agency aggregates those

data from all the states.
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A major concern arises as a result of these findings.
If strategic activities were conducted only to a limited
extent, and might not be encouraged to occur in the future,
on what basgsis are decisions regarding policy changes
made? After all, change is inevitable; the one major
invariant is the tendency toward movement, growth, and
development. Change can either be allowed to occur on its
own, as illustrated by a laissez-faire doctrine, or may be
assisted by radical intervention from outside sources.
These are the the two ends of the continuum of the methods
of change (Bennis, Benne, Chin, & Corey, 1976). In the case
of the education of this nation’s handicapped children, the
latter method incorporating intervention from outside
sources, seems to be the facilitator of change, but with
methods that are questionable for facilitating intelligent
use of information on which to base change.

In addition to working with decision makers at the
state level, it may be desirable to inform high-level
government officials regarding the collection and use of
data. It may be useful to to a member of Congress,
congressional committee, or state legislature who mandates
data collection, to know what the processes, attitudes,

behaviors, and uses are in other arenas.
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Based upon the Data Collection and Use study, the

following hypotheses have been formulated for future

research.

1. Higher level management activities are not
conducted to the extent of lower level ones.

2. Federally required data are not valued for higher
level uses.

3. ‘Data elements are treated differently. When
funding is tied to data, the data are attended to
more.

4. Changes in states’ procedures for collecting

federally required data are not primarily a function
of federal initiatives, but rather due to state
contextual variables and influence from the commercial
technology sector.

S. Relationships exist between the variables of
position, experience, and existence of a computerized

MIS and the perceived value of federally required
data.

Recommendations
There are three areas in which recommendations are
provided: (a) advice for practitioners (state directors of
special education and their staff); (b) recommendations for

providers of technical assistance; and, (c) areas for

future research.

Recommendations for administrators include; (a) the
assurance that federally required data can be put to use at
the state level for making decisions; (b) the need for

accessibility of the federally required data in
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computerized information systems; and, (¢) the potential of
certain types of intermediate educational agencies
participation in data collection and use.

The Data Collection and Use study seems to have
answered the question, " Are the federally required data,
child, personnel, and setting counts, useful in and of
themselves for decision making at the state level?™ The
suggested uses which were generated by the experts in the
Delphi phase of the study indicate that, indeed, these data
are useful when making higher level tacti;al and strategic
decisions. As pointed out earlier, if only one state
conducts tactical control and strategic planning activities
and finds the federally required data useful to do so, then
in practice, these data can serve a function in higher
level decision making.

More than one state representative did indicate that
they conduct higher level planning activities, and
reportedly valued the federally required data when doing
so. If the higher level activities are not being conducted,
it is essential that state level administrators be informed
of the various, often creative, uses of these required data
with respect to higher level |uses. The product which
resulted from consultation with experts, a list of
suggested ways to use the data, can be used as a foundation

to develop additional higher level management activities
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that are applicable to individual states. Before this can
be accomplished, however, the data must be easily accessed
and manipulated by those individuals charged with decision
making.

Since there are new, more extensive data requirements as
a result of P.L. 98-199, it is recommended that these new
data be entered into computerized systems at SEAs. Special
education units would have more control over their
collection and use of the data if the SE unit had its own
computerized systen, similar to the Du;l arrangement
management information system discussed previously.

Results  from the Data Collection and Use study
indicated that there are a group of states in which the
federally required data flowed through intermediate
educational agencies. In such states where there are
powerful intermediate agencies which are as autonomous as
local districts, SE/SEAs may need to assist those agencies
with; (a> incorporating the new data requirements into
their existing system; and, (b)) using the data at that
level for making higher level decisions concerning special
education programs. Providers of technical assistance can
work closely with astates who make use of federally required

data in sophistocated ways to use those SE/SEAs as models

for other states.
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Recommendations for technical assistance providers
address several areas:

1. The need to diagnose, at the state level, the

status of management information systems in order to

provide assistance of a technological or a training
nature; and,

2. The need to target training and technical

assistance to certain individuals in state level

administration.

3. Continued investigation into wuses of data,

specifically the driving and restraining forces

related to data use.

Providers of technical assistance to SE/SEAs will need
to assess whether SE/SEAs have poorly designed information
systems, or if the data in the system are not being used
intelligently and/or creatively. If MIS at state education
agencies are poorly designed, then assistance to state
level decision makers will need to focus on the differences
among the levels-of-uses of information as applied to
special education administration to design new systems or
update old ones. This type of assistance is technologically
oriented and should be provided by individuals trained in
designing computer and information systems as well as being
familiar with aspects of special education administration.
Technological assistance to SE/SEAs may need to evaluate
and update intact systems as opposed to developing new cnes

since a majority of SEAs have computerized systems in

place.
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On the other hand, if the data contained in the MIS
are not being used for higher level decision-making, then
technical assistance should focus on training
administrators to turn data into meaningful information to
make data based decisions. State level administrators need
to be able to discriminate among data, thereby wusing
information efficiently and intelligently.

The suggested uses of data by the experts can be wused
as a foundation on which to build ways the new required
data can be used when making state-wide higher level
decisions. The finding that states only moderately regarded
the federally required data useful for conducting higher
level activities indicates there is a need to provide
training to state 1level administrators in the higher
levels-of-uses of the federally required data.

Providers of technical aassistance may need to target
their efforts to certain individuals. Certain predictor
which indicated which people in states make use of required
data may be useful to providers of training. Specifically,
individuals in positions of limited power may need to be
trained in using data for higher level purposes if these
SE/SEA staff prepare the data for the person who will use
it for making policy decisions. Further, findings from the

data use section suggest that persons fairly new to the job
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will be less likely to value federally required data for
higher level uses. With the high turnover rate of SE/SEA
staff and special eduction directors, training might also
be targeted to the less experienced decision maker by using
the more experienced state director in this training
process.

Recommendations for future research have been discussed
throughout the various sections of Chapter Five. The
purpose of this section is to reiterate those in terms of
facilitating change. The first recommendation is broad in
nature and reflects the proposal made by Cooley (1983) that
a research agenda involving decision-making in educational
administration be a focus of future study. There is a need
to refine our knowledge concerning how decisions are made
at different levels of management and planning. In order to
understand the decision making process, it is necessary to
study which types of information people consult when making
such decisions versus which information is needed to make
an optimal decision. When the current decision making
process is better understood, then more sophistocated uses
of information to make decisions can be introduced and
addressed.

In order to refine present knowledge pertaining to

decision- making, existing models can be used to conduct
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investigations. As a result of the Data Collection and Use
study, the 1levels-of-uses hierarchy has been found to be
functional when discussing special education management
tasks. Therefore, it is recommended that future research
continue to address the utility of this hierarchy by
obtaining both gqualitative and quantitative data based upon
its application to practice.

The last area recommended for future investigation
addresses the gap between ideal uses of data to make
decisions, and how data are or are not regarded for making
policy decisions. The results of this study have
documented the well known phenomenon that data or
information are not used for higher level uses in practice.
This phenomenon raises questions for research regarding the
personal, organizational, and societal influences which

impact upon data and information use in practice at local,

state, and the federal levels.



REFERENCES

Adams, David R., Wagner, Gerald E., & Boyer, Terrance J.
(1983). Computer information systemsa: An introduction.

Palo Alto, California: South-Western Publishing Co.

Alter, Steven L. (1980). Decigion support gystems:

Current practices and c¢ontinuing challenges. Reading,

Massachusetts: Addison-Wesley Publishing Co.

Anthony, Robert N. (1965). Planning and control systems:

A framework for analysis. Boston, Mass.: Division of

Research, Graduate School of Business Administration,
Harvard University.

Bell, T.(1986). Education policy development in the Reagan

—— i -

Bennis, W., Benne, K., Chin, R., & Corey, K. (1976). The
planning of change Third edition. New York: Holt,

Rinehart, & Winston.

Berke, J.S., & Kirst, M.W. (1972). Federal aid in education

————— e — ——— - ————— — ——— —

Berman,P. (1978). The study of macro- and micro-
implementation. Public Policy, 26, 157-184.

Berman,P., & McLaughlin, M. (1977). Rethinking the federal

role in education. Santa Monica, Calif.: The Rand
Corporation.
Braverman, H. (1974>. Labor and monopoly capitalism, New

York: Monthly Review Press.

Clemson, B. (1978). Beyond management information systems.
Educational Administration Quarterly, 14 (3>, 13-38.

M s e, AR mm e e ———mee—

Code of Federal Regulations see Title 34 of the Code of

Federal Regulations.
Coe, M. see “Computer use by LEA and SEA evaluation units”

Cohen, David K., & Garet, Michael G. (1975> . Reforming
educational policy with applied social research. Harvard
Educational Review,45, 17-41.

“Computer use by LEA and SEA evaluation units" ( September
1985). Captrends, Northwest Regional Education Lab, 5 - 8.

156



157

Conrad,L. & Bender, L. (1983). Computers and information
systems in the small two-year college. Institute for Higher
Education Department Educational Leadership, College of
Education, Florida State University, Tallahassee, Florida.

Cooley, W. See Duckett

Council for Exceptional Children, Governmental Relations
Unit (Jan. 1984). “Progress in Education of Handicapped,”
Testimony to the Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary, and
Vocational Education, Committee on Education and Labor,
United States House of Representatives, Reaton, Virginia:
Council for Exceptional Children.

Crozier, M. (1964). The bureaucratic phenomenon. Chicago:

University Chicago Press.

Dalkey, N., & Helmer, 0. (1863). An experimental
application of the Delphi method to the use of experts.

Douglas, Jack D. (1976). Investigative social research.

Beverly Hills, California: Sage Publications.

Duckett, Willard (1986). An interview with William Cooley:
Imnproving the public schools through decision-oriented
research. Phi Delta Kappan, 67,(6> 462-466).

Education Turnkey Systems, Inc. (1984). Contract to develop
state-wide reporting system for special education
residential facilities in Louisiana. Falls Church, VA:
TURNKEY.

Education Turnkey Systems, Inc. (1984). Contract to develop
state-wide reporting system for special education
residential facilities in West Virginia. Falls Church, VA:

TURNKEY.

Education Turnkey Systems, Inc. (1982). Implementation
model to assess P.L. 94-142 at the state level: Validation
and projections. Final Report. Prepared for the U.S.
Department of Education Office of Special Education
Programs, Contract No. 300-80-0638, Washington, D.C.

Education Turnkey Systems, Inc. (1981). P.L. S4-142: A
study of the implementation and impact at the state level.
Vol.I. Prepared for the U.S. Department of Education,
Office of Special Education, Contract No. 300-80-0658,

Washington, D.C.



158

Education Turnkey Systems, Inc., & National Association of
State Directors of Special Education (1983). Special
education directors’ technology needs assessment. Report
prepared for SpEd Tech Center, Office of Special Education
Programs, U.s. Department of Education Contract No. 300~
830-282, Washington, D.C.: NASDSE.

Gay, L.R. Educational research: Competencies for analysis

e e e s o o o . o ———— —— e v ——— — ——— = o — e —— — —

and application. Colunmbus, Ohio: Charles E. Merrill

Publishing Co.

Goettel, R.J., Kaplan,B.A., & Orland,M.E.(1977). A study of

the aministration of ESEA, Title I in eight states.

Syracuse, N.Y.: Syracuse Research Corporation.

Guralnik, David B.(Ed.)> (1980). Webster’s new world

dictionary, second college edition. New York: Simon &

——— - — ———— _—— e —— —— i —— o ————

Schuster.

Head, R. (1967). Management information systems: A

House, Ernest (1972). The conscience of educational
evaluation. Teachers College Regord.,73, (3>, 405-414.

Ingranm, H. (1977). Policy implementation through
bargaining: The case of federal grants-in-aid. Public

Keen, Peter 6., & Scott Morton, Michael S. (1978)>.
Decision support system: An organizational perspective.

Reading, Massachusetts: Addison-Wesley Publishing Co.

Kerlinger, Fred N. (1973). Foundations of behavioral
research, second edition. New York: Holt,Rinehart, &
Winston.

Kritek, w.J. (1976). Lessons from the 1literature on
implementation. Education Administration Quarterly. 12(3),
86-102.

Lora v. Board, 1977;:;74 kF.R.D.S6S(E.D.N.Y.1977).

Luke S. and Hane S. v. Nix et al 1981, United States

District Court, ColukeEastern District of Louisiana, Civil
Action No. 81-3331.

MAC. see Management Analysis Center



159

Maher, Charles A. (February 1985). Program analysis and
review system. Paper presented to the Mid-South Regional
Resource Center Workshop on Program Evaluation, Washington,
D.C.

Management Analysis Center, Inc., & National Association

of State Directors of Special Education (1977). Assessing
atate information capabilities under PL S94-142. Reports
prepared for Contract No. 300-76-0562, Bureau of Education
for the Handicapped, U.S. Department of Education,

Washington, D.C.: NASDSE.

Management Analysis Center, Inc. (1977). Special education

local education agencies. Prepared for the Bureau of

Education for the Handicapped, U.S. Office of Education ,
Contract No. GOO78C0222. Washington, D.C.: NASDSE.

McLaughlin, M.W. (1976). Implementation of ESEA Title I: A

problem of compliance. Teachers College Record, 77, 399-
41S.

Mellor, W.L. (1977). Dynamic information systems in an
educational environment. Educational Administration

Miles, Matthew B.,& Huberman, A. Michael (1984).
Qualitative data analysis: A sourcebook of new methods.

Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications.

Milstein, M.M. (1976). Impact and response. New York:
Teachers College Press.

Murphy, Jerome T. (1974). State education agencies and

discretionary funds: Grease the sgueaky wheel. Lexington,

Massachusetts: Lexington Books, D.C. Heath & Co.

of special education 1977-80. Washington, D.C., National

Association of State Directors of Special Education.

Patton, Michael Quinn (1982). Practical evalusation.
Beverly Hills, California: Sage Publications.
Patton, Michael Quinn (1980). Qualitative evaluation

methods. Beverly Hills, California: Sage Publications.

Patton, Michael Quinn (1978)> . Utilization-focused

evaluation. Beverly Hills, California: Sage Publications.



160

Parelius, A., & Parelius, R. (1978). Sociology of
education, New York: Prentice Hall.

Part B of the Education of the Handicapped Act, 20 U.S.C.
1401, 1411-1420.

Peltzman, S. Toward a more general theory of regulation.
Journal of Law and Economics, 211-240.

“Renewed attention to LRE,* (Winter 1986). CASE Newsletter,
272>,7.

Schipper, William (February 2,  198%). Personal
communication.

Schipper, William (1975). The changing role of state
education agencies. Report prepared for The National
Association of State Directors of Special Education.
Washington, D.C.: NASDSE.

Sharpe, L. (1977>. The social scientist and policymaking:
Some cautionary thoughts and transatlantic reflections. In
Weiss (ED) Using social research in public policy making.

Spradley, James P.(1979). The ethnographic interview. New

York: Holt, Rinehart, & Winston.

Sprague, R., & Carlson, E.D. (1982). Building effective

decision support systems. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey:

Prentice Hall.

Stigler, G.J. (1971). The theory of economic regulation.
Journal of Economic and Management Science, 3-20.

Thompson, J. (1967>. Organizations in action. New York:
McGraw Hill.

The Education for All Handicapped Children Act (Public Law
94-142),20 U.S.C. 1401, 1411-1420 (1973).

The Education of the Handicapped Act Amendments of 1983
(Public Law 98-199.

The Education of the Handicapped Act as amended. 20 U.S5.C.
1401 et seg.

Title 34 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 300. 34
C.F.R. Section 300. (1981)



lel

Turnkey. see Education Turnkey Systems, Inc.

United States General Accounting Office (1985). Use of the

Public Law 94-142 set-aside. Report to the Chairman,
Subcommittee on the Handicapped, Committee on Labor and
Human Resources, United States Senate, Gaithersburg,

Maryland: U.S. General Accounting Office.

Weiss, Carol.(1972). Evaluation research. Englewood

Cliffe, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall.

Weiss, Carol, & Bucuvalas, Michael (1980). Social science

research and decision-making. New York: Columbia

University Press.

Williams, Walter, & Evans, John W. (1969). The politics of
evaluation: The case of Head Start. Annals of the American

—— -—— e e —— ——— e me—m memm—mera— = -

wirt, F.M. (1977). School policy culture and state
decentralization. In J.D. Scribner (ed.), The politics of

education, 76th Yearbook of the National Society for the

Study of Education, Part II, Chicago: University of Chicago
Press.

Analyzing the effects of public programs. Washington, D.C.

Wholey, Joseph et al (1970). Federal evaluation policy:

The Urban Institute.



APPENDTIX

1>

Analysis of Experts’ Suggested Uses of
Federally Required Special Education Data:
Level-of-Usea By Data Element By Expert

And Suggested Indicators

Key to Experts:

PF = Peter Fanning
MG = Martin Gerry
JH = James Harper
GM = Garry McDaniels
WS = William Schipper
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LEVEL-OF-USE: OPERATIONAL DATA ELEMENT: CHILD

JH
To distribute state funds. For example, sastate might use a
weighted excess cost formula with certain weights for

different handicapping conditions.

Prepare reports for request from state agencies, LEAs,
advocate groups, parents, IHEs.

PF

Allocate or distribute personnel. For example in Colorado,
some handicap categories are used for the formula to
distribute personnel to districts.

GM

Apply for Federal money.

To reimburse local districts; allocate state money.
Maintain knowledge base to describe what system looks 1like
for purpose of supplying information upon request.

MG

These data are used alot for financing-- drives finance
system in some states that use the pupil identification

model.

Use as knowledge base for transaction of information to
LEAs and SOPs; state serve as broker of information.

LEVEL-OF-USE: OPERATIONAL DATA ELEMENT: PERSONNEL

GM

Maintain knowledge base to describe what system looks like
for purpose of supplying information upon request.
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MG
These data are used alot for financing-- drives finance
system in some states that use the personnel unit

reimburgsement model.

Use as knowledge base for transaction of information to
LEAs and SOPs; state serve as broker of information.

LEVEL-OF-USE: OPERATIONAL DATA ELEMENT: SETTING

PF

To reimburse local districts. For example, if a state uses
a reimbursement formula that pays for services. These data
are more helpful to the Federal government than to us. We
report it to them because we have to. There is process
data we collect at the state level that is of a more
qualitative nature that is more useful.

To report to the state Legislature and prepare other
required reports (i.e., Office of Civil Rights, 501 and 502
Reports).

GM

These data are used alot for financing-- drives finance
system in some states that use the services or setting
reimbursement model.

Maintain knowledge base to describe what system looks like
for purpose of supplying information upon request.

LEVEL-OF-USE: TACTICAL DATA ELEMENT: CHILD

WS

Make comparisons with other states to see if incidence of
handicap is comparable, especially where judgments are made
(ED, LD).

Compare incidence of handicaps across districts within
state.
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PF

Use these data to target research questions within
disability areas toward local districts; for example, to
verify deaf-blind countsa.

Use as corroborative data; for self-checking purposes-- to
check if state count parellels Federal trends.

Make comparisons with other states, eapecially Dbordering
states, or those that are similar to yours.

To report to satate Legislature to seek additional
resources, or to maintain present operation, depending on
what the data say.

JH

Compare handicap incidence across LEAs to target further
gquestions to districts that fall at ends of curve. For
example, you may need to look at referral and assessment
procedures for problems there.

Use all three data requirements (child, personnel, and
setting) in combination to ask monitoring questions about
LEA decision making. For example, if a disatrict hag a high
number of children in restrictive environments, you can ask
why.

GM

Use in a corroborative sense; make sure that data not
offend sense of reality.

Compare districts within state to look for outlyers. Put
outlyers in group that "needs to be understood™.

Compare state with other states using the Annual Report to

Combine the three data elements-- could identify potential
problems for monitoring priorities. For example, a
district with a large speech impaired population may have
alot of speech personnel. Sometimes, the personnel

available dictate the number of children to be served.
This may present a problem to be loocked at.
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MG
Compare with pattern in other states.

Compare within the state-- look for variation among
districts. Use other data (i.e., race) in combination with
Federal counts to look for under and/or overrepresentation
in certain handicap categories (MR, LD, SED) for purposes
of monitoring. For example, if California had used the
data it had on racial make-up of children in special
education classes, they might have avoided the Larry P. v.
Riles case.

Data should be used as a management tool to assist with
setting standards and making sure those standards are not
susceptible to interpretation-- that the standards are
precise enough. Data serve as check against standard.

Data can be used for a state’s self evaluation. Identify
potential problem areas. For example, if the age 3-S5
category has 1low SED incidence, but the incidence is
average or high in later years-- maybe they are not being
identified at that early an age unless they are aggressive.
Another age group with potential problems are the 18-21--
or the "disappearing children”. The state is legally
responsible for serving this group, and the state may not

know where they are. Allows the state to set monitoring
priorities.
Combine data elements-- setting and child counts for SEA to

use as a tool to review LEA applications.
Combine Federal data with data on state finance.

Develop local district profiles and disseminate to LEAs.

LEVEL-OF-USE: TACTICAL DATA ELEMENT: CHILD
INDICATORS
(WS) Translate numbers to percentages. Depict in visual
display. As one looks at the data, gquestions can be
raised.
(PF) Transpose Federal data to state reports such as

Colorado’s Status Reports.
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(JH) Pre on-site monitoring documents should be developed
using those data.

(JH) Technical Assistance plan.

(GMO Develop rankings of districts looking at percentage
of children by handicap by enrollment in settings.

(GM) Ask state, ‘“Have you monitored any LRE issues this
year." If yes, why-- complaint or data generated?

(GM) A marker of data use would be a shift of burden of
evidence-- any letters of inquiry from the SEA to the LEA
asking about data that were reported would indicate that
the SEA is, at least, looking at those data.

(GM)> Ask SEAs if they have problems with the quality of
data-- or which of the three data elements do they have the
mogat problems with?

(MG) Document containing self-evaluation guide or
guidelines, or program evaluation strategies, monitoring
guide, (or other related terms).

(MG) Report which includes tables that 1look across
districta-- disseminated to Chief State School Officer or
to State Mental Health Unit (in the case of SED
identification).

(MG Informal reports that show some processing of
information. Might include district ranking on a
particular-- i.e., comparative reports.
LEVEL-OF-USE: TACTICAL DATA ELEMENT: PERSONNEL
wsS

Compare numbers with other states.

Compare numbers within state. Look at ratios of non-
instructional and supervisory to instructional personnel.

Compare ratios to other programs, such as Bilingual,
Vocational Education, Chapter I to compare, to either; (a)
defend special education as cost effective; or (b) create
justification for high costs.
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Troubleshoot linkages between IHEs, SEAs, and LEAs. For
example, if there is a personnel problem regionally,
because no IHE in area, then SEA can help deliver treaining.

Identify number of non-certified personnel compared to
certified personnel by region.

PF

Use these data as part of source document as need for
personnel preparation within state to justify to
Legislature.

Compare with other states-- data taken from Annual Reports

from OSERS, and NASDSE.

Federal data serve to substantiate data that state already
collects.

Disseminate to IHEs for grant writing.

Break down data into guality issues. For example, child
count against personnel data, find out what we train and
what we don’t trein. If know weaknesses, can develop

strategies to deal with then.

JH

Compare with other states to see if your state has problen.
Then you can develop strategy to deal with problenm. For
example, compare teacher-student ratios with other states

to place yourself nationally to use for evaluation of
special education Bylaws.

Disseminate to IHEs to document need for staff development
and training.

GM

Disseminate to IHEs for training proposals.

Spot shortages in personnel.

MG

Data should be used as a management tool to assigt with
setting standards and making sure those standards are not
susceptible to interpretation-- that the standards are

precise enough. Data serve as check against standard.

Identify personnel shortages.
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LEVEL-OF-USE: TACTICAL DATA ELEMENT: PERSONNEL

INDICATORS

(PE) Reports

(PF) LEA inservice projects

(PF) Needs assessments

(JH) Use of Annual Report to Congress
(JHY Rank order states

(GM)O Report of priorities by state to review IHE training
proposals

(GM)> Directives resulting from analyses of data

LEVEL OF USE: TACTICAL DATA ELEMENT: SETTING

WS

Develop profiles within the state to depict high and 1low
districts on degree of integration in the regular setting.
Raise flags for questions to set monitoring priorities.

Compare state information with other similarly situated
states.

JH

Compare with other states to look at differences and to
seek to understand those differences, or to validate own
numbers as typical.

Compare how services (settings) differ across LEAs.

Make data public. Disseminate to LEAs, and outside groups,
such as IHEs, Advocates, Parenta, Teacher Unions, other
divisions within SEAs (Vocational Rehab., Department of
Health).
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GM

Compare with other states and similar states. Look at
larger national percentages.

Tell other SEA staff how your state compares nationally.

MG

Data should be used as a management tool to assist with
setting standards and making sure those standards are not

susceptible to interpretation-- that the standards are

precise enough. Data serve as check against standard.

LEVEL-OF-USE: TACTICAL DATA ELEMENT: SETTING
INDICATORS

(WS) Conversion of instructional setting numbers into
percentages, averages, etc.

(WS) District and state profiles
(WS) Request assistance from RRCs in wusing data. For
example, involve RRCs in setting up and getting data into

profiles-- then help using those data.

(JH) Report with tables showing number or percent of
handicap category in each environment.

LEVEL-OF-USE: STRATEGIC DATA ELEMENT: CHILD

WS

Get trend, year by year, profile to get a visual sense of
direction.

PF
Project and forecast needs using trend data-- to show where
moving to within state. For example, identify which

categorical areas are growth areas. Can set 1long term
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goals based upon these trends. For example, if your state
has a high LD rate over time and compared with other
states, then a goal may be to reduce the LD count by a
certain percentage within a certain time period.

Use child by setting data to formulate shared resource
allocation across state agencies for developing interagency
collaboration policies.

Use child by setting data to plan for transitioning youth
out of education (i.e., estimates of group residences, work
situations, etc.).

JH

Develop “soft' projections to look for increases or
decreases in incidence of handicaps.

Disseminate projections for future planning purposes and
public relations.

Use data to consider making changes in policies, such as
changing weightings in state funding formula.

Data sharing with locals for the purpose of progranm
improvement.

GM

Combine with data from other sources, such as Census,
medical data, racial data from Office of Civil Rights, to
prepare for future planning. Make sure that data not
offend sense of reality and that those data reflect
policy-- raise questions about how much state deviates from
general model. For example, a state might ask itself, "To
what extent do data reflect reimbursement policies?"”.

Share data with other agencies, services for planning
purposes.

Calculate cost of alternative services.

MG

Combine Federal data with data from other sources, such as
Office of Civil Rights. If get count of handicap by race

by sex, can look at data to ask policy questions, i.e.,
"“Who are we supposed to serve; and who are we serving?".
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Combine Federal data with data from other sources, such as
Employment data to plan for policy development in the area
of reducing the high unemployment rate of handicapped
youth.

LEVEL-OF-USE: STRATEGIC DATA ELEMENT: CHILD

INDICATORS

(WS) Year-by-year profile depicted in graph form.
(PF) State Status Reports

(PF) Research reports

(PF) Combine data with state’s End of Year Reports

(JH) Reports prepared using the Federal data combining data
elements, i.e., incidence of handicap by environment
setting by personnei. Transpose Federal data for in-state
uses displaying charts, tables, graphs, etc.

(JH) Plans and/or meetings with LEAs to bﬁild capacity for
self-analysis and evaluation.

(JH) Announcements of state seed money for LEA capacity
building and other proactive efforts.

(GM) Document containing future projections of certain
handicap incidences.

(GM) Ask specific data based questions, such as if SE/SEA
knows how many children in prison settings have educational
asgsessments.

LEVEL-OF-USE: STRATEGIC DATA ELEMENT: PERSONNEL

ws

Use these data to target and plan future personnel training
efforts. Formulate goals, i.e., reduce number of non-
certified peraonnel in state.

Break down data for research purposes. Look for
qualitative issues, such as projecting teacher shortages in
certain areas.
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JH

Project personnel needs on a S5-6 year basis.

MG

Plan activities at the state level in the areas of (a)
training; (b) recruitment; and (c¢) licensing.

LEVEL-OF-USE: STRATEGIC DATA ELEMENT: PERSONNEL

INDICATORS

(WS) Documents containing projections

" (MG) Generate action document, such as inservice training
plan, joint agreements between SEA and IHEs, etc.

LEVEL-OF-USE: STRATEGIC DATA ELEMENT: SETTING

WS

Raise evaluation and research gquestions using trend data
collected over a period of years. Using rank order trend
data, you can make predictions/hypotheses about services
and programs. For example, a district with a high LD count
will have low numbers of children in Chapter I programs.
Thus, a research agenda could be planned around this
hypothesis to see if it is an accurate explanation.

Integrate Federal data with data from other sources, such
as Office of Civil Rights, and Census data to use for
future planning.

JH

Use data to verify or develop a standard with which to
compare practice. For example, the setting environments
where handicapped children are placed have alot to do with
how vyou think about handicapped people. If you have a
focus on content mastery (equal access to competency
testing), then that policy should drive children out of
restrictive environments. Determine a match between policy
and practice.
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GM

Disseminate to LEAs so they can compare their image or
policy to the data. These should reflect back on state
policies-- see how state policies are working.

MG

Identify future training issues. For example, if alot of

children are in regular class settings, then training
implications are different from self-contained model.

LEVEL-OF-USE: STRATEGIC DATA ELEMENT: SETTING

—— ——— — ——— —_—— e —————

INDICATOR

(GM) Communication to LEAs with attached reports.
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MEMORANDUM

September 11, 1985
T0: STATE OIRECTORS

FROM: Bill Schipper

RE: Request to Complete Attached Survey Instrument on Collection and
Use of Federally Required Data

Please return to NASDSE by September 30.

NASDSE is responding to several requests from State Directors of Special
Education for information and assistance in collecting, reporting and using
effectively data required by P.L. 94-142 and P.L. 98-199.

The first step in this new project is to survey SEA personnel on collection,
reporting and uses over the past 8 years of data required under P.L. 94-142.

The results of this survey will result in a report to be disseminated to all
SEAs and will include ideas and examples of creative uses of data for future
purposes. The report may also be used by NASDSE with hill staffers and
Congressmen and OSEP officials and will become part of a dissertation study
being conducted by Pat Abrams, former NASDSE intern.

The enclosed instrument has been developed after extensive input from state
directors and others administrators {nvolved in special education
administration and has been field tested with two state directors. We
estimate it will take 30 minutes to complete the instrument.

The instrument should be completed by that person in your unit who is
responsible for collecting and reporting the federal data.

Since the survey questions are designed to address only the pre-P.L. 98-199
data collection and reporting requirements we have attached copies of the
forms you completed prior to the 84-85 school year, regarding child,
personnel, and setting (LRE) counts.

Many of the survey items require value judgments regarding data that were
Federally required. Please know that the results of these questions will be
presented in aggregate form and that individual states will not be identified

in the report.

We would welcome any comments that you may have concerning any aspect of data
collection, reporting, and other uses not covered in the {nstrument.

Your'cooperation is appreciated.
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THE COLLECTION
AND USE OF
FEDERALLY REQUIRED DATA
BY SPECIAL EDUCATION STATE DIRECTORS

R SURVEY CONDUCTED BY
* THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE DIRECTORS
OF SPECIAL EDUCATION
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SAMPLE FORNS FOR REPORTING DATA TO MEET THE REQUIREMENTS OF
FEDERAL. REBULAT IONSs

PART B OF THE EDUCATION OF THE HANDICAPPED ACT- (EMA-B),
AS ANENDED AND THE STATE OPERATED PROGRAM
FOR HANDICAPPED CHILDREN OF CHAPTER 1 OF EClAa

The attached ¢ores are not to be completed -~ they are for
reference only.

S




179

U3, GLPARIMLRI & LOVCALIOR
tudol Cducation Progrems
Gshington, §.C. 20202

PART 11, SEPORT OF NADICAPPCD O(ILBRIN NECEIVING
PECIAL OUCATION AD RELATDY SERVICES
(Port 8, Céucation of The Nondicopped Act)
(Repert due ae Loter then February 1)

{411 N
1. ®NE OF STATE 2. CoUNT BATE
o oY s ]
— Nty —
SADICAPPING CORITION 4500 3 v § #609 6 TOWEN 17 260D 18 WouAn T3
e L, q2) [0}

T':m__ —-

o —

]
mmnumm.mn.mu-mnmmm&

M

-

4

!:. OTE OF SIomIWE -
s pregran ! s CanpVeted




180

lutq_—‘ - ey a2 <, .
L way
ey g § o Ll
Jestign §
s < 1 R of fpontel
- Covleyes
w -

'&l*u&?dduhm“mmm.ﬂm,
-, e,

e ol

!

& fore 800, M ] -

. . u’..‘" e @y . - .
=3 .- c wage .- ©
ST, PRIONEL. (e Ful-Tins Squieslongy) GCINE) 00 DS $963-0¢ SONN, VIR

ating
T | . K 1T




- Gupentoncd of Gduoetien

181

L]
o0t Souretion Poaprom . srens,
otoyten, 0.0, t0f0F - tant
£1202,4000 Schoud Sostd
Covontbonet wones Ao teasan oLase
Otaseaset [0 o
CUNONS g S0CL O PItom L] [ 1" L Al Y
CONLETI0R 90 BIOMAE R OME OF ™ aase
peeprprerirdieress arsorns 0 ot @sssectees teoran
ongtomping ® g
pavorryads [ 0 [} . w ) U
Aad P — STV THE SN .
aotaat artesese
s & tasem
-
STIeD PN
V000t LY JWPSINLY
CLISErCRIONL? DIPLINeD
ER GLALES MDA <
FEEITOE LLINE $09400E0 N
Y
e I
EIERTININE, PLAREN : .
oa
uo.o-u-.-u:'nzu—«o.cz.cm.-um Someted o o088 0o tote @
B Soclefe GRiMves Gorved anter Soth $04-8 et Slete Qpovetesd Pragrem., .
© Ptesssvet sefore to the pryvy VTors o - 182, *
e 000, WM b
. . o mm—n = eREERE o e .
wtel Gbtias Pmpen nt ST |, -
Singn, 04 T SRATIRINR @ 0 RS
SRR bl Sonct S—
eny
Chmatens T s, Sumenw L)
Ctamat -« < [_] <«
- onem ap axs G
CEEAoN ) St SERFNIEEREE | SR & SR s ue ————
* at e —_— R anes  jmwveiaves
[ o—
repege— ————
™~ ————
oun e ——
o—— Sre IS———
SRS GUNITRL? SN ° ER——
-_ ant v N———
P [easrprmmseamn
orass ——
ame——" . feereearrserensen
- "
o | .

-Lﬁwh.-_m--ﬁﬂ-ﬁﬂ.*‘*

-

€ Smtets 000 aemeet guter ol S0 ond Shate, Quareiod Srupran.
=

* Ptumuut ehss © Gn griawy glunnt f S toulonpat Gif @ Stumbnd iy @ 445,




182

SELTION O:  STATE 0OUGRAPWICS

4. Eaperience; Wesber of ywars experiewce in position

ae-2 a3-3 06-9 1e-15 0 16 or wore

S Aespomibj]itjess Oriefly describe the responsibilities of youwr job in relation to data collection and wse.

6 (ne of Soecie] Cducation Highest Qduinjgtrators (if different from pevson completing servey)

Position Title of Soeciel Education Highest ffsfmistretors

1. oty Seecial Cwcetion Fending Forwyles
the mm&nmm—mgmmmommmw

Indicate

arvengenewt.

0 Excess Cost 0 Per Pupi) 0 fersomssl

Q Wit a fE O Othar {describe en back)
& foecia] Edwcation Mduinistretive foenciess

Wumﬁ-umu—mumum«wmm
wdts other then LBis and S0Ps that exist in your state.

Q Stete contrelled Interendiste Education Unite O Gagionel State Supartasnt of Educetion Offices
0 Lecally cotrelled Intermdiste Cducation Units O (Lscelly contrelled fegional Conters

€ Lecally owtrelled Cosparetives er Joint Agresments O Other Udsscribe en becid

9. fthaber of Local Adwinistrative thitss
Nusber of Opsrating School Districts o Statet .......
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ST TM): 1214 QLTI
Bate Collection Precves

The folleming set of qurtions address (he aays in shich the federally rvquired gats orv collected by the state
education agency (rom local districts 1n your state.

Secyjogr of Petar
Indicete which enit within the SER receives the Gots from LERS/SOPy by eriting the division namr rext (o the date
elosentt

ERODDT (. XAPVISIN
1. OMIGCowmt  feeeeeeenveomnnacaacaoconioanas

Flow ¢f Qats:

Thwough shich ergenizations] structeres 0 the Gote flom? Place an “I° 1n the DOt «hICh COrTepOnds to the path that 1e
foliomd by eech date clement listed belom.

[} s apen BAIR PATH [} Ovacrigtion of Deta Path Categories:

' @ o « @ 1 () Locs] edecation agencies report directly to state

‘ [T: T T | Other 1 educetion agevcy.

] SR A0 Intereed ]

[ - ] - ] ‘1 ) Lecal educetion agencies report €o State fegional

1 4 Old Comt c O 0 o 1 tfices Which rupert to stete education agevcy.

t S fersonuel Comt O Q [o] a

1 6 SettingCout O [¢] [s] O 1 &) Lecal education agencies report to interwndiary

[] ] sach as IE, er Cooperstive «hich report to state
{

edacetion agevcy.

Trenawisgion of ates
in shat forw are the dsts shen recrived by the SB?  Place an °I° in the box shich corvesponds to the eadiem esed for

oxch of the three deta elesents.

_____ @ e e e - - —— Beecription of fadia Categories:

t n/m A0eq [ 3]7] 1 W) Paper ~ stondard pager fores or reports

] [} @ " @ |

[ Pepar Electrenic Cosh3 Other | (o) Electrenic - conputer tepes, disks; electremic
¢ 7. Child Cout a a a [« B | osil, Selecosmmication

t & Gwrsowel Comt a a a a 1

t 4 SGetting Cout 9] a o] O ( () Cesh. $ -~ (conbination of paper and electronic)
] @ 3¢ GUER plosse dancribe en back ] Provids an evtinsted percantage (O of data
b e e e e et ——— o ———— o | vecsived by giectronic mera.
Comterizel forapeneet [aferwetion Prytes;

0. Beus your Stole Gducstion fgency S heve a conputerised amageesnt isferustion systen QUSI?
Qe Q%

11, 1€ 5 ¢o the sbove quastion €16, place an °T° in the box which best describes the sitestion is your S5
C Gensral oysten -~ spacial education dota pot easily acceseet.
O Sebegroted syute - govaral oysten with ecxees o apacial eduwetion deta.
O Sual oyvies = gearel systes and seperete oystan for epacial sbuwation dota.

O Gpecial Géucation oysten = no gerarel eystem, enly spacial eduwcetion NIR

a
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Oranges in the Gute Collection frocess

The following set of qerstion address past ond futere changes 1 the data collection grocwss 1n your state,
12. o you recsll any asjor changes in the dita collection process for your state regarding child, persomel, and
setting counts in the past & years (1977/78 - 1984/65)?

0w (J0on't Know () Yes 1 40 or DO T GO, go to question @ 11

a I you indicated YES to the above question, plesse select from the categories below those shich descride the changes
that have occwrred:
() Bata Trensmission (} Deta Compilation (] Report Generation

() Data Verificstion (] Date Aralysis (1 Data Use
{) Other (describe on back)

for the changes

6. Select from the list below three (3) cetegories which best describe the sost signifjcant v
indicated.

() availability of staff () availadility of telecomwnication

0 participation in Federal project

() vew Feders] requirements O state cowt erder () availadility of computer harduare

) wew state requirements 0 wew SER role ) availability of computer softwsre
(] other (describe on back)

12 bp-hu«uvyujcrquainmaumll«tinm(wmndcinmmlyﬁs(!Wﬂn
1 00 or DOCT 00M go to Section Three of serwey.

(o} Obon't Know Q Yes
a If ¥, 'lunuuﬁﬁwﬁmuhmmw\hﬂm&mw&nthhf«nz
O Seta Compilation O Report Generation

O Bata Trensnission

0O Sata Verificstion 0 Dsta fulysis 0 Data Use

0 Other (escrite on back)

6. Select fros the list below three (3} categories shich best describe the sost significant reasons ehy sech changes
aight ocowr.

O perticipstion in Federel project 0O sveilability of staff 0 svailability of telecosmmication
O sow Federa] requiresents O state cont erder O svailability of competer hardware
O aveiladility of computer softusre

0 wew state requiremnls QO weu SR role
) Other (describe on back)
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SICTIOn TWEL: NE USE OF FADXSAULY AOUIRD 018

Section Three contains lists of posaible wmes of Federally required date. This section is designed to tap two types of
resporars fron you for esch of the Federally required data elemrts (child cownt, pevsonne! cowdt, and setting cownt).
For the (iret response ares you ore ashed to provide & “Yes® or “Wo° as to ehether the SEA conducts the activity that js

listed.

In the second resporas arve you are ashed to indicete the degree to shich the data element {s wuefel for corducting the
correspording activity. The response eptioms eres

1= wseless
2® oot very wsefsl
3= gomrufrst wseful

4= very eseful
fxasple Sesporae
ACTIVITY -
COLTS SERUESS
* ACTIVITY oF D AT
o Yes 123 4
0 m aagom

1. Prepare required regorts for Federal agencies.

In the example provided, the SER does conduct the activity, and corsiders the child comt data to be very eseful.

Yo conserve space severel common acronyes have been wsed in the survey questions os listed below:

SR = State Education figency
UR = Lecel Education Agency
S0P = State Opareted Progres
DE = Institetion of Higher Educetion
UE = Lsast festrictive Gwirorasnt

Soction Threes The Use OF Fedorallv fsavived Bata mees 4
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IS O QLD (BN 10 Q06N

for the activities listed below, plesse sndicate if the STR conducts thew from yrar—to—yesr by placing an *I° in the Mo
or Yes colemn.  If *Yes®, in the next colwmn indicate the degree to shich the child count dats are wmeful for conducting
the activity. 1f you indicate “¥o* (the SER dors mot conduct the activityl, then go to the sext activity listed. Nefer

to the esasple on page 4.

SR
ooucTs SERLESS
ACTIVITY CTIVITY OF FED oarA
548
o Yes 1234
1. Prepare required reports for Federal agercies. a aq aaona
2. Compere local districts with each other such as develop
renkings of disteicts. g a gocaga
kammmmuqumﬁdmm
foracasts (¢ S years), such as which Nerdicapping cetegories -
are growing and «hich are declining. a o 0aaao
4, Compare states' handicap incidences «ith other states (i.e.,
prepare charts and tables, or renkings of states). 0 a gaoao
S Develop long-tere plan (+ S years) for resowrce allocation
mmmﬁrﬁwlqiqlmm Q o goaoaag
6 ﬁ“wmwbmm g a aagaaog
7. Conduct “oditbtmluihiqrhitiac'du
wmauﬁu«ummuwmtm a o gaaao
&&lalahudsddtmﬂnnwishpl-fcﬁtn
resowrce allecstion (¢ S years). Q g anooa
S Ml for grogras laprovemset by encowegieg copacity building
for Jocul district self-amalysis or self-evalestion. a a agcgoo
$8. Prepwre  roquired reports for Frows other then Fodural or -
state agencies. a a ggoa
1L Mropore  inforsstion wpon request sech a8 to B, P,
wmmwmwm.m g o gaoaaq
12 Terget techaicel assistence ectivities. . : g o goaao
12 Sovelep leng-terw plan (+ S yuars! for trersitiening youth
fube postescendary ectivities. a o gooo
14, fpply for funds from Federel and state agencies. a aq agaa

Soctian Thras: The (e W Codamatte Gniadt Qbe ... o
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um

ODULTS USETULESS
vty O FD ata

Fi.
ffjli

Mo Yes 1234
1S. Qsise research and evalustion questions to wderstand local
districts that  oppear different from eost others in  the
state. g aaan
16. Distribute state fwds to local districts. 0 Q 00
17. Corsult other child dats counts to corvoborste eulti counts. n [§] 0oaQaaaq
18 Corsslt ard integrete dats from other sources such as Office
of Civil Rights, Cersus, Corvections, Esploymet to raice
state policy related questions. Q a aagaa
1S. Seck additions! resosrces for progress i eeed. a a aagaa
28, Consider wsaking changes in state policy such a5  changing
weightings in the state funding forexla. a o aaaaq

mmvmtswnéoauamm

There aay be other eses to shich you pet the Federally required child comnt data. If so, please list these belon




W we'd like to brow sbovt your vies of Federally required persomnel covt gata

188

S 0 AFDQ KT Dala

for the activities Jisted belom,

plesse 1ndicate if the SIA conducts thew fros year—to—yesr by placing on “I° 1n the Mo or Yes colam.  |If “Yes®, in the
rest colum indicate (he degree (o which the persone] count data are wseful for corducting the activity. If you
indicate “No® (the SEA does mot conduct the activity), then go to the mest activity listed. Refer to the example on
page 4.
SA
oS USERUAESS
ACTIVITY ACTIVITY OF FED DATA
]
55
L)
Fadl
o Yes 1 2 3 a
1. Rpply for Federal and state funds. g a guoaaon
& fRaise research and evalwstion questios such s trowbleshoot
linkages among IMEs, SER, and LR, a a aaaoa
3. Cowile data acvoss seweral yrars to develop projections and
forecast long—teve weeds (¢ S years) in the arees of pre- ad
in- service training. [0 0] oaagagao
4. Prepare required reports for Federal agevcies. g a gaao
S. Prepere  informstion «pon request suh o5 G0 LB, S0Py,
1Es, advocate groups, (hief State School Officer, ete. g o gqocaoao
6 Identify persomnel shortages. a o aooa
1. Cospile data across several yuars to develep grejections ond
forecast long-ters needs (¢ S years) in the aree of recrvitment. g a agaoaao
& Cowpile data acoss several yours to develep projectiors and
feracast long-terw needs (¢ S yoars) in the ares of cartificetion. g o Qoaag
% Conduct desk aadit to target sonitoring priorities sech as making &
cemplisnce site visit to locel district with large ambers of non-
certified persomel. a aaaa
16. Distribute state funds to looal districts a gaoaa
11. Compare state with ether states such as develep rankings of stotes
esieg fweq] fiegort to Congresy, a a coaao
12. Prepare required reports for stete agevcies. 0 gagago
13. Prepare required reports for DEs, a a agagogaaga
14 Complle trevd dota ocross sewerel yoars to examine for estch
with personnel related state policies. Q aagao
g 0 agaaaago

1S ldentify treining shortages and/or probless.
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YRS APDe DN WA (oot} SR
COLTS USTRRNESS
ACTIVITY cTiviry o D pata
7
o Yes 1230
16. Seek additiona! funds for progress in need. a o gooaqg
17. Cospere local districts €0 each other such as construct

UR profiles or renkings showing certified and woncevtified

personne]. Q (0] gaoaoao
18. ldentify recrviteent probless. O a aoQao
19. Share trend data  e1th other ogevcien to facilitete long-

terw plamning (¢ S years), such a5 certification division in SER;

IWEs; UERs. a (8] gooo
8. Comsult other persornel counts to corvoborete eulit{ cownts. aa a aaaqgao
2. Compare  pevsonnel  ratios with other programs ssch as .

Owugpter 1, Bilingul, and Vocstional Education. 0 a cooaq
2. Comsider miking changes in personel related state policies. a o goaao
2. Target technical assistance activities. a a caoag
24, Provide comparstive state-wide regorts to LB, aga a ggoaag

ONER &5E5 OF PERSINEL CONT AR

Mqhm“hdmnﬁf&ﬂbmm{gm If so, plesse list these activities

below.

Cordicn Tmase Tha lne A Codarellv Bunvicerd Rote asas A
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Firally, we'd¢ litw (0 know about your ese of Fedevally required srtting count data.  For the activities [isted below,
please indicete if the SER conducts thes from yeer-to-yeer by placing an “I° in the Mo or Yes colum. |¢ “Yes®,in the
sext coluan indicate the degroe to which the petting count data ore wseful for conducting the activity, If you indicate
“No® (the SER does mot perfore the activityl, thew go o the nest activity listed. Refer to the example on page 4,

SER
COOUCTS USEFULNESS
anviy cnviry OF FED pata
73,
634
2‘757!7!7
o Yes 1234
1. Distribute state fuds to local districts. a a aoaaoag
2  Corsider saking changes in setting related stote policies. g 0 gagaaqg
Target eonitering priovities such as saking cosplisnce site .
visits to local districts regarding LAE practices. g a aogaao
4. Prepire required reports for Federal agercies. g o coaag
Target technice) assistance activities. [o I o aacgao
& Corsult ond integrate deta from other sowors such a3
Office of Civil Rights, Cevses, Corvrections, to reise policy
releted questions. g o aaaaga
7. Prepare required reports for state egevcies. ) g a gaaao
& Prepire required reports for grews ether then Federal and
state agercies such a5 advocete growps, parents, DEs. o a anoon
S, Comsalt other setting count data to correborete aulti comts. g o agaaao
38 Conpile dets acress srvevel yoars to shew trends and Co develep
profections end feracasts (¢ S yuars). a a gqgag
11, Srepere faforestion epon request owch as for LBAs, advocete
groun, Chief State Scheel 6fficer, parent greeps. a a aagoo
12 Conpare stete with other states (a.g., develop state renkings wsing
fowgg] flegort o Congrees or ether docwamts). - a a gaaa
11 Gafee state policy relsted questions concerning LAE. o a ooao
14, Sovk additions! resewrces fer pregress in nesd. a a aaaa
1S. Compere bou settings d¢iffer across locel districts seh =
a o goaa

davalep rerkings of lacal districte.
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ar

QLTS USIF 8. SS
ACTIvITY ACTvITY O fO oIk

AT

o Yes 1234

16. Qsise research ond evalustion questions to enderstand districts

chich appeer differert concerning ender/over representation of
students in least restrictive settings. a Qaaon

17, Compile trend date across severel years to exssine for satch
with setting related state policies. a goaoaq

ONER USES OF SETTG COUNT BRTA

There azy be other ases to shich you put Federally required getting count data.  If so, please list those activities

below.

Condlomw Mavae e e AR P ahacl Pe.fuas Rt o-.. &




192

Thank you for your taime.

Flease return to:

BILL SCHIPPER
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE DIRECTORS
OF SPECIAL EDUCATION
2021 K STREET, N.W. SUITE 315
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20006
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