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FOREWORD and ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

These proceedings are published as a part of the MSEIP communication e f f or t a nd 
9S a service to conference attendees. The proceedings cover the fourt h annual MSEIP 
:onference held June 25 - 26 in Des Moines, Iowa. 

MSEIP was established in January 1966, funded under P.L. 89- 10, Title V, Section 65 
)05 and will terminate June 30, 1970 . The Project's objective was to develop an 
l ntegrated educational information system compatible among the states. 

The MSEIP System is now documented and has been distributed nationally . Further 71 
ievelopment of system components that will be common to all states implementing the 
1SEIP System is in progress. States will tailor and implement thei r ind i vidual in
formation systems from the MSEIP model. From the endeavour of the MS EI P it is possible 81 
Eor any state education agency to achieve an integrated information system with com-
)atibility among states. 

89 
This achievement resulted from a unique cooperation of efforts of the USOE, chief 

3tate school officers and Project personnel of the 13 participating states, Project 
: onsultants and the MSEIP Central Staff . The support, enthusiasm and devotion of 91 
:hese and the interest and encouragement of others in education, research, and edu
_ational data processing made the MSEIP possible . Similar support is now necessary 
: o achieve the reality of integrated information systems in the states . 103 

105 

107 

113 

James E- Mitchell 
Project Director 
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INTROD'CCTION 

The fourth annual MSEIP conference had the dual purpose of present ing Project 
achievements during fiscal year 1969 and to increase and enh anc e communcation be
tween educators and systems people and among educational in f or mation projects and 
systems. 

Educators and systems people were brought together for inquiry and explanation 
of systems, system relationships and special projects. 
t he revised MSEIP Documentation of Project Development 
the States' Activities Report for Fiscal Year 1969 . 

MSEIP products presented were 
and General System Design and 

The revised Documentation is basically the same as the first, differing in format 
and with minor corrections and revisions . The states' report describes the year ' s 
activities in each of the 13 participating states relating to beginning implementation 
of the MSEIP System. Both publications have been distributed to all state education 
agencies and the USOE . Copies can also be obtained from the ProJect Central Office. 

Presentations were made to the 143 attendees by USOE officials, chief state 
school officers, Project consultants, MSEIP state personnel, the Project Director, 
representatives of other projects and corporate data processing personnel . 

This publication is a record of proceedings compiled from notes, copies of 
materials used or tape recordings. The presentations are in the order of the con
ference program followed by a list of attendees. 





WELCOME 

Paul F . J ohnston 
Iowa Superint endent of Public Instruction 

It is a ple asur e for me to have the opportunity to greet you again at an MSEIP 
conference. We are, of cours e , all of us immensely interested in the area of infor
mation. I think back in 1951 the chief state school officers showed some wisdom -
which comes at various times - when they rec ognized the importance of collecting data 
and getting the various states onto an integrated information system. This they put in 
t he resolutions act of 1951 although it took to 1958 before many states got going with 
the advent of Title X, NDEA, which has gone the way of most federal programs. You know, 
they get you involved, give you some money and then quietly drift away to some other 
project. But nevertheless, I think it did get most of the states involved. 

Since we got into this, I can recall the days when you could talk to the companies 
that produced some of the equtpment to be used for data processing about making an 
application t o education. The salesmen at that time would visit very politely and 
then leave and you would see them again six months later. When one came back to see 
how things were coming you would again raise the subject about how you could use some 
of the equipment rather than an adding machtne and a pencil. And after quite awhile 
we were fortunate t o find a man that finally took the bait and decided he would give 
us some help. And this is the way we got started in data processing in Iowa. 

But as we have all gone down the road on this together one thing has led to another 
and I can also recall when the 13 states represented in this particular project got 
together and decided they woul d like to do something on developing an integrated infor
mation system. It doesn't seem that it was four or five years ago that the program 
began, but this is the fourth annual conference so it must have been about five years 
ago. It doesn't seem that this much time has elapsed since the 13 states' project was 
real l y formulated and they decided to move toge ther and see how they could develop 
such a system. 

We in I owa, of course, have been interested and I, myself have been particularly 
interested, at one time mor e so than at the present. Now all I have to worry about are 
what federal funds we aren't go ing to ge t so we know what sort of shifts to make in 
personnel. But I think this is a common problem to all the 13 states . Nevertheless, 
as we've gotten into this project in data processing here in Iowa, I feel like the 
first generation rather than the third generation. 

One of the intriguing aspects of developing a data system is that over the 18 
years of working with the USOE we've never quite been able to agree on what information 
is basic. We all want to collect so that we can resolve our problems at the local 
level and give them the information they need and to have the information we need a l 
the state level and then also to meet the demands and needs of the national level. 

' 
We've seen a lot of changes in the directions and the approaches, and I suspect 

this is going to continue. In regard to our hopes and aspirations here in Iowa so 
far as data processing is concerned, as we develop a total system we would like to 
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see - although changes in equipment may change some of this - about 15 centers 
over the state which would tie in with our area vocational school districts giving 
them facilities for training personnel and also providing us an information net
work. We think of it as a pipeline around the state with about 15 or 16 sp i gots 
to which we can connect all of the educational systems of the s t a t e fo r the trans
fer and flow of information around the state as needed. And the day that many 
of the school people are looking for is when some of the reports of the state 
department can be changed and put into a form which they can immediately put on 
the pipeline and into the department and also in a short time get back some com
piled data they can use for their own operation. This type of thing is going to 
happen, we've got a start on it - and a good start, I believe. 

Probably the weakest link in this area at the moment is the state department, 
not the progress that is being made out in the state. We gather information all 
the time and we have more information in our files than we are making use of. 
This is a constant problem. It doesn't do us any good to collect material and 
have it in our files if we're not in a position to make use of it. Basically, 
we need to get the information that we need, the local schools need, and that the 
federal government needs, and get it into a useable form, In Iowa, our philos
ophy is that if we've collected information for two years and haven't made use 
of it by then we think it should be taken out of the files and not collected 
anymore until such a time as we need it and are going to use it. Now this is a 
little difficult for the staff to understand because most of them have always 
collected the information they think they would like to have in case they might 
want to use it. Now at the time they are producing the forms, they are convinced 
that they need this information, but as you start to ask them what they need it 
for and how they are going to use it, they are rather nebulous, and two or three 
years later you still ask them what they are going to use that information for 
and you still don't get an answer. I think it is incumbent on all of us, in the 
state department especially, to take a look at the information we collect and the 
purpose for which it is going to be used. 

The development of the 13 states' project shows, I think, tremendous progress 
in having the involvement and enthusiasm and the work that has gone on in the 
development of educational information. And when we get through the Project -
which people tell me will be sometime in the near future - we will have the stim
ulus and the framework to establish information systems, and I'm sure it's going 
to give all the 13 states and the other states in the nation a source of infor
mation that we can all use together and come closer to having an information system 
that is meaningful between states and we can compare data and really have some 
things that we can work with. 

Now, to say this is going to happen immediately is some sort of dream because 
I'm sure it isn't, and with the changes coming about in education and that will 
be coming about we're going to need different types of information for the future 
if we're going to m~ke the righ7 kinds of decisions. So this is going to be in 
a state of flux as 1t has been 1n the past. But I think we are on the right 
approach in trying to get some uniform approaches to collecting this type of data. 
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I was talking to one of the representatives of data processing equipment and I 
said I was going to make an announcement to you people this morning that I momentarily 
expected the data processing people to produce the equipment to do the same types of 
things for schools and education departments that the aut o maker s and appliance people 
have done in their part1cular fields, In other words, i f you wanted a refrigerator 
and stove in home economics they would put it in at a nominal cost; and in the driver 
education program they would let you have a car for a dollar. And so I said I was 
going to announce that these companies were going to announce that they would let us 
have the data processing equipment for a nominal fee of a dollar or a hundred dollars 
a year . He thought such an announc~t might be a little premature, but hopefully 
we can keep on thinking about the day when this type of thing may happen, but don't 
lose any sleep over it. 

Again it is a pleasure for me to have the privilege to welcome all of you and to 
see so many of my friends that are involved in this Project and to have the chance to 
renew some acquaintenances. It is a pleasure to have you in Iowa and I know by this 
program that we are in a position to have a good discussion of the development of 
the data collection of the five major areas and the development of the systems approach 
to the collection of data. I hope this will be a very meaningful conference for all 
of you even though I'm sure you're not going to learn everything in this room . Some 
of the best discussions are going to be over coffee and in the evening when you get 
the chance to exchange ideas; this is one of the important aspects of any conference. 
Again, welcome to the State of Iowa. 
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KEYNOTE ADDRESS -- EDUCATIONAL INFORMATION SYSTEMS FOR THE 70's 

Ray Page 
Illinois Superintendent of Public Instruction 

I sincerely appreciate the opportunity to share with you a few comments regarding 
the impact of the Midwestern States Educational Information Project on the state edu
cation agencies throughout the nation. 

The involvement of personnel from the state education agencies through the 13 
midwestern states and the accomplishments derived from this model systems approach 
minformation management will have a profound effect on school accounting in the future. 
The impact of the "systems" approach to information collection, process1ng, and dis
semination has been implanted in Illinois in the vocabulary and planning of many 
educational administrators. A few statistics relative to the "information explosion" 
should influence the persons who may not be convinced of the need for a "system" such 
as you people have been developing. 

For ages, man has sought more information about himself and the world in which he 
lives. This is more true than ever; however, an additional need has come to the fore. 
It is that of learning how to use more effectively the knowledge ~ e now have. 

Even though scientists today publish no more per man than those of the seventeenth 
century, more scientific information is published because the nun1ber tlf scientists has 
doubled about every ten years for three centuries. The number o r. scientific journals 
published has doubled in the fifteen-year period following 1950. P ~ogress in science 
and technology is documented by sixty million pages of government and private indus
trial reports, while the amount expended on research and development : documentation 
has increased sevenfold in approximately the last five years. Jcie ltific data 
doubles every 10-15 years (at the present rate) and new federal ecords are being 
creat at a rate of 4.5 billion per year. In addition, Unite<. St ates r)usinesses 
stor an estimated trillion pieces of paper in file drawers, wh1le federal, state, 
and 1 c al governments ac cumulate twice that amount. 

The only solution t 0 he management of information storage and retrieval is the 
effective utilization of electronic data processing. It has bEen stated that, dur
i~g the last ten years, e lectronic data processing (EDP) equip 'lont has become ten 
t1mes smaller, 100 times faster, and 1,000 times less expensive to operate. 

Schools and municipal governments have lagged in adapting t he computer tech
nology o their functions. As late as 1965, one survey reported that almost 44 per
cent f the municipal governments studied had no EDP eq~ipment, did not ~se. an 
electron1c data processing service bureau, and did not 1nten~ to.do so w1~h1n the 
next five years. Of the cities that used computers, tabulat1on 1nstallat1ons, or 
service bureaus, most concentrated on business applications. 
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In an amazingly short time, great changes have occurred within state depart
ments of education. The staffs have been doubled in many cases as has been true 
in Illinois; and state departments have assumed a leadership role in addition to 
performing the necessary regulatory functions. 

These changes in the states have been made because education has become a 
major business. More money is now being spent on education than ever before. 
These expenditures have increased because the American people believe in education. 
From a financial viewpoint, education is simply a good business investment. 

Due to the huge expenditures of moneys on education, and the expansion of the 
educational enterprise, the public has begun to ask for a detailed accounting of 
funds. They want to know if moneys are being used efficiently, prudently, and 
economically. The federal government is supporting this position because of the 
tremendous rise nationally in the support of public education. 

Many departments of the federal government have adopted a new program-plan
ning-budgeting system (PPBS). Every effort is being made to make the entire 
federal budget conform to this system which is intricate and comprehensive. It 
requires, first of all, that every program of government spending should have 
definite objectives. It assumes that every program is designed to assure a 
specific accomplishment in a definite period of time. Secondly, it requires some 
measure of effectiveness. 

There are those in education who say that this is impossible in dealing with 
educational programs. They maintain that it is impossible to determine what 
happens to a student as he progresses through an educational program; they s ay 
it is too complex and too elusive to measure. But certainly there should be 
enough expertise in the profession of education to evaluate a program in order 
to determine if it is meeting its objectives. 

School districts in the future will be required to prove to the lay public 
that the spending of dollars is improving the status of the students progressing 
through the educational programs . This will only be possible through the uti
lization of EDP in evaluating the expenditures in detail for every program 
offered by school systems and linking this with a comprehensive evaluation of 
the achievements and accomplishments of the students. 

In spite of the slow start, there will be significant changes in attitude 
and utilization of computer-based EDP in local schools as well as in municipal 
governments. It has been recommended by leading educators that all new school 
plants be designed with wiring, electrical power, and space required for the 
operation of computers, or at least computer input-output terminals connected 
to a central processing unit. This trend toward EDP will mean that mountains 
of paper work and reports will diminish as instant retrieval, through conve
niently located visual display units or via print-out documents, becomes 
available in every principal's office and in other locations in the school plant. 
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School libraries can be quite different. Books on almost any subject can be 
made available to even the most distant, isolated school plant via teleprocessing . 
The most remote school plant in a district will have the same library informat ion 
~ources available as those in the best equipped school library in the nation. Some 
day, in the not too distant future, every library, and most classrooms, will contain 
computer-based units which will present upon command the information desired by 
students. 

When EDP comes of age in schools, computer terminals will be at least as common 
as television sets are presently. At present, high costs of programming and equipment 
rental have confined computer-assisted instruction to experiments. However, this is 
only a short-term effect; over the long term, computer-assisted instructional sequences 
for many subjects and for learners with different problems will be available in abun
dance. 

To those who may believe that a computer terminal in every classroom is not in 
the foreseeable future, it is well to point out that one manufacturer now envisions 
a small computer-console linked with a large central processing unit serving many 
stations, as common as a household appliance. The "computer-in-the-home" will be as 
common as the home television, and be a component in the family's cultural entertain
ment center along with the radio and tape recorder. It is technically feasible, in 
the foreseeable future, to link the home with a central-computer utility company that 
may help with family budgeting tax calculations, schoolwork, travel reservations, and 
mail-order shopping service. 

Classroom computer terminals may modify approaches to teaching, but they will 
not make teaching an extinct profession. The potential value of any technological 
development in education will always be dependent upon the professional practitioner's 
insights and skills. Computer-assisted instruction will be another means of expanding 
the teacher's art rather than a substitute for professional judgment. Computers may 
re-define the roles of teachers so that more emphasis will be placed on diagnosing 
learning needs and guiding the learning experiences of the pupil and less on purvey
ing facts which can be done by machine. 

EDP will alter the appearance of the administrator's office as well. The stack 
of reports and other documents which find their way to a desk, filing cabinet, or 
bookcase, and from which it is difficult to retrieve information, will tend to dis
appear. A visual display terminal with immediate access to a host of significant 
data in the information systems will yield as much and more as all the reports and 
documents. Horizontal work surfaces such as large desks may be reduced in size, and 
the office will tend to be more like a large conference area than a forbidding sanc
tuary. 

Third-generation equipment will make feasible the creation of an administrative 
information facility as an adjunct to the superintendent's office. Large storage 
capacities for such hardware make it possible to create a special "administration 
information processing system" to produce regular and periodic demand reports needed 
to review the progress in the organization and for decision making. A lot of the 
uneasiness that stems from "not knowing where we stand" will tend to disappear as 
looking into the future needs of the district and simulating the consequences of 
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courses of action become more feasible. The computer provides a way to "try 
out a decision" through the use of simulation and mathematical models. The 
use of the systems approach for school administration will be facilitated greatly 
by third-generation computer facilities. 

However, the glamour that surrounds electronic data processing equipment can 
degenerate into a worship of gadgetry . It takes more than a machine to produce a 
technological revolution. People in a profession must be sensitized to its possi
bilities and prepared to use the promising vehicle . Readiness to harness computer 
technology to the improvement of education and its administration goes beyond 
simply comprehending ~he computer and how it works. EDP is a vehicle for doing 
better many things which we are doing currently and executing other tasks im
possible without it. This does not happen automatically or without expenditures 
of energy and resources. 

A knowledge of theory and skills and insight into the development of models 
are necessary to maximize the potential of the computer. It is significant that 
those fields with the strongest theoretical base have made the best and most 
sophisticated use of computer systems. 

If school systems are to make maximum progress in the full utilization of 
EDP, it will be necessary for their professional personnel to acquire, as soon as 
possible, the insights and skills necessary to the implementation of computer
based information systems. It is particularly important that future school 
administrators gather an intimate knowledge of the potentialities that are in 
data processing systems and their operational demands. No program for preparing 
school administrators worthy of its name can afford to neglect the study of this 
important electronic tool. Institutions of higher education presently preparing 
school administrators should develop adequately staffed programs and obtain access 
to computer hardware necessary for creating high level skills among future and 
present school administrators in the comprehension and use of computer systems. 
This is an urgent need which must be satified, as soon as possible, if education 
is to keep pace with an emerging technology. 

It is apparent that computer technology is vitally important to the improve
ment of education ; and, therefore, it is not prudent to wait until a new generation 
of administrators is prepared to implement the technology in the nation's schools. 
School boards should provide opportunities for administrators to attend inservice 
seminars, conferences or workshops dedicated to the promotion of EDP knowledge 
and skills. It would be highly desirable to have all present administrative 
practitioners gain a working understanding of EDP in as short a time as possible. 
Computer technology is spreading rapidly, and the schools must also move rapidly 
to stay abreast of developments. 

Every state and local school operation should be a part of some data pro
cessing system of a sophisticated nature either on its own or through cooperative 
arrangements with other school districts in the area. The continuing development 
of EDP as a vehicle within schools to help cope with administrative problems on 
mundane and sophisticated levels, as well as with instructional improvements, is 
some th ing wh~ch should be furthered and not neglected for any longer than nec
ess ary by L .e schools. 
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State departments of education should be interested in furthering EDP operations 
within each department as well as within local school districts for many reasons. Re
ports prepared by local districts for the state education agency could be less burden
some, if more up-to-date, and perhaps even fewer in number if a statewide educational 
information center were created with a direct computerline between local schools and 
the state education agency. A direct connection through teleprocessing operations 
between state department computers and local school units to exchange information is 
within the realm of feasibility . The same kind of network is possible on a regional 
and national basis as well . Every state should give serious consideration to the 
design of a wide educational information network which would connect local schools 
and the state education agency . There are federal decisions which can stimulate the 
growth and development of EDP in public schools . One action would be federal contribu
tions to facilitate the purchase and utilization of data processing equipment in state 
and local educational agencies. 

The computer will have a profound impact upon instruction and administration in 
education. It can help the teacher open creative approaches to the individualization 
of instruction, long a goal among all educators seeking to improve schools. It can 
enable the administrator to arrive at more prudent decisions in a much shorter period 
of time than previously thought possible . Many of these EDP developments are already 
under way in school districts and state departments of education. There are peda
gogical pioneers or risk takers in education as well as in other fields . The edu
cation professions will reap benefits from the experience of the early workers in 
educational data processing systems. 

As was stated previously, the impact of the M~dwestern States Educational In
formation Project on education throughout the nation has been considerable. It would 
be safe to assume that every state of the union has been exposed to the work t hus far 
accomplished by the Project personnel. The Central Staff of the Project, first under 
the d1rection of Dr . Bliss and most recently Dr. Mitchell, are to be commended for 
their achievements. However, the fact remains--cred1bility of the MSEIP operational 
model has not yet been demonstrated. This is the task that faces us during the com-
• 1ng years. 

The "MSEIP Documentation of Project Development and General System Design" 
published in July, 1968, marked completion of the initial phase toward the ultimate 
objective. The development and documentation of the detail systems design and the 
subsequent implementation of the product still remain. To be sure, this is a re
sponsibility of all involved--the participating states, Central Staff, U.S. Off1ce of 
Education , and many others. 

This , then, is a charge to the participants of this conference~ ·· ~irst - let us 
r eview the past, learn from it, and then move on. Second - l~t us 1dent1fy the mo~t 
efficient method for pooling our resources so that the rema~n1ng ph~ses.of t he ProJect 
can be accomp lished and the model proved. And, third, let us keep 1n m1nd ~hat the 
ult imate objective is the improvement of the educational process through wh1ch the 
children of our nation learn and in which our leaders are born. 
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MSEIP OVERVIEW 

James E. Mitchell 
Project Director 

It is with a great deal of pleasure that I welcome you to this MSEIP conference. 
I would like to compliment each of you for taking time from your busy schedules to 
participate in our program of activities. 

I'm going to take a little time first to introduce some of the people here that 
have been involved in the development of the MSEIP System. First, I think we ' re 
especially fortunate today to have with us three chief state school officers: 
Paul Johnston of Iowa who presented our welcome; Ray Page of Illinois, our keynoter; 
and Richard Wells of Indiana. (At this time Project consultants and committee member s 
in attendance that had been actively involved in the development of MSEIP were intro
duced.) 

Any complete overview of the MSEIP must go back farther than the beginning of 
the Project itself . The beginning of MSEIP is related to the Council of Chief State 
School Officers meeting in 1951 that led to the development of the handbook series. 
And to the NDEA Title X developments from 1958 followed by MIDWESCRS in 1961 and CEDS 
and BEDS in 1963 . The enactment of P.L. 89-10 in 1965 was the final preparatory 
development to the establishment of MSEIP in 1966 . 

The Project itself can be briefly reviewed by looking at the three previous 
annual conferences. Our first, in June 1966, was organizatLonal in nature. It re
sulted in the establishment of our five subsystem committees following our funding 
in January 1966 , the establishment of the Policy and Coordinating committees and the 
hiring of a Central Staff. 

A year later at our second conference 
ments of one year of operational activity. 
provided tentative lists of data items and 

we were able to present the accomplish
The subsystem reports at that time 

definitions. 

By the time of our third conference, August 1968, the MSEIP system design was 
comp leted and presented in the MSEIP DOCUMENTATION. 

Today , as we meet for our fourth annual conference, we have a two-fold purpose. 
Fi rst to present our FY 1969 products and second, to bring together educators and 
systems people for inquiry and explanation of systems, system relationships and 
special projects . 

Our products for FY 1969 are the revised Documentation and the report of states' 
activit ies . The revised Documentation is basically the same book, different in 
f or mat. It i s stil l a guide to states in implementing their own integrated infor
mati on systems based on the MSEIP general system design. This general procedure was 
approached during FY 1969 by each participating state as feasible in relation to 
the st at e ' s r esour ces and the status of the information system in use. 
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The States' Activities Report for FY 1969 includes a report by each state 
of its beginning implementation activities and its long range plans. These 
state activities were carried out with state and MSEIP funds. Such Project 
funds were contracted specifically for beginning implementation of the MSEIP 
System. Each state determined its activity area and totally, all subsystems 
were included. 

Also, work was done in evaluation and coordination of collection procedures, 
forms control and development of manuals. Today's afternoon program will pre
sent particulars of several states' 1969 programs. 

A summary of our internal activities this past year includes in-state visits 
to assist with states' implementation activities; communication with other groups 
and projects; publication of Project materials; meetings of the Policy and 
Coordinating/Liaison Committ ees; and preparation of the continuation proposal for 
FY 1970. 

While taking an overall look at our Project it is, I think, an opportune 
time also to reflect on some of the problems. A continuing problem is the image 
of the SEA's. As agents of change we have not always overcome the educator 's 
traditional resistance to change. In assuming a stronger leadership role it is 
necessary that our attitude be one of looking forward to challenges. Our lead
ership role and service role both require long range planning in the coordination 
of tasks and people to perform them. We can no longer afford to be unaware of 
what is happening or to ignore our rightful position in dealing with change and 
growth . We need educators at the state level - educators as leaders, not 
followers. 

It is first necessary that we plan by determining our real needs in terms 
of output - not inputs. Each SEA must explain its needs in detail to its local 
educational administrators and to its data processing division. The SEA should 
assume responsibility for compatible data at all levels; while at the same time, 
it must guard against dictating what data the local agencies collect. It should 
be possible for the data needed by the state to be gathered as a by-product of 
the LEA operation. The SEA is further responsible for establishing and explain
ing the data flow in and out of its organization. 

• 
~s, 

Another problem in the development of an information system has been, and 
the need to satisfy all the states in regard to their laws, rules, regu

lations, and traditions. This problem relates to problems of semantics 
' definitions, and communications~ both within the states and among them, and 

also with regard to related proJects. 

The problem of personnel training is, of course, bound up with funding 
and staffing problems. However, as SEA personnel become more knowledgeable 
about data processing, the mystery of computers will shrink, and SEA's will 
be better prepared to take a more objective look at their information require
ments. They will more critically analyze what is collected and how it is used. 
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However great the problems of educational systems development still confronting 
us, we can see that progress has been made during the years of the Project. Some of 
my own observations and conclusions in this regard are: 

1. SEA's are more aware of their problems and weaknesses . 
2. Better long range planning is being undertaken . 
3, Communications among SEA ' s have improved greatly; we r ecogn ize that some 

of our problems are common and can be approached through combined efforts. 
4, Better coordination between SEA and local or intermediate agencies as the 

feasibility of time sharing and the need for compatibility become more 
apparent. 

5 . In-service training is increasing as we realize the need for SEA personnel 
to be conversant with systems procedures and to understand the potential 
and relevance of data processing to their own work. 

6. Among the Project states, the MSEIP System has provided a beginning from 
which states' educational information systems can be developed. 

7. It is encouraging to note that one of the first concerns of the states 
is to take a more objective look at their data collection . 

So, in looking over the Project we view a period of combined effor t and worth
while results. Our job is not done; it remains necessary that we communicate and 
cooperate beyond state lines even as states proceed with their individual systems. 
Collectively we are constructing the base of a compatible interstate educ ational 
information system - an effort whtch shall long endure. 
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PPBS AND MIS -- THEIR ROLE IN MANAGING EDUCATION 

Joseph A. Perkins, Jr . 
Principal; Peat, Marwick, 

• 

Mitchell Company 

In the years since the administration of education has become an accepted dis 
cipline, there has been little or no significant change in how we budget and manage 
the resources committed for education. Management tools developed for other gover n
mental operations and for industry are now being retailored to meet the increasing 
pr oblems of resource management in education. My purpose of today is to examine t wo 
of these tools, PPBS and MIS, and their relationship to each other. 

Increasing public school expenditures have led to the search for ways to use 
more effectively and efficiently the available resources. Tax and manpower resources 
which are needed to support public services are clearly limited. Because public 
education has been called upon to solve economic as well as social problems, expen
ditures for education will continue to claim a significant share of the tax dol l ar. 
Since these expenditures are rising and available tax resources are being stretched, 
the public is demanding better justification of education costs. The growing unrest 
among taxpayers is evidenced by the increasing failures of levy and bond issues 
elections, some causing the dramatic closing of schools. 

For years, school administrators have done a poor job of trying to tell the story 
of budget needs to the public. No real effort has been made to talk about the cost 
of educational programs and the effectiveness of our processes and methods . 

For years school officials have been able to report the transportatLon cost per 
pupil/mile, per bus, and per route. Similarly they know the costs of cleaning, heat
ing, or maintaining a school building, feeding a child, or running an ath letic program. 
However , very few c an tell what it costs to raise a child's reading or computational 
skill to a higher level, nor can they say if more or less should be spent to achieve 
this new level in a longer or shorter time, nor are they sure if they are communica
ting to the taxpayers these objectives in relation to costs. 

Against this background, school officials are becoming more cognizant of the 
need for a more responsive and timely system which will effectively communicate the 
cost of educational outputs. They need a system which will allow for better decision
making, alternative selections, planning, and forecasting. PPBS--Planning, Program
mi ng, Budgeting System--appears capable of meeting these needs. 

PPBS DEFINED 

A Planning, Programming, Budgeting System (PPBS) is an integrated system that 
pr ov i des school executives with better information for planning educational programs 
and for making choices among the alternate ways in which funds can be allocated to 
achieve the school district's established objectives. It aids the decision-making 
proces s by identifying goals and objectives, the programs to reach these objectives, 
the methods of evaluating the programs, and the cost of operating them . 

• 
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The analysis and evaluation which are central to the implementation of a 
Planning, Programming, Budgeting System require identification of the public 
school end-products. Analysis requires that activities be considered as they 
relate to each other. Therefore, the search for alternative ways of meeting 
defined objectives are considered through various combinations of personnel, 
facilities, and materials to bring about the desired educational product. 

The important question routinely asked in the course of PPBS implementation 
is, "How much additionally would be gained by way of achieving the defined objec
tive through spending more or less for the purpose?" 

Within a PPBS, the familiar processes of program development and budgeting 
are explicitly combined. It is a system in the sense of centering on program 
goals, objectives, and evaluation. 

The value of PPBS in education results not from the individual techniques 
that have been developed, but from the integration of them into a system and 
their procedural application to educational decision making. 

PPBS CONCEPTS 

In an educational setting, PPBS is based on three concepts: 

(1) The existence in each school district of an analytic capability 
which carries out continuing in-depth analyses by reducing objectives and programs 
to quantifiable units so that these programs can be evaluated. 

(2) The existence of a multi-year planning and programming process 
which uses an information system to present data in meaningful categories essen
tial to the making of major decisions by school administrators. 

(3) The existence of a budgeting process which can take broad program 
decisions, translate them into more refined decisions in a budget context, and 
present the appropriate educational program and financial data for action by the 
superintendent of schools and the board of education. 

PPBS ESSENTIALS 

Further, PPBS in education must have the following four essentials: 

(1) An output-oriented educational program structure which presents 
data on all of the operations and activities of the schools in categories which 
reflect the schools' goals and objectives. 

(2) Analyses of possible alternative objectives of the schools and 
of the alternative programs for meeting these objectives. Many different tech
niques of analysis will be appropriate, but central to this step should be 
analyses in which alternative educational programs will be compared with respect 
to both their costs and their benefits. 
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(3) Adherence to a time cycle within which well considered information and 
recommendations will be produced when needed for decision making and for the develop
ment of the budget and educational program . 

(4) Acceptance by line officials, with appropriate staff support, of re
sponsibility for the establishment and effective use of the system. 

PPBS PRODUCTS 

The products of such a system in education will include: 

updated. 
(1) A comprehensive multi - year program and financial plan systematically 

(2) Analyses of program results related to objectives prepared annually 
and used in the budget preview; special studies in depth from time to time; and other 
information which will contribute to the annual budget process. 

The overallsystem is designed to enable each school district to: 

(1) Make available to board members and administrators more concrete and 
specific data relevant for their broad dec~sions. 

(2) Spell out more concretely the objectives of educational programs. 

(3) Analyze systematically and present for the board's and the superin
tendent's review and decision, possible alternative objectives and alternative edu
cational programs to meet those objectives. 

(4) Evaluate thoroughly and compare the benefits and costs of educational 
programs. 

(5) Produce total, rather than partial, cost estimates of educational 
programs. 

(6) Present on a multi-year basis the prospective costs and accomplish
ments of educational programs. 

(7) Review objectives and conduct educational program analyses on a con
tinuing, year-round basis, instead of on a crowded schedule to meet budget deadlines. 

PPBS CYCLE 

The schematic diagram, Figure 1, shows the PPB system cycle. Starting at the 
left side of the diagram, the elements are described below: 

(1) The needs of the community must first be identified. These are the 
needs of the children, adults, business and industry, other governmental units, and 
all elements of the community. 

.. 
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(2) These needs must then be translated into goals . Goals are general 
statements of purpose or intent, they are not related to a specific period of time , 
and they are not quantifiable or measurable in any way other than a broad subjective 
review . These goals need to be arranged in hierarchial structures in order that they 
may be broken down into manageable units. A typical goal structure is shown in 
Figure 2. 

(3) Objectives, which are desired quantifiable accomplishments withi n a 
time framework must next be developed. These objectives must : 

• Relate to a goal 

• Be measurable 

• State the method of measurement 

• Indicate the evaluative criteria 

• State the time period for achievement . 

A typical objective structure is shown in Figure 3. 

(4) When the goals and objectives have been developed, approved, and 
documented, it is necessary to develop programs to accomplish the ob jectives . I n 
most school districts these programs already have been documented in the form of 
course outlines or curriculum guides and quite often include some objectives. At 
this point, the evaluative instruments which will be used to assess the program 
operation should be identified. 

(5) The dollar figures must next be developed in the form of a budget fo r 
t~e approved programs. Not only the budget for the next year is prepared, but finan
Clal plans for a period of several years, usually five, are developed . This financ ial 
plan is termed a Multi-Year Flnancial Plan and is generally a significant departure 
from the current practice of developing budgets for only the following year . It is 
at this point tha t alternative budgeted programs are examined and selected based on 
the resour ces available. 

(6 ) In the PPBS cycle the next activity is the actual operation of the 
pr ograms and the management of the resources to implement them . These resources are, 
of course , the people, places, and things - -the staff, buildings, supplies, and equip 
ment . 

(7) The final step in the cycle is to evaluate the effectiveness of the 
Program opera t i ons against the criteria established for the various program objectives . 
Th: process t hen recycles using the evaluation information to determine whether 
obJ ect ives wer e a ttained or were not attainable because of either program or resource 
limitation . 

A PPB sys t em is a constantly changing process . The initial effort to start a 
sy~tem r equ i r es that all current programs and activities be subjected to this system
atlc analysis process . As ineffective programs and activities are purged from the 
system their r ep l acements are subjected to the same process. 
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To provide all students the opportunity to develop skills and charact e ri stics 
enabling them to gain employment . 

G2 - To provide all students the opportunity to develop skills and characteris t i cs 
in business , industrial arts, and agriculture. 

G3 - To provide all students the opportunity to develop skills and character ist ics 
in typing, shorthand, bookkeeping, and office machine operation. 

G4 - To provide all students the opportunity to develop skills and char acteri s ti c s 
in bookkeeping. 

Figure 2 
TYPICAL GOAL STRUCTURE 
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Figure 3 
TYPICAL OBJECTIVE 

STRUCTURE 

01 For ninety percent of the graduating seniors that wish to enter the labor force to 
gain employment in business within three months of graduation as measured by a 
district survey. 

02 For ninety percent of graduating seniors that wish to enter the labor force to 
gain employment as desired in business, industrial arts, and agriculture within 
three months of graduation as measured by a district survey. 

03 For ninety percent of the business curriculum students to meet the following 
standards: 

Typing - 40 words per minute as measured by the IBM test with 90 percent accuracy 
Shortland - 60 words per minute as measured by the Gregg test with a 2,000 
word vocabulary 
Bookkeeping - demonstrate understanding of journals, income statements, and 
balance sheets as determined by classroom tests 
Office Machine Operation - mean score equal to national average on NCR tests 

04 Upon course completion ninety percent of students will be able to accomplish the 
following based on classroom tests: 

State and understand the basic accounting equation of double entry bookkeeping 
Understand the function of and make journal entries 
Understand three depreciation calculation methods 
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LARGE AND SMALL 
DISTRICT DATA NEEDS 

I 

The level of sophistication, or depth of detail, for the dat a developed in 
school districts would be determined primarily by two factors : (1 ) the size of 
the district, and (2) the progress made in background essent ials for PPBS (e.g., 
goals, objectives determined, cost accounting system in effect ) . 

The number of tasks required to convert current data to PPBS is dependent 
on the size of a district: the larger the district, the more t asks required. 
The larger districts would require development and documentation of more goals, 
objectives, criteria, and programs. 

Where districts have made significant progress toward the deve lopment of 
an operational PPBS, the effort would be in the direction of adapting and improv
ing what has been accomplished consistent with the designed system. 

Where a district has not yet commenced a data system, significant effort will 
be required to develop and document (at even a gross level) goals and objectives, 
evaluation criteria, programs to perhaps one level, and to initiate a budget and 
cost accounting system. 

Considering these factors, it is anticipated that the l evel of detail and 
sophistication of the PPBS will vary among school di stricts . 

It should be noted here that the utilization of data processing equipment 
will greatly enhance a PPB system. The volume of data to be handled in a fully 
expanded PPBS is huge, and any me thod to speed up the processing of data and the 
development of management reports should be used. 

However, it is equal ly important to point out that districts which are cur
rently using manual or electric accounting machine systems can still accomplish 
the major steps for a PPBS. Goal identification, objective quantific ation, and 
evaluation criteria do not mandat e data processing. 

Costs can be kept by broader progr ams and levels. Many d istricts have done 
this for years without the aid of EDP. It may mean the expansion of the exist
ing accounting system by the add i tion of more individual accounts, but many 
school districts have been regularly keeping detailed cost data on their opera-

• t1.ons . 

MANAGEMENT INFORMATI ON SYSTEMS 

The inves t i gat ion of curr ent i nfor mat ion r e quirements and op erating systems 
usual l y revea l s varying degr ees of det ail in l ocal school dis tric ts . 

and 
( a ) 

Five major categories of data must be developed i n order t o estimat~ evaluate, 
r eport with in t he multi-year framework of a PPB s ystem. They pertain to 
pupil, (b) programs, (c) personnel, (d ) f aci lit ies , and (e) finances . 
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(a) Pupil 
Data 

It has been pointed out that one of the major ingredients of PPBS i s program 
evaluation. The criteria developed in each district to evaluate programs will vary 
and may include not only classroom test results, but other pupil statistics such as 
dropout rate, college entry rate, or return-to-school rate. The school districts 
implementing PPBS will find it necessary to record in a consistent format such 
statistics, and report these statistics in specific time frames and against specific 
programs. The districts should also be prepared to utilize these statistics in the 
preparation of new programs, as well as in the evaluation of current programs, and 
to maintain such statistics for long periods of time to develop behavior patterns, 
trend reports, and long-range program evaluations. 

In the multi-year financial planning portions of PPBS, the districts will find 
it necessary to project pupil enrollment data, not only in number of students, but 
also in socio-economic changes within the community. 

(b) Program 
Data 

Goals, objectives, evaluation criteria, and program memoranda pertaining to each 
individual program operating in the school district must be recorded, stored, and 
reported for the successful operation of a school district PPBS. This is true for 
both the educational programs (i.e., math, English, social studies), as well as the 
special programs (counseling, career guidance and ancillary services, transportation, 
maintenance, custodial) . 

(c) Personnel 
Data 

At least two major clusters of information on school district employees are re
quired by a PPB system: payroll information and assignment information. 

Within the PPBS framework, a district may choose to distribute the first grade 
teachers' pay to several different first grade programs, while charging all of the 
kindergarten teachers' salary to a single preschool program. For a high school 
Spanish teacher who works two periods a day as a counselor, who is also assigned as 
an assistant football coach three months of the school year, and teaches driver train
ing on Saturdays, specific portions of this teacher's salary must be pro-rated to the 
Spanish program, the counseling program, the physical education program, and the 
driver training program. The recording of personnel assignments is a necessary part 
of PPBS. 

(d) Facilities 
Data 

The expenses involved in the operation of each school district facility must be 
recorded by specific facility in order to accommodate the information storage and re
porting requirements of a PPB system. This will require the development of location 
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and sublocation codes and the assignment of these codes to such items as inventory 
supplies, maintenance projects, and construction projects in the school district. 

(3) Financial 
Data 

In addition to the program-oriented budgeting and accounting , the tradi
tional function-oriented budgeting and accounting should be maintained by respon
sibility levels (organizational units), fund, and functional areas as long as 
they are required. It should be emphasized that in order to preserve data 
comparability for state, federal, and local analyses by existing functions--such 
as Instruction, Administration, and Transportation--budgets can be cast in both 
ways, i.e., by line item within the function format and in a program format. 

A caution should be inserted here to allay the fears of educators who are 
unfamiliar with school fiscal affairs. Accounting, enriched by its siblings of 
cost accounting and budgeting, is crucial for the successful operation of PPBS, 
but it is merely a tool of the organization, not the end. Educat1onal decision 
makers must guard against forming conclusions about instructional activities 
solely on the basis of costs. Costs must be known better than they normally are 
in schools, but costs must be weighed against benefits and values held by citizens 
for the development of their children. 

MANAGEMENT OF LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEMS 

PPB systems and management information systems must be designed for local 
educational agencies to first provide for good management of the resources and 
programs. Information as an output from these systems must, as mentioned earlier, 
allow for better decision making, planning, alternative selecting, and forecasting. 
Information for reporting to the state and federal level should be an automatic 
by-product of these systems. As more and more states and the Federal Government 
move to adopt PPBS for managing at their respective levels, it would be desirable 
to have the information output from the local agencies be an automatic input to 
the higher levels. 

CONCLUSION 

PPBS provides a new approach to an old problem--that of better utilizing our 
limited resources in hope of improving the learning process. 

School administrators hold one of the most demanding jobs in the Nation. The 
selection of program alternatives is no less promising in its potential payoff at 
the school district level than at state and federal levels, but to date, there is 
little application of PPBS among school districts throughout the Nation. This is 
caused by (1) the lack of specific knowledge of the PPBS, its associated techniques, 
and its potential rewards on the part of most school administrators and (2) the 
shortage of qualified analysts and selected personnel to design, implement, and 
operate successful PPB systems. 
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Although these deterrents force some administrators and boards of education to 
shy away from investigating PPBS, it is encouraging to see others pioneering with 
this new tool . Technical advisory help is now available to school districts that 
wish to venture. California is involved in the development of a model PPBS for all 
local districts of the State. Miami School System in Florida has a joint PPBS project 
with the Association of School Business Officials, and several individual school 
districts have initiated projects. Workshops and in-servie programs are now possible 
for school officials desirous of knowing more about the tool. 

If education is to hold a priority for expenditure of tax resources, and since 
the American taxpayer wants better justification of his tax dollar, school officials 
now have the opportunity to utilize PPBS, undergirded by an MIS, as a new decision
making tool to communicate more clearly the necessity for such expenditures and the 
manner in which the tax dollar is being spent. 
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USOE PLANNI NG 

John F. Putnam 
Specialist, Educational Records and Reports 
USOE , National Center for Educational Statistics 

\ 

I ' m not going to be able, of course, to speak for the entire Office of Educ a tion , 
but I can say a little bit about the National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) 
which is where we are located in the Office of Education. 

I ' ll say first some general things about activities that are related to the 
operations of the NCES and then I ' ll say some things about more specific activit i es 
which are related to statistics about elementary and secondary education, about plans 
for these areas, and cite some illustrations which may be a little closer to your 
immediate interests. 

Overall we are attempting to find better ways to serve the educational community, 
to assist the various federal agencies, and also to better serve the public, business, 
industry, news med~a, etc. We're trying to find better ways to do these things, and 
on rather a mundane level you might say that we're trying to do what we ' re doing at 
the present time but to do it better . 

We ' re a ttemp ting to develop some procedures which are related to data collection 
and preparation to the analysis of information which we have available to us, to t he 
publications progr am, and to terminology development which leads into some other 
activit i es . 

First, to obtain some relevant data. We're doing this through the use of ad
v isor y committees for one thing, such as CEDS, the Committee for Educational Data 
Systems of the Council of Chief State School Of ficers . Another illustration would be 
t he advisor y committees that are working with us on the handbook projects. We are 
coor dinating efforts through a federal interagency committee on education, we ' re 
deeply involved in that. We've undertaken a specific study of user needs and user 
r equ i r ements to get direction from them, from organizations such as MSEIP and state 
and l ocal agencies . We ' re seeking input which will help give us direction . 

The second area that we're working in is reduction of effort required by the 
r esponders t o get information in usable form. And you may be familiar with another 
under t ak ing -- to analyze our own requests, our forms and so on. We hope ultimately 
that we c an combine forms and thus reduce the burden on those who complete them and 
send i nformat i on to the Office of Education . r 

We would l ike to make our information more timely. There are several things 
that we have do ne as we try to become more efficient in our own operation; we ' ve 
reduced what was a considerable backlog in data that we had which was not published . 
For the f uture we ' re considering the feasibility of a sort of Gallup Poll by which we 
can have a few we ll pl aced respondents representing a sample across the country from 
~hich we c an ask sp ecific questions and come up with quick responses on specific 
~ssue s. So thi s i s an area in which we're planning for more timeliness in our work. 
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The quality of statistics will, we hope, be improved as a result of adding people 
to our staff who have the responsibility for statistical standards. We have 
established an editorial review board within our National Center that reviews all 
materials going out to see that they meet standards of quality. The terminology 
development project also makes a significant input to this area. And finally, 
we're attempting to develop more efficient operations by making better use of 
planning, scheduling and things of this sort, so that we can do a better job. 
The result of this should be improved production, and this will be both in terms 
of the quantity of things that come out as well as in quality. 

In a more specific consideration, I'd like to identify several areas that 
we are working in and tell you just a little bit about the activities in each 
of these areas. First in the area of data collection. Just as an illustration, 
we have the current annual and biennial reports which are on-going and will be 
continued. Statistics on non-public elementary and secondary schools will be 
collected this next year if funds are available. Appropriations have not been 
made yet and we don't know to what extent we are going to be able to carry out 
these things, but this is what is in the planning stage at the present time. 
The statistics on non-public elementary and secondary schools would be on a 
five-year cycle and it is planned to collect this information in fiscal year 1970. 
Another would be offerings and enrollments for both public and non-public elemen
tary schools, again on a five-year cycle. This was last done in 1960-61. In 
tiE new area of data collection, staffing patterns will be investigated next year. 
The directory of public and non-public elementary and secondary schools will be 
published this next year. Originally we had planned for this to be done every 
three years, but it was felt that it would be desirable to collect other informa
tion -- program information -- as well. This directory will be the first complete 
universe of schools in the United States; it will be published in five volumes, 
according to regions, during the next year. To give you an indication of the 
scope of data collection, we plan to collect information about educational tele
vision in fiscal year '71. In fiscal year '72, with the developmental work 
going on over the next couple of years, we're planning for information about 
facilities and equipment. Currently we plan for both of these to be on a five
year basis. 

Going into a second area now of data analysis, one of the on-going projects 
is the publication of projections going into the next 10 years. These identified 
trends and estimates in educational statistics have relevance for planning pur
poses. To give an illustration of new directions, we plan during this next year, 
on the basis of a contract with the Bureau of the Census, to have a map developed 
which will compare or match census tracts with school districts to provide in-
formation about communities, the background of occupations, socio-economic in
formation, and so on. This will be done -- funds permitting -- during the next 
fiscal year. A one-time study from existing data is the mining of the Coleman 
data, "Equality of Educational Opportunity," to identify characteristics of what 
appeared to be overachieving and underachieving schools to see if we can get 
some indication of why some schools seem to be very successful in their opera
tions and other less than successful, studying the 12th grade particularly. 
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~ilar studies will be undertaken with the Title I ESEA compensatory education re
turns and also from the staffing study. So these are one-ttme studies from information 
we have available to try to put it to use by careful analysis. 

A final area which I'll mention now is the area of terminology development. Al
ready we've heard about Handbook II (finance) being revised. This is being done 
unoer contract -- at least most of the work. The publication will still be done by 
the Office of Education. The manuscript will be presented by the contracting company 
and then the Office of Education will make certain judgments and possibly some r e
visions before it's published. Two other handbooks are up for revision during the 
next year or two, the handbook about staff and the handbook about pupils . Two hand
books are under development, Handbook VI on currtculum and instructton and Handbook 
VII which will deal with state education agencies. 

So, a lot is in the works, and a lot is in planning. I think overall I might 
summarize the activities within the Center by saying that I believe we're becoming 
more sensitive to the needs of educational statistics~ we're becoming more capable of 
identifying these needs and we're becoming more responsive to them. And the result 
of this should enhance the effectiveness of all of us, whether it be at the federal 
level, the state or the local. It should affect and improve our ability to do the 
job that we have to do and, of course, the objective is to provide a better quality 
education for all of our children. 
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HANDBOOK VI 

W. Dale Chismore 
Specialist, Educational Records and Reports 
USOE, National Center for Educational Statistics 

I can't help reflecting a little at this time after hearing Ray Page and Paul 
Johnston, and others, and visiting with some of you. We sometimes do become rather 
frustrated and depressed in education as we have in developing Handbook VI and ter
minology to fit the instructional programs in school systems .. There have been a good 
many times when frankly and honestly I've wondered if it's worth it; but then you 
always get on top of the problem again and go on. But in reflecting I can't help 
feeling, most of all, proud of the American public school' educational system. When 
we stop to think of all countries on the face of the earth andm ~reading all the pages 
of history, no country has done for its people what the American public school system 
has done for amalgamating races, religions, nationalities, and political philosophies. 
We have a long way to go and we recognize it, but we think that this Handbook VI, as 
well as the other handbooks, is a step in the right direction. 

It's going to be very difficult to tell in a very few minutes what is in 892 
pages. That's what went to the GPO last Friday after six years, two months and 
twenty days of writing on the Handbook. Actually, we had to have a purpose in start
ing, we had to have a motivation, and part of the motivation was prodding. A good many 
people from local education agencies and state education agencies for many, many years 
had been saying, "What about instructional programs? That's what the schools exist 
for.'' And maybe this Handbook should have been the first of the series, or maybe it 
should have at least been the second, because certainly the schools exist for the 
pupils and the instruction they receive there for pursuing their occupations of one 
kind or another. So maybe this should have been the first or second handbook and 
could have helped considerably. As it is, it's the sixth, and we've had a lot of 
7remendous help. The purpose behind it all was to identify, classify, and define 
ltems of information which are needed by local and state education agencies. 

We did go out all over the country for a year, visidng people in state and local 
e~ucation agencies; visiting with people in the colleges and universities and visiting 
Wlth members of professional organizations who have an interest at stake. One of the 
things that came of this as seeming remarkably necessary was to have the kind of in
formation that would help in making policy decisions at the various levels; the kind 
of information that would be needed for operating schools or exchanging information, 
or reporting to the public, or reporting to other educational agencies, legislative 
parties and others. As a step toward alleviating this problem, we moved into the 
Handbook. And maybe in reflecting on it, being emotionally proud of the education 
system, recognizing some of its deficiencies that we're workmghard to overcome, we 
mi ght say that over the years probably one of the greatest inhibiting factors to 
moving forward has been the lack of commonly understood and accepted information for 
expediting communication. We found as we visited with state and local education 
People, and others that already there were attempts being made to use this type of 
information for scheduling pupils in classes, for scheduling teachers wit~ pupils, 
fo r improving the administrative and organizational aspects of the educattonal 
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organization. We found too that we could tie much of it to state department of 
education records and reports which we analyzed. We analyzed records and re
ports for 50 states, for 200 local school systems ranging in size from New York 
City to Alliance, Nebraska; pulled the information from those to categorize it t 

and then go from there. The spectrum of instructional organizations that we're 
covering in the Handbook ranges from pre-elementary, through elementary, secon-
day, junior college, and adult education just short of the baccalaureate degree. 

I might tell you a little bit about the organization of the Handbook. 
Chapter one, of course, gives an overview to the content; chapter two provides 
ideas for combining information and using information that's contained in the 
Handbook; chapter three provides classification of items of information about 
organization and administration, for example; time elements, characteristics of 
pupils, media, methods of teaching, anticipated instructional outcomes, etc. 
Chapter four comprises definitions of classified items in chapter three. Chapter 
five is the classification of subject matter in 22 areas and chapter six comprises 
the definitions of these classified items. Then we have a glossary, we have an 
extensive appendix which lists all the 18 ad hoc committees and members of these 
committees; it lists all the participants of the nine regional conferences we 
held at which the third draft of the Handbook was critically analyzed ~ We took 
back with us in the minutes of these conferences recommendations for refinement 
and changes in content. We also have the list of the Office of Education people 
both in Washington and in the regional offices who participated as well as the 
names of many others. We had represented on these conferences and committees 
people from pre-elementary, elementary, secondary, junior college and adult edu
cation levels as well as the college and university level. You might be inter
ested in knowing that we had on these committees dealing with subject matter not 
only people who were educators, who were a part of the process of education, but 
also people who couldn't have been less interested in teaching. They were simply 
authorities in fields that are not necessarily education, for instance AFL-CIO 
was nepresented. We had scholars who were concerned with the substantive content 
of America, not the teaching content, and we had administrators on these committees. 
So we had a broad spectrum. 

The final product will be one volume with a silk binding; it will be typeset 
and have a very extensive index. Now, in closing my remarks I'd like to tell you 
we had a total, as I counted, of 573 people working intensively with us during 
these six years, two months and twenty days. There were 76 professional organi
zations and federal agencies represented. We think we did pretty well in fol
lowing out the President's executive orders exhorting the various federal agencies 
with common interests and problems to get together and work them out in discussion 
with mutual give and take. The US Department of Agriculture worked long and hard 
with us as did the Department of Defense; the Bureau of Revenue, Department of 
Labor, Bureau of Employment Security, the Public Health Service, and the Bureau 
of the Census are among the federal agencies that have a stake in this. A 
number of publishers have been interested in the Handbook. The Macmillan Com
pany, McGraw Hill, and two other publishing companies that are publishing a series 
of guidance manuals told us they were using our Handbook for their guidance. 
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And in closing, I'd like to tell you something that this handbook has made 
poss i ble that has not been possible before and this is why, I think, so many f edera l 
agencies have been interested. For yea~s we've had plenty of information ab,ut. lAbor 
supply and demand from the Bureau of Labor Statistics; since 1939 , with the dictionary 
of occupational JOb titles we've had job information, cl as s if ication of classes of 
occupations and descriptions of these occupations. Now, for a change, we have the 
other part of the triangle which provides the subject matter to spell out the edu
cational requirements of these classified occupations. As an aside to our handbook, 
on June 9 they sent to press a handbook titled, "Vocational Education and Occupations," 
which they took much of the handbook we had worked on and put it in one column and put 
the dictionary of occupation titles that match this educational phase in the other 
column . 

It's been a pleasure to be here and I wish we could take more time. Thank you. 

• 

• 

• 
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. INDIANA'S FACILITIES COLLECTION 

Richard Morrison 
Director, Schoolhouse Planning 
Indiana Department of Public Instruction 

I believe that it is only proper that I attempt to explain some of the background 
of why Indiana and I have become involved in an effort to implement a certain portion 
of the Facilities Subsystem that is the outgrowth of the MSEIP. 

I have participated in the Facilities Subsystem for over two years . 
of ideas and professional knowledge that I have gained from such persons 
Dr. Reida, and Dr. Tollerud and others is immeasurable . 

The exchange 
as Dr . Englehart, 

Just a year ago a series of staff meetings was held in Indiana chaired by State 
Superintendent Wells for the purpose of getting organized for the forthcoming general 
assembly which convened in early January. The cost of school construction loomed as 
a major item that the legislators would undertake during their 61-day session . Since 
I didn ' t have the answers then for Superintendent Wells, it was quickly and correctly 
surmised that if I couldn't provide answers for him, I wouldn't be able to provide 
answers for the legislators; but maybe they wouldn't ask. 

We didn ' t really believe that they wouldn ' t ask. 
meeting of MS EIP participants, each of whom was going 
particular subsys tem should be implemented in Indiana. 
never got around to asking the others to explain their 
Governor, legislators, and others that we had started. 

Also we were involved in another 
to be asked if he felt that his 

I was the first asked and they 
needs. Now I could tell the 

To start it was necessary to examine what our position was and then make plans 
to move ahead . If it is possible to visualize this on a 0 - 10 scale, we had a hard 
time making zero . At that time there was no state record of the cost of new facilities . 
A complete and comprehensive record was and is being maintained on each project through 
f inal plans , but no record was kept of what these facilities cost or what was contained 
Withi n t hes e new schools. , 

I had s ome ideas , MS EIP offered some help, and I got the Office of the State 
Superint end ent commit ted to allow this attempt for providing a document to collect 
some of this infor mat ion just about a year ago . 

It has been slow, and we are understaffed, just as I'm sure many of you are. 
After placing some ideas on paper, setting out a plan of action and getting the glorious 
holidays past us the 9l s t General Assembly convened and this started my 61 days of em
barrassment in attemp t i ng to answer their questions about school facilities and their 
costs. Fortunate ly , some of the questioners were not too knowledgeable in the area 
of facilities so I was sometimes able to bluff my way through with a smattering of 
technical terms. 

the 
This exp er ience was good, however, in that it 

imp ortant n eed for this type of information. 
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Following the ass embly we contact ed a group of educators and architects 
f rom throughout Indiana f or the purpose of de t e rmini ng if the desired information 
was what we would be making an attempt to collect. Most of t he responses to a 
rough document, and I do me an a rough document, were worthwhi l e . 

This was the first time that we encountered the fe ar of how we were going 
to handle the data once i t had been collected . Question<: wPre ra1.sed on what 
was going to be done with the information; how would t he feed- back t dke place; 
who would control the data; how much comparing of two or mote struct ur es would 
be done and if this were done, how would we insure like build ings? 

Realizing that public feeling ge ts very much i nvolved i n scho f aci l it ies , 
anyway we all realize that public feeling reaches a high p i tch on school s ite&, 
we know it will be necessary to handle the data in a h1gh ly professional manner . 
Comparing the cost of similar or dissimilar structures has b een delayed a t th1s 
point until a more compl ete property accounting system is incorpor ated i n all 
of the 300 plus school districts. 

It was felt that the individual identity of a structure would b ~ l os t in 
the computing of the totals. After satisfying ourselves that we had properly 
answered or thought of most possibilities as t o the use of t he dat a , the d~c u
ment was redone in a type-written form . 

A conference was called in late April in Indianapolis for the purp os e of 
going through the document, both the questions and the direc t ions , item by i t em. 
The conferees were representative superintendents, in size of corporat ion and 
geographical location. The state universities were represented and archi t ec ts 
were present. Dr. Marion Ruebel of MSEIP came to Indiana for the day-long 
conference. Again it was necessary to defend the position of the sta te in col
lecting this information. We underwent nearly three hours of question1ng ; I 
felt somewhat like a defend~mt being cross-examined in a trial. 

the 
some 
ulal: 

The document we have now is the outgrowth of this need, the c ooperat ion of 
Office of the State Superintendent, MSEIP, the educators of Indiana and 
real fine assistants in my office that help but couldn't make uhLS p a~tfc~ . 
trip .. ·:J~: ' . • 

The document is uniquely arranged. Part I, page 3 is an attempt to 1dentify 
the type structure that has been constructed. Page 2, on the left-hand p age are 
the instructions for completing the right-hand page. All 14 items are defined 
on the left. Many of the definitions were taken from the original MSEIP Docu
mentation and then adapted to the Indiana situation. 

Part II, page 5. Cost . Again the instructions are on the left-hand page. 
I might mention that t o get a l l of the instructions worded and spaced on the l e ft 
hand page required s everal drafts. 

Her e we have broken the cos t down in a manner which we feel will be meaning
ful . Toward the boLLom ~e have 1ncluded the method used to fina nce the facil i ty. 
Thi~ LS ~~rL~-ly £nd1ana, becaus e I am s ure that we are differen t from other 
~ \~~ ~sun thi~ ~ptC1fic item . 

·36 . 

a 
s 

h 
• 
1 

o: 

ha 



• 

• 

Part III, page 7 is the analysis of the facility. 
many cases the outgrowth of the many subsystem meetings 
prove to be the first step in total property accounting 
districts. 

The instructions were in 
and we hope that this can 
for the Indiana school 

The rough draft of the document 
12 of these were visited personally. 
and to make sure we had all types of 

was sent to 30 superintendents for completions; 
They were selected on the basis of cooperation 

facilities and sizes of districts. 

The response was heart-warming. Few problems were encountered. The biggest 
complaint was the length, but all busy men complain about the length. However, some 
superintendents were able to complete the document in a matter of 5 - 10 minutes. 
It really depended on the information at the local level. Those who took much longer 
were quick to add that this type of information was badly needed both statewide and 
locally. 

Upon return of these 30 documents some minor changes were made, the final form was 
adopted. It has been sent to all superintendents that have constructed new facilities 
since 1966. 

We have not yet received enough of these documents to start compiling the data; 
however, our Dtvision of Educational Information has started the preliminary work for 
instruments to do what is necessary with the data collected. 

I sincerely wish to thank MSEIP and the others involved for helping the Office 
of the State Superintendent and Indiana to move closer to that ultimate role of 
leadership that we all hope to achieve. It has been a rewarding experience for me 
so far and I know that we aren't nearly finished. 

The opportunity to discuss this with such outstanding educators as yourselves 
has been a wonderful experience for me. Thank you . 
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• FINANCE STUDY IN OHIO (part one) 

Jerry W. Hammett 
Director, Information Systems 
Ohio Department of Education 

Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen: It's certainly a pleasure to be here this 
afternoon. I feel that I have been one of the fortunate people in that I've been 
able to be involved in the MSEIP from the start. I realize that what is the start in 
my mind and what is the start in Superintendent Johnston's and Dr . Van Dusseldorp's 
minds are probably something different . My first exposure to the Project was at the 
first Policy Committee meeting. I recall that I felt the Project was a bold, ambitious, 
~d necessary undertaking. We must remember that conceptualizing, designing and im
plementing information systems is a long, hard process. I know that many are impatient 
to have the product. Your task and mine is to set forth the information system which 
will produce timely and accurate output. 

It has not been the goal of the Ohio Department of Education to simply set forth 
a multitude of forms for the local school administrators to guess their best guesses. 
It has been our goal to actively influence information systems developing in the LEA. 
We do this through a group known as the Computer Users' Group. Development at both 
the SEA and the LEA is a coordinated effort. For some time now we've realized that 
the financial information collected at the state level is grossly inadquate; for 
example, it is impossible to isolate program costs. I think we had three choices: 
l) to do nothing, 2) to change the reporting requirements, or 3) to redesign at the 
LEA level and then change the state reporting requirements. We chose the last. We 
recognize that the state agency must have accurate information and also that there 
exists perhaps an even greater need for management information at the local level. 

We have had outside support in doing this study aside from the MSEIP Documentation 
and funding. In February 1967, the Governor of the State of Ohio, James A. Rhodes, 
reconvened the Council for Reorganization of Ohio Government for the purpose of making 
studies of this administration in the public schools. The Council conducted the study 
and made its report in November 1967. The Council recognized that methods for accumu
lating and reporting common data vary among school districts. It further recognized 
that information gathering of school district accounting must be simple enough for 
~11 first graders to follow, but should not restrict practical, efficient operations 
ln large districts. 

Among the recommendations relative to accounting practices was the recommendation 
that a new chart of accounts should be compiled as a joint effort of the Department 
of Education, the Auditor of the State and school districts. It is recommended that 
the chart of accounts permit expansion to accommodate larger districts, the establish
ment of data processing methods, and functional groupings of accounts as needed for 
reporting and control of the standardization of records and reports for more accurate 
statistical comparisons. 
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As formerly specified, the system was to incorporate techniques that enabled 
school districts to better manage their financial affairs; techniques that en
abled school administrations to provide meaningful information to their school 
boards and the public; techniques that enabled school districts to isolate re
lative costs; methods for initiating a meaningful exchange of information between 
districts and finally, a method for supplying more relevant information for the 
Ohio Department of Education in order that it might provide better liaison to 
the Ohio Legislature, do meaningful research on behalf of the district, and 
participate in information exchange with other states. 

To coordinate the developmental activities, a review committee was estab
lished made up of superintendents, assistant superintendents and clerk-treasurers. 
The methodology designed to complete this study concentrated on achieving and 
maintaining consensus of an independent, objective systems design. Importance 
of consensus cannot be underestimated because the success of the project was 
dependent on a broad understanding of problems from all districts and also a 
wide acceptance of the system proposed. In addition to the need to achieve 
consensus among districts, was the need to coordinate the Ohio Department of 
Education, the Ohio Department of Finance and the Ohio Auditor of State. 

Specifically, the study incorporates the following elements: 1) on-site 
studies of eight districts of varying size but including the six largesc districts 
in the state; 2) periodic meetings with representatives of these districLS to 
review progress and strive for concensus; 3) submission of a written questionnaire 
to 100 school districts of which 78 were returned and analyzed; 4) a series of 
meetings covering several days with a committee of assistant superintendents to 
develop specific recommendations for revisions of statewide chart of accounts 
and to discuss accounting principles; 5) a series of meetings with the Ohio 
Department of Education, the Ohio Department of Finance and the State Auditor's 
Office to review progress and discuss specific interests of each of these depart
ments; 6) continuing coordination with the Auditor's Office and the Ohio Depart
ment of Education; 7) review and analysis of existing studies in this area and 
coordination with the US Office of Education on future guidelines ~nformation 
requirements. 

It became increasingly apparent as the study progressed that there was 
both enthusiastic support for the project and the approach in almost all quarters, 
but also a healthy respect for the complexities of implementing an entire new 
system over more than 600 school districts. 

I have with me Ron Vidmar, the president of Systems Implementation, the 
firm that did the study. He will describe the study for us (part two, Finance 
Study in Ohio, following). 
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FINANCE STUDY IN OHIO (part two) 

Ronald E. Vidmar 
Pres~dent, Systems Implementation 

The objective of the Ohio Department of Education is to develop a system 
for the local school district that will provLde information at the state edu
cation level as a by-product. We made an initial study in a variety of school 
districts. Some things became immediately obvious and none of them will come 
as a surprise to anyone here. There is a scarcity of relevant information in 
the financial area that has to do with the fact that the public is becoming more 
conscious of costs and as a result wants information. Information is lacking 
to make decisions on the increasing number of sociological problems in the urban 
areas; it's lacking in regard to the large number of programs, many of them 
supported by the Federal Government. The State Legislature and the Department 
of Education were frequently making decisions in a vacuum for lack of information. 
Schools did not have the tool by which they could implement new management 
techniques such as PPBES and large districts were running obsolete systems to 
solve problems that were now obsolete. 

None of the largest districts of the State was using the chart of accounts 
prescribed by the Auditor of State because of the inability of that chart to 
serve the needs of the management of the district itself. So we tJndertook a 
fairly complex problem, and that was to design a system that could be used by 
all of the more than 600 school districts that ranged in SLze from under 2,000 
pupils to more than 200,000 pupils. We wanted it to be a system that would be 
sophisticated, truly a financial information system -- a financial decision 
system might be a better way to say that. 

It was necessary that the system tie in coding techniques to enable the · 
State of Ohio to compare activities in school d1str~cts with other political 
subdivisions 1n order to answer the federal requ1remen~s; ic was necessary Lhat 
it could be effectively mechanized both because of the large number of d1stricts 
that were already using a computer system and because Ohio is embark1ng on a 
system of regional computer system centers for schoo1 d~stricts; and it was 
necessary that it enhance the effectiveness of the school d1strict itself and 
provide 1nformation as a by-product. We bel1eved that he same system could 
be used to manage the district effectively and to supply 1nformation that the 
taxpayers wanted and that could be a bas1s for legislat ve dec1s1ons. 

As we looked at the problem, it was obvious that the basic need for infor
mation 1n almost all of these cases -- whether we're talking about leg1slators, 
or department of education people, or school board people, or taxpayers -- had 
to do essentially with the allocation of scarce resource s. There seems to be 
right now unlimited appetite for both quality and quant1ty of programs, but 
there are always clearly lim1ted resources or at least there is insufficient 
justificat1on in terms of cost and effectiveness to g~t the resources. So the 
question normally being asked is, "Should we conduc a prog am relat1ve to how 
much it w1ll cost?" Now it became obvious that cost was only one of the resources 
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involved and in this development of information system, we know staff and space 
are the others. How much money, how much staff and how much space is necessary 
~o conduct a program? Now turn to the program i n the area of education and what 
a ~: e we generally asking? We're not asking the cos t of the erasers which 1.s 
typical of the line- Jb ject accounting form we normally havt g1.ven t us for that, 
but rather we are asking how much does it cost, f or instance, to provide instruc
tton in vocational automotive shop with 900 stude 1ts n a given area. We 're 
talking about what the cost of instructional programs might be . 

So as we looked at the dimensions of a financia l i nformation system we went 
directly to the charc of accounts because, as you knl w, in f~nance this represents 
the taxonomy or the data that we have available to us . The chart of accounts in 
fi 1~ ance will provide for us the dimensions on which we wi l l l ater bt abl e to use 
t h at data. It was easy t r see the inadequacies of tht xisting chart of accounts 
because of their preoccupation with objects of expens e , that 1s to say, what was 
purchased, not what it was purchased for or what was being done. So we settled 
on a design for a chart of accounts which I'll describe very briefly. 

In the coding structure we're talking about coding f~r expenditure accounts 
from which we can get cost information. Fund, of course, i s the typical defini
tion of fund in fund appropriation accounting; by l evel w~ mean the level of 
instruction, secondary, middle school, elementary, adult, et . Function m1.ght 
be call ed by many names; we're referring here to function uf a cont1.nuing program , 
although many people don't like that term, along the program and activity line. 
Type of record describes what we're talking about, the double entry typ e of 
system with receipt, asset, liability, etc. The maj t• r obJec t 1s the object o f 
expense what was purchased. 

These we say are mandatory coding requirements. That i s , we're hoping all 
districts will adopt them and they will become the basis for information exchange 
through ~ut the state. They don't necessarily provide all the 1nformation that an 
indivtdual school may need in the mangement of its own affa1. rs . So we recommend 
optional minor objects, a further classification of t he object coding. Location 
refers to specific schools in a system for those districts that manage that way, 
and by programs we mean a special program which is t o be mcnitored and this could 
be a secondary classification to what we earlier described as function or it 
could describe a program that is inconsistent with functional lines. So those 
are essentially the dimensions on which we propose t o devel op a chart of accounts. 

Now again, we're not thinking in terms of a chart of accounts that is static, 
except 1n the smallest districts where they are using manua l methods in which 
case a static chart of accounts might be developed as a sub-set of this multi
dimensional chart, if you will allow me to use that term, fur the larger districts 
that are using a computer system. So the chart of accounts coding says essenttally , 
what is the object? How was it used? For what program was it used? At what edu
cational level was it used? At what location was it used? And for what special 
program? We feel that this is going to make it possible for us to analyze cost 
in a way that has not been done in Ohio before. This basis will be collecting 
costs, direct costs, of instructional programs. One thi~g I should have said 
about the chart of accounts is that in the functional ar e a under instruction 
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we've included all the basic curriculum programs, t h a t is t o say, there would be 
secondary English, secondary mathematics, secondary science, etc., so that we will 
be collecting instructional costs by program. We will also be collecting cost under 
some of the classical functional titles, such as adminis tration , pupil personne l 
services, operation of plant, maintenance o f plant, e t c . 

Our objective will be to allocate all costs to instruction which is in fact 
our primary interest to establish -- what is really the r e al and total cost of in
structional programs? We hope that we can ac complish that by using information that 
will eventually become available from the information system in staffing, enrollment, 
and space utilization. That is to say, we will be able to allocate what are essen
tially overhead costs back to actual instructional programs based on the number of 
students that attend those courses or from the amount of space that the instruction 
required or the amount of staff that was applied to the instruction. So this repre
sents a possibility of an advance technique in cost studies that can result from the 
installation of this system . 

In the design of the system we were primarily interested in interfaces, defining 
interfaces between what we describe as a financial information system and other in
formation elements . The first area in which we looked at interfaces had to do with 
those other financial applications that ex1sted in every school district. We know, 
for instance that every school districc has an accounting department and a payroll 
department, has a personnel department and does budgeting, etc. So it was our ob 
jective to describe to local school districts what the interfaces between our system 
and their subsystems would be. Generally speaking, the interface represents input 
f r om those various application areas to the financial information system, and reports 
back from the financial information system to the various application areas. These 
we describe as the internal interfaces. In addition to that we knew that we have to • 

l nterface other information elements that eventually would become a part of a total 
informat i on system, and as you well know those other elements are enrollment, space 
and personnel information that so many of you here are working on and we hope even
tu al ly will be implemented in Ohio. 

We finally had a series of external interfaces, that is to say, information 
that needed to be provided from the district to external organizations such as the 
Stat e Department, the public, other districts in informat1on exchange, the Federal 
Gover nment, etc . So the designing of our information system was in large part 
det er mining the chart of accounts and description of these interfaces. 

The system as designed now is essentially a computer based system. What it 
'Wl. ll ld b accomplish what it amounts to on acceptance of a chart of accounts, wou e 
a ser ies of com;uter programs that would generate a chart of accounts that would 
t hen enab l e the master file to be enriched by budgets and appropriations based on 
: he way that a given local school district wanted to bu~get or appropriate; it would 
encumber purchase order~ and it would also accept other 1nput. 

The output of the system would be all the basic accounting reports ne~e~sary for 
accountabi lity and auditing the books of the regional center, etc. In add1t1on to 
that would be financial reports that the local district deemed necessary for manage
ment based on dimensions described in the chart of accounts. And here we obviously 
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have an almost unlimited variety of the kinds of reports that the local school 
district would be able to developo The basic reports in terms of the interests 
the State Department of Education initially has would probably be major object 
within function, or major object within continuing programs, if I may use that 
term. Additionally then, they eventually would be interested in reports which 
would involve costs in instructional programs. We also hope in Ohio that these 
programs can be written centrally and made available to school districts and 
also to regional centers in order to avoid duplicating the cost and effort of 
the computer program system since we are talking about a standard financial 
system. 

Generally, the acceptance we've had of this approach in school districts 
has been very high. I think that implementation will be very complex and will 
probably require a period of three to five years. A large part of this problem 
of implementation in some 600 school districts will have to do with them getting 
ready and then readying their own subsystems to interface a system of this com
plexity. But there is no question in my mind that this is an implementable 
system and if Ohio proceeds with it, there eventually will be ready answers on 
which to make decisions regarding what Ohio receives for its one billion dollar 
expenditure for education. 
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MINNESOTA'S INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS (part one) 
• 

Harlan H. Sheely 
Director, Information Systems 
Minnesota Department of Education 

• 

Rather than spend a great deal of time talking about Minnesota's effort in the 
instructional programs subsystem, I would like to discuss how Minnesota has approached 
the problem of attempting to automate the State Department of Education. 

Minnesota started in 1966 taking a look at itself as an institution in terms of 
its role as a state agency and its purpose in working with local education agencies. 
We were pretty sure that we had a problem, but we were really quite uncertain as to 
what specifically was the nature of the problem. And at this time MSEIP had just 
evolved and at about that time Title V came along for the purpose of helping state 
education agencies improve their structures. It was decided that we would pour con
siderable resources into investigation of the Department to find specifically what 
our problem was. As a result, a contract was awarded to the ARIES Corporation to 
assist the Department in defining this problem . They did this through an analysis 
of what the Department was currently doing and from this analysis solved the prob
lem, using the computer as a tool, in terms of a system design which looks very 
similar to the MSEIP Documentation. But the concept of how to realize it is a bit 
different. This took approximately 40 man-months of effort, just to define the 
problem and come up with a tentative solution. Unfortunately, at the time we were 
going through this cycle, the MSEIP Documentation had not been completed, but it is 
amazing how similar the two resulted. 

Primarily, the problem was defined as one of communication. We were using horse 
and buggy methods of communication and data assemblage in a very streamlined jet 
age, We just couldn't keep up and provide adequate information. What we're talking 
about in Minnesota then is an information transmittal system -- a system which trans
mits information. Two people in the Department of Education, whose desks were no 
more than 20 feet apart, were collecting primarily the same data on different forms. 
There's no need for this. To describe the concept of our system and how we're trying 
to achieve it, we talk about the concept of information. The only reason you have 
information is for evaluation, so we're talking about the concept of information 
and evaluation; we're talking about plans for the state education agency in its 
totality. We're talking about various summary reports that the Commissioner, State 
Board, and Legislature need to plan the destiny of the Minnesota Department of 
Education. We're talking about mid-management people who have this plan before them 
and of critical check points through the plan to identify what controls need to be 
Placed and where and when in order to achieve this plan. And of course we're talk
ing about those who are at the operational level that need substantial day•to-day 
data in order to make various rules and decisions pertaining to their program activ
ities. 

• 

We started by trying to find out how people of the Department made their deci
Sions. How do you base this decision, what kind of data do you use? And we found 
that this was fruitless; we found that people were operating six months behind being 
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current, and they really couldn't project something for us that we would develop 
five years ahead. But we did find then, through trial and error, that by taking 
a look at the forms, analyzing what data they collected and how they put their 
operational data together in reports, that we could have a starting point. And 
from this operational data then, we could design summaries and reports which 
would be appropriate for these activities. Substantially, we've completed a 
number of subsystems; others we haven't started. But this is a dynamic process 
and once we complete this cycle and provide the data, the summaries and reports, 
to various individuals in the Department to see what happens, we'll come back 
and start to make application of some of these reports. 

In terms of using the computer as a tool, the subsystem elements are of 
cour s e those five that are very common throughout the United States. But in 
Minnesota we ' ve added three more because the Division of Vocational Rehabilita
tion, School Lunch, and Transportation are located in the Department of Edu
cation and the nature of that data is not necessarily a part of the broad data 
base pertaining to elementary and secondary education. And of course we have 
the school universe file which we refer to as our county, district and school 
file . We ' re now about six months into the further design phase of our pupil 
information system . We've taken the initial ARIES study along with the MSEIP 
instructional programs file and tried to merge them in terms of how Minnesota 
has defined its problems and what Minnesota has available in terms of resources 
to res o l ve these problems in terms of an informational transmittal system. 
Facilities is the last subsystem, and in finance we have a state auditor. His 
is a constitutional office and he's indicated that no state agency or state 
department will involve itself in any kind of activity until he's ready, so we 
have not started any activity there at all. Instructional programs, of course, 
is one that I ' ll describe and incidentally, you ' ll see how much we estimate it 
will take before it is operational. The personnel subsystem is in its final 
stages. We're producing some reports although, unfortunately, we keep falling 
backward in this. In the field of data processing in Minnesota there's this 
thing we call negative progress -- that is when we've made no forward thrust 
but just find out what it is we're doing wrong. The Vocational Rehabilitation 
information system is operational; the financial portion of the Rehabilitation 
system is in its final pilot stage. That portion will be operational July 1. 
The statistics portion of the subsystem has been in operation for a year . 
School Lunch has been in operation for a year. We're now in the phase of going 
back through and correcting some of the mistakes we've made . In Transportation, 
we haven ' t started yet. 

We undertook two different levels of implementation. One which you can 
call the theoretical approach and one which we call the physical approach. The 
theoretical approach involved the definition of various committees to build 
identity into the Department. This is not a one-man job; if you have 650 people 
in your Department, it's a 650-man job. You must get everyone involved with 
you because the experience that others have you must use and benefit from . We 
felt this also in Minnesota with the personnel of the 13 state project and en
sured in fact that we dLd have the experience of these people . In addition to 
those we have a large data processing committee in the Department, we have the 
Cabinet, we have this Project, we have representatives or coordinators within 
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. each div1sion, and we have an association of all educational institutions in the State 
called the Minnesota Council on Education Information Systems that we attempt to 
coordinate our system with. By the same token and in parallel we define t he t~chnical 
information implementat1on in terms of our priorities and nature o f r esou r ces . 

So basically we developed this and submitted it to the various groups of the 
Department for approval, and the Cabinet, and finally the Commissioner said, "I 
think you've got the plan and priorities right, go ahead now and allocate your re
sources." We also planned in terms of man-months of effort. We planned 259 man
months, it's now 350 and before we're done it will be considerably more than that. 
We interpolated the manpower costs and the manpower dollars to a total of $228,000 
and that's perhaps one- third short of what the actual costs are going to be. We 
also attempted to identify in terms of computer time what the costs would be and came 
up with computer time of $268,000 and, as many of you know, Minnesota uses a state 
agency, a central service, and they bill us at the rate of $60 an hour. Total ex
penditures that we estimated in 1967 were $496,796 and since 1967 there has been a 
20 per cent increase in costs so if you project that by 20 per cent you have a better 
understanding of the magnitude of the venture. 
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· MINNESOTA'S INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS (part two) 

Mi1an Elton 
Systems Specialist, Technalysis Corporation 

I would like to give you a summary regarding the work that has been done so 
far in the instructional programs system in the State of Minnesota. Approximately 
six months ago Technalysis was awQrded a contract to develop the program specificQ
tions necessary to implement this system. We visualize the effort as being comprised 
of four basic stages; the first stage was the systems analysis effort. This involved 
determining the general requirements of the system by first analyzing the present 
procedures in the Department of Education; secondly, holding concentrated fact finding 
sessions with individuals throughout the Department; and finally, determining the 
needs for the future. Once the systems analysis was completed a requirements document 
was prepared and submitted to the instructional programs data committee for its 
approval. 

This requirements document basically covers three areas: first, the output re
quirements of the system and various descriptions of a number of reports and examples 
of what these reports might be. Secondly, the input procedures. These procedures 
are very preliminary at thia stage but the document givea a list of various data 
elements that might be collected and a description of each. A third part of this 
document is a description of the various phases that would be involved with the col
lection of the instructional programs information. The first phase is the collection 
phase, the second phase is the input-update which initially process the data, updates 
• lt on the master files, etc., and finally the third phase which is the report phase. 

Upon gaining approval of the requirements document from the instructional programs 
data committee, we proceeded with the system design of the instructional programs 
system in developing a system chart which showed the relationship of the data within 
the instructional programs and also as it relates to the other systems in the Depart
ment of Education. 

We then proceeded to develop the various coding structures required by the 
various data elements and verified existing structures such as the various subject 
activity codes that were presently being used and in turn developed the new structures 
required. We also developed the various file layouts that would be required for the 
Various data files. This included various input files, intermediate files, and 
finally the output files and the output reports. 

We combined this information from the system design effort into another document 
called a system design document and again submitted it to the instructional programs 
data committee for its approval. Following approval of this phase we then proceeded 
to the final phase which was the actual development of the detailed specifications. 
This document was basically divided into four sections, the first section being the 
8 Ystem description and the system diagram which described in general terms the entire 
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system , The secoPd part of the document being the description of the collection 
phase in detail as far as the various elements being collected and the various 
concepts that it was being collected on . The third part being the input-update 
phase and finally the report phase which detailed the various reports to be 
produced. 

Now I would like to describe the systems diagram of the entire system, the 
entire flow of information for the instructional programs system as well as the 
relationship of the data to other files and other systems. We have developed 
the ''turn-around document" concept whereby we can pre-print the information that 
is held in the Department of Education files and then send out these forms to 
the individual school districts. They can then complete the information for 
those fields that are blank on the forms and also make changes to the other 
fields that might be in error. 

The first program that will be executed will be the initial turn-around 
document program. This program will obtain the various data elements required 
for the document from the sorted personnel file, the county-district-school 
(CDS) files, and the college-assignment-certification (CAT) files. The sorted 
personnel file will contain individual records for all personnel that are pre
sently being assigned throughout the State of Minnesota. This program will 
process this file and extract all unique courses within each school within each 
district and printout a turn-around document for each of these unique courses. 
Now for this first year only basic identifying information will be preprinted, 
such as the subject-activity code, the name of the particular subject area, the 
course level (which would differentiate between the various courses being offered 
in a multiyear sequence, such as languages, etc.), the county number, district 
number, school number and name, the section I. D., (which would be coded as 01 
since there will be only one document for each course for the first year), 
section status, (which will be "new"), and the grade level (which will be what
ever grade level pertains to that particular subject area). 

Before we go on any further I would like to describe what is meant by the 
section I.D. We are proposing that one document be collected for each section 
within a course or each group of sections. In other words, in some cases where 
one teacher is teaching several courses of math, for example, all sections 
might be identical, therefore we are providing the ability to supply the infor
mation on one form for all of these sections. However, in some cases each 
section LS different and one form will be required for each of these unique 
sections within that particular course. Therefore section I.D. could be the 
section I.D. number that is used at the local school level or in a combination 
of sections it would have to be simply a unique sequential number from 01 
through 99 that would basically identify the number of sectLons. 

Once all the documents have been prepared for the school distrLcts, the 
forms will be sent to the individual schools where they will be filled out and 
sent back for the coming school year. The responsibility for completing these 
forms at the school level will be designated by the superintendent, in some 
cases it could be himself , in other cases the principal, or any Lndividual that 

so 

• 



· would be familiar with the curriculum of that school. Once these documents are 
completed at the district level they will then be channeled back through the State 
Department. The document itself will be a multi-part document whereby the school 
districts may keep one form for themselves and send back the other copies to the 
State Department. 

Once the documents get back to the State Department, they will then be key 
punched and submitted as input transactions to a program we call the input-sort 
program which simply combines the various cards that are input and places them as 
one record per document on the sorter transaction files. In order to get all the 
information on a particular card into the system it has to be set up on a two- card 
basis whereby the first card contains the basic identifying information and the 
second card describes the particular sections in that course in more detail . An 
additional input to the edit - update program besides these sorter transactions may 
also be magnetic tape. In some of the larger school districts, in the case of 
Minnesota there are some regional centers, they might supply the information directly 
to magnetic tape and this would then become input to the edit-update program . An
other input to this program, of course, would be the master curriculum file. The 
first year there would be no file, it would be created from scratch, but for subse
quent years the curriculum file would be input and would then be updated via this 
program. For any errors that might occur through key punch etc . , an error listing 
would be printed which would be used to correct the various errors and then would 
again be run back through the input so then finally we would have an update program. 

The main output of the update program would then be the updated curriculum file. 
This file would then be used to prepare a number of program reports for various 
consultants in the Department of Education; for various school districts, certain 
reports will be useful to them; and for other educators in the State of Minnesota. 
We have proposed two basic programs that will create this report information. For 
the management report we have proposed a report generator program . This report will 
have the ability for inputting the various requirements for the reports that are 
needed and it will then be the actual format of the reports. It will extract in
formation from the proper files and then create the various reports as requested. 
In other words, it is a very 'generalized program; it will have the ability to create 
a number of different kinds of reports in whatever fashion they are described from 
the input cards. In addition to the curriculum file, the personnel file, the CDS 
file. the CAT f il e, and eventually the facilities and the finance files will also 
be inputs to this report generator program. So a number of reports will be produced. 
Some are defined at this time, others will be defined later; but the program will 
provide the ability for different kinds of reports. 

Ther e will also be a specialized report program that will provide the information 
and will print the turn-around document for the following years . Now the turn- around 
documents for the years after the first year will be slightly different in that they 
Will extract the information simply from the curriculum file and not from the sorted 
personnel file as was the case in the first year. It will provide all the information 
on the fo rm in an abbreviated format. In other words, the various elements will be 
abbreviat ed a lphabetic descriptions so that the individuals reviewing the forms, 
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completing the forms, or changing the forms, will be able to understand the 
document in a more feasible manner and will not just have to look at a great 
deal of numbers. 

Another report that will be produced by the specialized program will be 
the curriculum description report that will be used by the various consultants 
in the Department. Now this report is basically the same as the turn-around 
curriculum document in that the same information is supplied; one sheet is pre
printed for each particular section within the course and the sections are 
unique. The main criteria that is different from the turn-around document is 
that these reports w~.11 be prepared by subject areas. In other words a math 
consultant, for example, might desire descriptions of all the math courses in 
the State of Minnesota. He may then request this information VLa the subject 
selection card which will describe the particular math course in which he's 
interested and the reports or documents that will be printed will pertain to 
those areas only . 

Now moving on to the collection phase of the program specifications document 
I would like to go through with you the various data elements that are to be 
collected on the form. I mentioned previously the various elements that are to 
be collected on the top line of the document. In addition to these elements we 
also have a control number. This number will not be filled in at the local 
school level but it will simply be stamped on each form as it comes into the 
State Department. It will be used for hatching and control purposes to help 
find the source documents that are in error, and will be strictly a sequential 
number that can be as high as six digits. We have also provided for the date 
and page number on the form. The page number will be "page one" of so many 
pages. The total number of pages will be simply the total number of documents 
that are submitted from a particular school within the district. 

Up in the right-hand corner we have what we call the local I.D. number. 
This number may be any type of number or an alphabetic description or a combina
tion of alphabetics and numeric characters that can be used by the local district 
to describe this particular section in its own words. They might have a partic
ular section I.D. course number combination that they use to identify a certain 
course of their own district. They could then provide this number or a com
bination of numbers in this field and this field would then be printed out for 
the subsequent years as the basic identifying information for this particular 
course. Now in addition to coding the word "new" in the section status column, 
a particular course simply being updated for a particular year would have this 
field left blank and also if this particular section is to be deleted from the 
system the letters "del" should be supplied in this area so that the section 
may be deleted from the system for the following year. 

Now moving on to the next line, in the first field we have the year or 
grade level. Now this entire document in program specifications is basically 
developed for secondary and area vocational schools. So the year or grade level 
that we are concerned with at this time is primarily grades 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 
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plus the post high school, adult education and area vocational school . 
most of this document could be used for elementary; however, there are 
changes that are significant and with slight revision of this manual i 
be applied to the elementary school. 

We feel that 
a numb r of 
could the 

Now moving on to the next field we have the number of sections. This is simply 
the total number of sections that are being reported on this particular form. And 
then we have the number of pupils male, and the number of pupils female; and we have 
the type of pupilso This field best describes the characteristics of the pupils for 
whom the section or sections are being planned and taught. Now there are a maximum 
of fou r possibilities in this particular field . Within each section or group of 
sections there might be a number of different types of pupils. Examples might be 
the regular or normal pupils, adults, potential dropouts, former dropouts, post high 
school , gifted , special learning disability, EMR ' s, TMR's, physically handicapped , 
emotionally handicapped, partially disadvantaged, etc. 

Moving on to the next field we have level of difficulty. This field is a one
digit code that best describes a type of learnling program in a section or a number of 
sections . Examples would be remedial instruction, basic, below average, average, or 
regular , advanced, accelerated, college or honors, enrichment, or in some cases maybe 
all abilities or the full range are within this particular group of sections and in 
t hat c ase there would be a special code adapted for that also . 

The next field on the form describes the grouping criteria that may be utilized 
i n the par ticular course being offered. There is a maximum of four possibilities for 
t his field which would include no grouping, grouping by abilities, by interest, by 
I .Q ., by sex , teacher recommendations, standardized test, physical development, be
havi oral characteristics, etc. 

Moving on to the next field we have the requirements that are sati s fi~d by the 
successful completion of this course. Now in some cases there are no :equLrements, 
in o t her cases it ' s according to district requirements, in some cases Lts both state 
and district requirements, some cases JUSt the electives, or there might be others 
• 

ln some particular situation. 

The next field holds a three-digit code that describes the number o: course 
cr edi t s gi ven for the successful completion of the course offered for thLs group 
of sections . Now this number should be expressed in whole or ~n decimal fractions 
to the nearest hundredths. In other words one and one-half unLts ~ould.be.recorded 
as 1. 50 . The period of the school year designates the peri?d of tLm~ WLthLn.the 
school year during which this section is being offered. ThLs could Lnclude JUSt 
f 1 b th the regular and summer before or t he summer just the regular schoo term, o ' . 

' · 1 t A type of schedule descrLbes or aft er r egu l ar school hours evenLng c asses, e c. . . 
th ' h. h h articular sectLons are beLng e t ype of scheduling process under w lC t ese P . . . 
offered. Thi s could be standard or traditional schedule, _tradlt~onal-flexLble, 
modular- f l ex ible two weeks variable, weekly variable, daLly varlable, block and 

' fl exibl e , e t c . 
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Going on we have the minutes for section or module. This would be the 
average number of minutes a section meets each session in a standard or tradi
tional environment, or each module for non-standard schedule environment . Then 
the number of sessions or modules per week. This is the average number of 
sessions per week or module. In the number of weeks per term, term may be de
fined as six weeks, nine weeks, a quarter, or a semester, etc. The number of 
terms per year is self-explanatory. 

Moving on to the next line we have content descriptors. How can content 
descriptors be developed to further describe a course? We have attempted to 
develop a number of Lhese codes partly from the Office of Education, partly 
from the work of MSEIP prior to the work on this particular system and also 
from information supplied to us from individuals within the State Department 
of Education . So a maximum of four codes will be allowed to further describe 
the particular contents of this course. Now any codes within the given in
structional area that we are talking about may be used . In other words it is 
not necessary that only sub- sets of a given code structure be utilized. For 
example, if the subject activity code being indicated was 030103, which is 
advanced accounting in the business area, any of the codes listed from 100 
thr ough 999 cou l d be used as a content descriptor . We have prepared a separate 
document entitled, "Subject Activity Codes and Content Descriptors," which could 
then be used a s a reference manual to determine what these various codes and 
their mean i ngs are . The reference page number that we indicated in this docu
ment refer s to the various descriptions that may be found in the Office of 
Educ a tion handbook . 

Moving on to the next field we have the various teaching medias that are 
used within this particular group of sections. We have developed groups or 
cat egories of teaching medias. Some of these are visual materials, visual 
equipment, audio equipment, audio-visual equipment, closed circuit t.v., 
educational t .v . , computer assisted instruction, computers, equipment for 
specific courses, driver education range, driver education simulator equipment, 
etc . 

The next field is the text usage field. This simply indicates the use or 
lack of use of textbooks for class purposes and its indicated by a one-digit 
code; 0 being no text used; 1 being one text as the primary basis for the class; 
2, ·more than one text as the primary basis for the class; 3, paperbacks and 
periodicals are used; 4, one text plus lab manuals; 5, local guides, etc. 

Fteld number 29 is the methods of evaluation that are used. These methods 
describe what teachers use to evaluate various instructional methods that are 
being used in the class. Now this may be done by observation, by interview, 
standardized test, teacher-made objective test, survey instruments, etc. 

Moving on to the next field we have structure of the section. Now this 
mi ght be self-contained, departmentalized, individualized, team teaching, multi 
grade, non-grade, cooperative teaching, small gr oup, large group, open lab, etc . 
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And then we have the per cent of time in lab, per cent of time in small instructional 
groups, per cent of time in large instructional groups, etc. Then we have the ~o,1 rre 
of funds. This field was very difficult to define and it will probabl y be very 
difficult to complete as well since it is very difficult to determin e exactly what 
monies are used for a particular section or group of sections. However, in some 
areas it is very advantageous to know where these monies are coming from. So we 
have listed a number of categories primarily federal funds such as Title I, Title II, 
Title III, Title IV, Title VI, the Smith-Hughes Act, Voc. Act of '63, Highway Safety 
Act, adult basic education, student contribution, federally impacted areas, etc. 

Now moving on to the last line on the form we have the type of program being 
described. Now this will be vocational education, program for educationally deprived 
children, special education, driver education, gifted education,etc . And the further 
breakdown for vocational, the type of vocational program . These may be described as 
apprenticeship, preparatory, supplemental, cooperative, and others. We have the 
number of teachers. This would include not only full time but also the number of 
part time teachers included in this particular group of sections; number of support 
staff used, type of support staff used such as teacher aides, clerical aides, assis 
tant teachers, teacher interns, specialist, leader, team leaders, area leaders, etc . 

Then we have the staff in-service training sessions. This field basically 
describes the primary type of training that is provided to support the instruction 
of a given course such as summer workshops, pre-school workshops, meetings after 
school, during school, visits to other schools, etc. And finally the last field we 
have on the form is the staff in-service planning sessions. This describes the 
primary type of planning that is used in preparing the instructional content for a 
given course. This might be through summer planning sessions, weekly planning 
sessions, monthly sessions, special workshop sessions, etc. 

Now this basically describes the form that will be used and the various data 
elements that will be collected through the collectLon phase of the system . Now 
as I mentioned, we have two other phases of the system that we are also concerned 
with, the input-edit-update phase and also the report phase. Now I believe I 
mentioned when we described the system diagram the individual program that would 
be involved as well as the various reports that would be prepared, etc. 

Now as I mentioned before, throughout the development of the various documents, 
various stages of effort, various phases, etc., we had a number of meetings with the 
State Department personnel and also with the various school district personnel. I 
think this is very important in order to develop a system such as this. The various 
data elements to be collected are very much undefined and there is no real need 
established for these in some cases. Therefore, there has to be a gathering to
gether of forces, you might say, to develop the various· needs of this particular 
system. 

Now the next step in developing this system after the program specifications are 
completed is, of course, to implement the entire system. The first phase, namely 
the collection phase, has been implemented at this time, the document has been 
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finalized at least as far as the known elements are concerned at this time and 
the master instruction manual has been prepared which includes the instructions 
for preparing the report, the instructions for key punching the report, various 
subject activity codes, descriptions of other codes that are to be used, the 
content descriptors, etc. We have also provided some consideration in this 
manual for elementary, some items that should be included in order to use this 
system for the elementary. And in addition to that we have included a glossary 
of terms and a number of procedures that are to be used for hatching and con
trolling the documents as they come into the system and as they are submitted 
as turn-around documents to the districts for the subsequent years. 

So this is basically a summary of what has been done in the State of 
Minnesota thus far in the development of the instructional programs. Now the 
next steps, as I mentioned, will be to continue the implementation as is re
quired for the following two phases, the edit-update phase and the report phase . 
Now once all these programs are implemented a pilot project will be initiated 
involving possibly 10 to 15 or 20 districts of varying sizes. The information 
will then be collected from these districts and processed to the various programs 
to determine the adequacy of completion of the reports and also to get a better 
idea of exactly the value of these elements and ease of collecting them. Thank 
you very much. 
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WISCONSIN'S PERSONNEL DATA FOR LEA'S AND SEA (part one) 

Donald E. Russell 
Director, Information Systems 
Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction 

To facilitate compatibility, accuracy, and timeliness of personnel data, the 
Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction elected to implement a staff accounting 
sys tem in 19 local educational agencies during fiscal year 1969 as the first step 
in the implementation of the MSEIP System. The program is intended to strengthen 
t he DPI information system by establishing a sound data base at the primary reporting 
level - the local school district. The program involves 19 local school districts, 
one in each Cooperative Educational Service Agency. The system developed in the 
pilot districts will be available to all other school districts in the State during 
the 1969- 70 school year. 

A project grant of $10,000 was received from MSEIP last fall to enable the 
Wisconsin Department to coordinate a staff accounting project. The immediate objec 
tive of the project was to assist local school district administrators in the develop 
ment of a personnel accounting system for professional and ancillary staff members 
which would be applicable to both manual and machine use. This would provide the 
personnel information needed for dectsion-making at the local level, and as a by
pr oduct of the system, would provide the data collected annually by the Department. 

The Director of the staff accounting project in Wisconsin is Tom Stefonek and 
I am now going to turn the rest of our presentation to him to explain the work of 
the participating districts and the material developed for the project. 
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WISCONSIN'S PERSONNEL DATA FOR LEA'S AND SEA (part two) 

Thomas J. Stefonek 
Pro je t Admi nistrator 
Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction 

As Don Russell has just indicated, Wisconsin utilized MSEIP implementation 
funds during the 1968-69 school year to develop and implement a staff accounting 
system in 19 local school districts. 

1 . 

2. 

The project had two major objectives: 

To assist local administrators in the development of a staff accounting system 
for use in local administrative applications, and, 
To provide to the Department of Public Instruction, as a spin-off of the local 
system, those personnel items which are collected annually by the DPI and to 
improve the accuracy and compatibility of those items. 

We have had requests from local district administrators in past years to co
~rdinate this type of project, and MSEIP provided the resources to undertake the 
JOb. 

1. 
2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

The project was based on the following rationale: 

A strong need for better p~rsonnel records exists in local school districts. 
The Department of Public Instruction is the appropriate agency to stimulate and 
coordinate activities regarding the improvement of staff information at the local 
leve 1. 
Adequate staff records at the local level will make possible improved staff 
reporting to the DPI. 
Local administrators are the best qualifLed to design a staff accounting system 
for use in local districts. 
Participation in the development of a personnel accounting system by district 
representatives promotes acceptance of the system in local districts. 

f The project was straightforward and simple in its approach and consisted of the 
allowing activities: 

1. 

2. 

Nineteen local school districts, one from each of the Cooperative Educational 
Service Agencies (CESA's), Wisconsin's intermediate educational units, were in
vited to participate in the project. Recognition of the need by local ~ducators 
was indicated by the fact that only 20 districts were contacted to obta1n the 
19 district participants. 
A conference was held in December 1968 to inform all participants of the project 
objectives and procedures, to describe the resources available, an~ to devel~p 
plans for project activities. MSEIP and Wisconsin DP~ re~resentat~ve~ expla1ned 
the Personnel Subsystem activities of the MSEIP and d~str~buted mater1als devel-
oped by the Personnel Subsystem. 
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3. A conference was held in January 1969 to identify the personnel items which 
would meet the needs of local district administrators. Prior to the con
ference each representative received lists of potential items, reacted to 
these and submitted additional items for inclusion based upon personal · 
experience. · 

4. During February and March 1969 the items selected were formatted in punched 
card formats, incorporated into tentative collection forms, and defined. 
Continuous communication with project representatives was maintained during 
the development of the tentative materials so new and revised thinking could 
be incorporated into each successive draft of the new materials. 

5. Conferences were held in late March and early April during which final 
revisions were suggested and acceptance of the materials was obtained. 

6. During April and May 1969 the materials received the final revisions and 
were printed and distributed to each participating dLstrict for implementa
tion on a voluntary basis. In addition, copies of the materials were sent 
to each of the other public school districts in the State, to each of the 19 
C. E.S.A . Coordinators, and a number of presentations were made at C.E.S.A 
monthly meetings. An accompanying letter indicated the purpose of the 
project, the source of funding, the participants, and the method in which 
materials could be obtained if implementation was desired. 

The proof of a project is in the product and the extent to which it does 
the job expected . In this respect, the following materials were developed as a 
result of the project: 

1 . Personnel forms for professional staff members (8,000 sets of 4 pages). 
2. Personnel forms for ancillary staff members (3,000 sets of 3 pages). 
3. Item definitions for professional staff member items (2,000 copies). 
4. Item definitions for ancillary staff members (1,000 copies). 
5. Punch card formats for professional staff items (250 copies). 
6 . Punch card formats for ancillary staff items (100 copies). 

An evaluation of the materials would be premature at this time· however 
' ' it is encouraging that all 19 participating districts do plan full or partial 

implementation this year. Also, some additional interest has been generated by 
the C.E.S.A. presentations and the state-wide mailing of materials. It appears 
that several years will have to pass before the total extent of implementation 
can be determined upon DPI personnel data collection activities. We do feel, 
however, that a reasonable start has been made in the direction of more concise, 
accurate, timely, and compatible staff records in the State. 
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PUPIL DATA IN SOUTH DAKOTA 

Adair F. Callison 
1"'· 

utrector, Pupil Personnel Services 
Sioux Falls Independent School District 

In describing the work of the pupil data committee in South Dakota I am reminded 
of the proverbial answer the old farmer gave when he was asked how to make rabbit 
stew- "First you gotta catch the rabbit." 

In telling about the development of the pupil subsystems handbook for the State 
of South Dakota, I must start with, "First you gotta get a good committee." In this 
respect, the MSEIP project in South Dakota, and myself as chairman of the committee , 
were extremely fortunate because a group of educators was selected who gave willingly 
of their knowledge and time in helping to develop the handbook. 

I first heard of the MSEIP Pupil Data Project when Mr. Parker and Mr. Mord 
asked me to serve on a committee to develop a pupil accounting handbook for South 
Dakota. · Because of a long-time belief in the need for such a handbook and because of 
the enthusiasm with which they described the project, I accepted . 

I found the project to be most worthwhile and of great interest to both those 
involved and educators with whom we discussed the project. We found the work done 
by the MSEIP in developing the various systems to have been invaluable . I am sure 
that without this ear lier work we would never have known where to start, much less 
known where to go from one time to the next. Also, it might be wise to pay tribute 
here to Handbook V of the U.S. Office of Education, which we found to be extremely 
valuable and which we used as a pattern to follow in developing the layout of the 
South Dakota Pupil Accounting Handbook. 

The initial meeting of the committee was scheduled for Monday, December 30, 
l968. At this first meeting a considerable amount of time was devoted by Mr. Mord 
and Mr. Bassuener to educating the committee about the Project, its purposes, and 
the problems with which we were to be concerned . The first meeting, like all the 
rest, was an all-day meeting from 8:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. The general accomplishments 
~f the first meeting included the educatLon of the committee members and the assign
;ng of responsibilities in preparing for the next meeting. (Each meeting ended with 
'homework" assignments for the committee members to do in preparation for the next 

meeting.) Specific assignments given out at the first meeting were to examine the 
Definitions of Items to see if they fit with South Dakota definitions; to check the 
Classification of Items, using Handbook y; to go over the Coding of the Items as 
~hey were presented in the preliminary work done by the MSEIP; and to evaluate each 
ttem as it pertained to South Dakota. 

At the second meeting, in the latter part of January, .the c~rnmittee members 
reported on the work they had done in the interim and the LmmensLty of the task began 
to dawn on the committee as we realized that tailoring of the MSEIP would be needed 
to adapt it to South Dakota. Also, at this meeting the committee was joined by the 
systems analyst who had been unable to attend the first meeting. He was assigned the 
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responsibility for evaluating the recommended systems approach and developing 
the examples which would be used in the handbook. At this second meeting, 
several important decisions were made by the committee. Among these were : 
(1) to pattern the handbook after Handbook y, in terms of format and presenta
tion; (2) to check with all State Department employees to see if all the items 
of pupil data information which the State required were being used by the State 
and to see if there were other items of information which might be required; in 
addition representative opinions of officers of the elementary principals, 
school administrators, secondary principals and counselors associations were 
to be sought in regard to additional items of information or elimination of 
items through personal contacts; (3) every proposed item was evaluated and dis 
cussed by the committee in terms of whether the committee felt it should be 
recommended or made optional for inclusion in a pupil record system, that is, 
did the committee wish to recommend that schools include the item or was the 
committee neutral in regard to the item and wish the item to be made optional 
(without a committee position). As a result, the final handbook presents a 
position for every item of information as to whether it is required by the State, 
recommended by the committee, or optional with the committee as to whether the 
school district includes it; and (5) also it was decided at this meeting to 
indicate if the information should be collected in unit or summary form, to be 
collected at the elementary or secondary level only, or both, and if it should 
be collected both in summer school and regular school terms or one only. 

At the third meeting the committee members reported on the survey of Depart
ment and local school personnel in regard to the various items. The systems 
approach recommended in the original MSEIP information was evaluated and deci
sions made as to its adaptation to South Dakota. A particularly troublesome 
area was the transportation section, as the MSEIP recommendations needed consider
able revision in order to fit with South Dakota school transportation laws and 
policies. Also the recommended coding was adjusted to provide for more un
assigned numbers, thus allowing for greater future expansion. Final decisions 
as to the inclusion or the exclusion of items of information were made with the 
result that 84 items of information are mentioned in the handbook as either 
required, recommended or optional. These are divmed into eight classifications 
and series patterned after Handbook y. These are: Personal Identification 
Information, Family and Residence Information, Physical Health Information, 
Standardized and Psychological Test Information, Enrollment Information, Per
formance Information, Transportation Information and Tuition and Special 
Assistance Information. 

At the fourth meeting of the committee the handbooks were available in 
rough-draft : form for the committee members to take back with them and study 
in more detail. Work was started on a glossary to accompany the handbook, 
using definitions from both Handbook Y and the South Dakota Educational Glossary. 
Each committee member was given an assignment to check the Classifications and 
Glossary for any possible conflicts with South Dakota policies and procedures. 
Each committee member returned his assigned review section to the state coordina
tor, Mr. Mord, so that before the next meeting of the committee in April, a 
revised draft could be availabl e . The majority of the April meeting was devoted 
t o ~~- n coTh~ended data processing format to a minimal level so that 
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· greater flexibility could be given to each school system to develop their own systems 
approach. However, the coding procedure outlLned in the material supplied the com
mittee from MSEIP was used; our only concern was that we recognize that dj ff( .. t ( nl 

school systems might have different computer potentials and should be f r ee to develop 
their own approaches to problems of storage and retrieval. Therefore, the described 
systems procedure is presented as suggested procedure only. 

Following this meeting the Pupil Accounting Handbook went through another draft 
stage and committee members were provided with the latest revtsed copy several days 
in advance of the final meeting in May. The final committee assignment was to pre
pare an index to be acted upon at the May meeting. 

At the last meeting each page was rechecked with all committee members respon
sible for suggesting changes, corrections, additions, deletions and attempting to 
find errors. As a final step the index items were approved and included. 

At the time of preparing this speech I have not seen the printed copy of the 
Handbook but I am sure it will provide invaluable assistance to the school systems 
in the State of South Dakota as they move toward compatLble record systems for the 
storage and retrieval of information . I also feel safe in repeating my earlier 
statement that, without the valuable assistance of MSEIP, this project might never 
have been begun and probably would never have been completed . It is my hope that 
companion benefits of the project will include: 

A recognition on the part of school administrators that a pupil data 
system may be incomplete without a provision to utilize data process
ing procedures; 

A realization that the items of pupil data collected by many school 
systems Ln the past have been extremely meager and not sufficient for 
today's educational program and concern with the total child; 

Action by the South Dakota State Department of Public Instruction on 
the committee 's recommendation that an advisory committee be establLshed, 
and a set of recommended pupil records be developed . 

In conclusion, may I express my appreciation to MSEIP for their support of the 
South Dakota project and thank them for selecting South Dakota to serve as a pilot 
program. I hope our experience will be of value to other states as they move toward 
a pupil subsystem adapted to today's and tomorrow's educational needs. 
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NEBRASKA'S EDUCATIONAL INFORMATION SYSTEM 

I.awrence L. Graham 
Administrative Director of Finance 
Nebraska Department of Education 

On January 3, 1966, the USOE approved a proposal for development of an inte
grated educational information system compatible among the midwestern states under 
Title V, Section 505, of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. The 
Nebraska State Department of Education has actively participated in the MSEIP from 
its inception, Department personnel have had a high regard for the Project and felt 
that many valuable ideas and benefits will eventually come from it. 

Demands are made on all state departments of education by legislatures, local 
school districts, and the public to provide information for their use. This can 
be done by comprehensive planning and experimentation by the state departments of 
education. 

Comprehensive planning is dependent on the management information system. 
Effective management information systems must provide, (1) a basis for establishing 
priorities and goals; (2) a basis for continual revisions in the planning activities; 
(3) an evaluation of the effect of the activities undertaken. 

The achievement of these points is necessarily dependent on comprehensive and 
reliable information. Educational agencies need information with which to describe, 
measure, analyze, evaluate, predict, regulate, and control educational programs. 
The MSEIP maintains that a significant component of a "complete management information 
sys~em" is program orLented, or a performance budgetary system. It permits an eval
u~tlon of the budgetary efficiency of various programs, both within the state educa
tlonal agency and educational system in the state. 

Nebraska has collected data in each of the areas of educational information with 
emphasis on pupils, personnel, educational programs, and finance, with a minimum on 
~acilities. The data has not been collected in such a way, however, that information 
ln one subsystem could be integrated with the other four. If the data in any of the 
subsystems is to be meaningful there must be a way to relate it to the data from 
the other areas. Financial da~a by itself is meaningless, it becomes meaningful 
only when it is related to the entLre educational program - pupils, personnel, 
curriculum, and facilities. 

Last October the Nebraska State Department of Education entered into a contract 
for consulting se;vices with the Aries Midwest CorporatLon of Minneapolis, Minnesota. 
This contract called for a basic information system study into six key areas of the 
Department. This was the initial step in the development of t~e MSEIP.System in 
the state of Nebraska and is tailored to the particulars consLstent wLth the orga
~ieation and needs of,the Nebraska Department. This basic information system study 
lncluded investigation into the following areas: (1) The present ~ebraska SE~ 
functions were analyzed as they pertained to the existing informatLon system Ln 
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light of and in correlation with the MSEIP System. (2) Secondly, the data 
items within each of the five MSEIP subsystems were examined for pertinence to 
Nebraska. (3) The study was to concern itself with the most economic, accurate, 
and expeditious source of data collection, and as a result develop corresponding 
collection documents for each of the five MSEIP subsystems. (4) Fourth, the 
data file formats for each of the MSEIP subsystems were examined and the perti
nent data items to determine the most efficient and appropriate data file formats 
for each. In addition, the study was to include file structuring procedures for 
building each of the subsystem data files. The selection of appropriate and 
pertinent data items and efficient and appropriate data file formats were done 
with current and future applications in mind. (5) As this is the initial step 
in the development of the MSEIP tailored system in Nebraska, it was necessary 
t o outline the functional responsibilities of the SEA personnel who will be 
involved in the implementation of the Nebraska information system. (6) Finally, 
the last item which was included in this information system study was the deter
mination of the interface requirements and methods involved in the addition of 
the Vocational Rehabilitation &ID~stem to the basic subsystems. 

The result of this information systems study is a report, which represents 
the tailoring of Nebraska's needs to the MSEIP System. This report and the 
MSEIP Documentation, published last August, should compliment each other and 
hopefully place Nebraska on the threshold of implementation of an information 
system . 

I would like to go into a section by section discussion and analysis of 
the differences between Nebraska's needs and those of the MSEIP System as 
specified in its August Documentation. The first section is that of the system 
design . Basically the design specified for Nebraska follows very closely that 
of the design specified and called the Data Control Modules in the MSEIP. This 
design integrates the five subject files. It is not simply one huge bucket of 
information, into which all data pertaining to all facets of education are 
dumped as into a magic box, and a turn of a crank jumps useful informati~n out 
at the right people, at the right time. Instead, the system is a logically de
fined structure containing information on categories or functions performed. 
Each part here and after referred to as a subsystem contains information and 
primary categories that are linked or related to the administrative center of 
activity. In this system the special needs of the Nebraska Department can be 
defined in six major subsystems: Pupil Data, Financial Data, Facilities Data, 
Instructional Programs Data, Personnel Data, and Vocational Rehabilitation Data. 
Each subsystem comprises multiple records of information formatted and sequenced 
in a logical manner recognizable by the system. 

The second section of this report consists of a forms log. These forms 
logs contain the following types of information. The number of the form, if 
one existed, the name or title of the form and the subsystem or subsystems 
which the items contained within the form pertained to. In addition, the 
section or division in which this form was collected was also specified. 
Nebraska, as is the case in most states, collects a multitude of information 
on a multitude of forms. One of the goals of this study was to get a listing 
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of all the forms and then be able to determine how many forms are collecting the same 
information, so that in the future possibly one form could take the place of ten . The 
second portion of the forms log consisted of the subsystem form log, which was sepa
rated into six sections as specified by each of the subsystems. In each c as e the 
sections contain the same categories of information. They contain the data item name, 
the MSEIP designated field number, the size in digits and characters, and whether the 
characters were alphabetic, numeric or alpha-numeric. The key portion of this forms 
log, now, is a listing of all of the major reports or forms on which each of these 
data item names were contained. 

The rest of this r eport consists of in- depth discussions concerning each of the 
six subsystems. The first subsystem described is Facilities. The primary task of 
this subsystem was to provide and maintain a data base containing data elements 
describing the physical school facilities . This subsystem description followed very 
closely that of the MSEIP Facilities Subsystem in that the Facilities Subsystem and 
file were made up of four types of records. The site records contain information on 
a given site; building records indicate characteristics of a particular building; 
the space record contains information about each space and the vehicle records con
tain information describing all of the vehicles used within each of the districts . 
In the beginning of this study it was thought that the space record would be elimi
nated because of its relative detail . However, as time went on, it was decided 
that this record would be left in for future purposes . As a result, this record is 
not currently applicable to Nebraska in data collection requirements, yet has been 
included in this report for possible future use. 

The second subsystem detailed in this report was that of the Finance Subsystem. 
1 In h t e Finance Subsystem we departed somewhat from that of the MSEIP System. This 
I 

resulted from the feeling that school finance requirements can be met only through 
the development of a comprehensive system for classification of legated funds at 
the district level. As a result of the district level approach, the Finance Sub
system as defined and described for Nebraska was designed with the objective of 
developing a system which would be amenable to the practical demand s of running a 
school district. The system defined should fulfill both budgeting and accounting 
requirements for a district and it should be modular in characters so that smaller 
school districts could utilize those segments which are appropriate for their require
ments. Consequently, the finance system described in the report conceives a method 
of budgeting for expenditures at the lowest practical level and this allows reporting 
actual expenditures against its budget in a meaningful way. 

The third subsystem described in the report is the Instructional Programs Sub
system. The primary purpose of this subsystem is to provide a means of gathering 
and storing data concerning the curriculums of the schools of Nebraska . Storing 
this data in a system context allows the SEA officials access to it in a simple and 
effective manner. This subsystem also represents somewhat of a departure from the 
~EIP Instructional Programs Subsystem. Specifically, there were three primary areas 
~ f departure. Nebraska ' s needs could not relate to the desirability of content 
iescriptors. Content descriptors are a series of codes associated with each instruc-
: ional area and are us ed to describe the content of a particular course or section. 
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Secondly, local course number did not have relevance in Nebraska. The third 
area of departure in Nebraska involved a different definition of course codes 
and instructional areas and as a result instructional area is not a part of 
this report. 

In place of the instructional area, the local course number, and the content 
descriptors,were substitut ed teacher assignment codes. These are the Nebraska 
professional staff codes which describe the course the teacher LS teaching. In 
combination with class numbers they identify each specific class that the teacher 
is assigned to. 

The fourth subsystem in this report is the Personnel Subsystem. The purpose 
of establishing an automated personnel system at the SEA level is to enable the 
SEA officials to officially and accurately fulfill the adminLstrative responsi
bility in the area of personnel in which they have been assigned. This subsystem 
as described here must be used in conjunction with the Instructional Programs 
Subsystem and supplied with certain data items from the teacher certification 
collection forms. The use of the subsystem in this manner allows the data 
collection forms for personnel to be smaller and less complex. 

The Personnel Subsystem as defined in this report follows very closely that 
of the Personnel Subsystem defined in the MSEIP document. However, the items 
to be collected on the personnel form are not all-inclusLve; rather, many of 
the personnel items, as has been mentioned before, are picked up by the Teachers 
Certification collection forms and the Instructional Program Subsystem collection 
of forms described earlier. Information collected from these three sources is 
combined and entered as one separate Personnel Subsystem file. Nebraska did not 
feel a need to collect information on the technical or ancillary personnel and 
none appear in this report. 

The fifth subsystem in this report is the Pupil Subsystem. Its maLn function 
is to process information pertinent to Nebraska pupils for the calculation of 
state aid under Legislative Bill 448 and for other statistical purposes including 
the production of reports for the documents, statLstics and facts about Nebraska 
schools and for reports required by the USOE. 

This subsystem represents a radical departure from the MSEIP System in that 
only summary information is designated as desirable to collect. This decision 
was predicated upon the following reasons: (1) Over 80 per cent of the reporting 
requirements are in summary format, and as a result, why jeopardize the effective
ness of the total system with massive data for only 20 per cent of the reporting 
requirements? (2) Individual reporting requirements are dynamic in nature and 
frequently change on a yearly basis, many times depending upon changes by the 
Office of Education. These changes usually reflect new collection documents and 
new information and often burden the original design of the information system. 
Because of the large number of pupils, the overall volume of data can be reduced 
substantially if information is collected in summary format effecting a faster 
and less time consuming reporting system. Lastly, but probably most important, 
the only sections that really had a requirement for individual pupil information 
were the Vocationa l Education, Special Education, and certain requirements with
in Ttt le I. 
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• Other departures occurred in the area of the Eupil Subsystem. Summary infor ma
tion collection was designed to be collected in the fall of the year, shortly after 
t he first semester, and at the end of the year. This departure from MSEIP resul ts 
f r om the fact that much of the data that was to be collected in the fall of the year 
is absolutely necessary at that time of the year. m1ereas much of the informat ion 
concerning the handicapped student is not available and is not known until shor t ly 
after the first semester. Finally, much of the information collected at the end of 
the year involves financial data and must be collected at that time . 

The last subsystem, the Vocational Rehabilitation Subsystem, was patterned aft er 
a system currently being implemented in Minnesota . Primary function of the Voc a
t i ona l Rehabilitation Subsystem is to maintain the Statistical and Financi al Account
ing System and Vocational Rehabilitation Clients and to provide for some i n t er f ac ing 
with other agencies such as the Disability Determination Unit and Account ing . This 
Vocational Rehabilitation Subsystem was designed as a stand- alone system as compared 
wi th t he other five Education Subsystems . However, certain linkages could be i n
cluded to enable later use with the Personnel and Finance Subsystems which at th i s 
time, and at the time of this report, did not seem feasible. 

This section contains a detailed description of the Minnesota Vocational Reha
bi litation Client Subsystem as tailored for Nebraska . This subsystem, or section 
of this document, is specified in more detail than any of the six subsystems becaus e 
of its current operational, fully specified and documented status. 

The last section of this document is the implementation plan. It contains a 
general discussion of the steps necessary to implement the Nebraska MSEIP tailored 
sys t em. This plan includes detailed software requirements, detailedequipment require
ment s, a recommended organization structure that would be responsible for imp lementing 
t he system, and a time schedule to totally implement the entire system . 

It is thought that the proposed integrated system will be a major revision in 
t he present quantitative data handling practices in the State of Nebraska. Because 
of t he sheer magnitude of effort required and a multiplicity of organizational units 
and individua l s affected, the initial implementation will take several years and 
~ont inuous revisions will be required. We feel that the study was a necessar~ part 
t n t he eventual implementation of such a system in Nebraska. We feel the desLgn 
speci fied by the MSEIP System and tailored for Nebraska should be practical yet.re
volut ionary with respect to what is currently being done. We feel that the destgners 
1 ave a t t empted to make the design workable and advanced, yet not esoteric. We feei 
t hat the Nebraska Basic Educational Information System is intended to demonstrate 
~he benefi t of using currently available technological methods in state government 
~nd t o ser ve as a leader in educational systems nationally. 
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· AN 0VERVIEW OF PROGRESS TO DAXE OF THE ASBO'S NAIIONAL RESEARCH PROJECT IN PPBES 

William H. Curtis 
Research Project Director 

A year and one-half ago the Research Corporation of the Association of School 
Business Officials was given the grant by the US Office of Education to carry out 
a research project in the field of planning-programming-budgeting-evaluation systems 
design. Now there were three basic charges to the Research Corporation when it 
accepted this contract: 1) it had the responsibility of reviewing the literature 
that has been developed and of establishing liaison with other proJects underway; 
2) it had the responsibility, and this is the main thrusL of the project, of develop-
• 
1ng a conceptual model in planning-programming-budgeting-evaluation systems design 
which will be suitable for the school districts of the United States and coupled 
with this it was also given the responsibility to disseminate information concerni ng 
the conceptual model during its developmental stages and then to obtain feedback 
and go through the refinement process; and 3) by June 30, 1971, it is the responsi 
bility of our organization to have a model ready to turn over to the US Office . 

This project was developed in partnership with the Dade County Public School 
System of Dade County, Florida and this county has remained as a partner . Basically , 
Dade County has the responsibility of developing a design in PPBES which would be 
workable, acceptable, and adaptable for the Dade County school system. In the 
developmental process Dade has the responsibility of sharing its findings with us 
and, of course, with other interested school districts throughout the country. As 
your chairman indicated, I retired from the superintendency last June and did not 
take up this assignment until the summer, and consequently, the Corporation did not 
have a staff until five or six months after the project was funded, so we had a 
great deal of catching up to do. 

Briefly I shall try to indicate to you some of the accomplishments of the last 
few months of our somewhat limited staff. We did note almost immediately that it 
was our responsibility to establish working relationships with other projects and 
almost my first assignment last summer was to attend the MSEIP conference here in 
August. We have maintained a liaison with MSEIP and will continue to do so because 
i ts development, as I'm sure you'll see later on in my presentation, will have many 
implications for us, and we in turn, for you. So we have maintained a liaison with 
Your director, Jim Mitchell, and others, and even in an indirect way have had a 
liaison with your previous director in that Sam Bliss is one of our committee of 
s ix consultants and has remained in that position with us. We've established some 
rather strong working relationships with the National Education Finance Project, 
t he California project, and several other state and regional efforts. 

Early in our effort we noted the great need for some kind of bibliography of 
some of the literature which has been put forth in the last two or three years. 
)o we prepared an annotated bibliography of what we consider some of the more 
~ ffective writings in the field of PPBES. This was published last December or 
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January, and was distributed to the entire ASBO membership as well as to the 
entire membership of AASA, so there was a distribution of some 23 or 24 thousand 
copies and we have been distributing the remainder of the current supply on 
request. If our current budget allows it, or our plans for the next year allow 
it, we hope to bring this bibliography up-to-date. I might add, this bibliog
~aphy is not just the literature reviewed by my office. We had a committee of 
consultants backing up this effort; they reviewed the document so the bibliog
raphy items selected represent the considered judgment of several persons. 

Early last fall it became evident to our office that we needed additional 
backup for our studie3 beyond the partnership of Dade County. Now this in no 
sense represents anything against Dade County. It has been a fine partner, but 
we felt that it represented only one type of school system. So much of the fall 
was spent studying much of what is being done around the country by individual 
school districts. As a result we have selected and have been working with eight 
additional pilot districts; districts that have varying characteristics from the 
standpoint of size and affluency. Some of them are very, very small; some of 
them are large areas with a small number of youngsters, all the way up to the 
selection of certain big cities that will serve as a backup, so to speak, for 
the work of the Dade County school system which, incidentally, is now the seventh 
largest school system in the United States. 

We have been most fortunate in identifying an excellent committee of consul
tants and also backed up by an outstanding panel of experts from the leadership 
of the country. We are calling upon the committee of consultants extensively 
for advice and some of what I present today will represent the considered judg
ment not only of our staff and our pilot districts, but will represent a great 
deal of input from the work of the committee of consultants. 

I'd like to take a moment or two now to set the stage for the remainder of 
what I have to say. I would like to commend you because your Director and your 
committee have seen fit to place the subject of PPBES in a strong focal point on 
the program . I can't begin to tell you how important it is to keep this subject 
in front of you from this point on. I suspect that many of you realize the way 
that the world of PPBES is developing. You heard your state superintendent 
speak about it yesterday morning; you heard Superintendent Page emphasize it in 
his keynote address. I knew something about it before I took this assignment, 
and had been involved in it in a small way, but I can't begin to tell you the 
surprise that was mine when I found out how rapidly this is developing across 
the country. The extensive interest of state officials, the extensive interest 
of the political world, legislatures -- I think someone indicated yesterday that 
some 38 states have mandated or plan to mandate legislation involving PPBES. We 
find a tremendous interest in the US Office of Education and we find a great 
growing interest on the part of people in education. 

However, let me point out some pitfalls. I am finding, for example, and 
this is supported by others, that much of the leadership for this is coming from 
persons in the school business division, and not as much from the school admin
istrators, and not as much from the segments of the state departments. Now I'm 
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not saying this in the way of criticism, but in the way of importance to each and 
~veryone of you ~ f having the entire leadership involved in this. Now part of this 
1s due to lack of understanding, part of it to apathy, and part to the fact tha t 
many of those in leadership do not understand what is taking place. I wO uLd also 
point out to you the great and rapid increase of literature on this particular 
subject, much of wnich is very good but I'm afraid also too much is duplicat1on . 
And in my own case the stepped-up correspondence and number of phone calls that we 
are receiving show the increased interest. Unfortunately, again, much of this is 
due to pressures coming from outside the world of education. I think this is unfor
tunate. I can't emphasize too much to you in education the importance of getting 
into a strong position of leadership in the development of this new field. 

I'll list a few of the major problems that are being encountered across the 
country and these are not necessarily in relation to our own project, but are to 
some extent. For example, all of us are under great pressure to bring forth a PPBES 
model right now, not two years hence, and to release information prior to reaching 
consensus on some of the major issues in the developmental process and to produce 
"pat" answers for all segments of the process. Let me disgress just a moment, in 
case you have not been involved directly, and I know that in some way most of you 
have; but let me re- emphasize the fact that this is a very complex business. It is 
one of the most complex problems with which I have been associated in an educational 
career of some 37 or 38 years and so I suggest that you don't take it lightly . It 
is a problem that is going to take a great deal of time to develop. It won't be done 
in one or two years, and I dare say that our model when it is completed on June 30, 
1971, it will be just the beginning. 

• 
I received a call approximately three months ago from a state department official 

ln a state that shall be nameless, and he was in somewhat of a panic . He said, " I ' ve 
• 
JUSt seen the mandate from the Governor and from the legislature to develop a PPBES 
model for our state." Now this was in January. I said, "What's the problem? " And 
he said, "The problem is that I've been asked to have it developed and ready for 
operation by April 1." Those of you that have had any connection with this know the 
f ut ility of such an effort. Now his only statement to me was, "Please give me all 
the reasons why I can't do it." Needless to say, that wasn't any effort; I gave him 
all the reasons, and I ' ve seen him since and he said that he had managed to stali off 
the pressures. But, this is the sort of thing we ' re feeling all over the nation, and 
we ' re going to get it from the legislators, we're going to get it from our constitu
ency, and again I emphasize the point of being in the lead, in the vanguard, in this 
development . 

Another problem, another concern, is the lack of coordination we're finding 
between various projects. Now, I don't see this as a fault of ~nyone, I just see 
that there ' s so much interest on this on the part of the US Off1ce, the state depart
ment , i ndividual school districts and their constituenc1es to get something underway 
in a hurry . And it may not come as a surprise to you, but it did to me, that there 
are some 8 _ 10 major projects on this in the country and there are some 75 - 100 
minor ones, all trying to do a job, many of whom feel t?at they have developed a 
PPBES model . But I ' ll make a statement to you which I ve made to all the other 
audiences I' ve spoken to in the last few months. In all of my travels in the last 
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few months -- and this represents some 80,000 miles since last August -- I have 
yet to find an ind~vidual state or an individual school district in the country 
that has truly planned for, and developed and implemented a total PPBES system. 
If anyone in this audience knows of such a system, or a state that has such a 
system, that is workable, that is implemented, will you please tell me. We're 
searching for it, we need the feedback from that type of operation. 

Another problem, I've mentioned it to some degree and I shall re-emphasize 
it, is the failure, still, on the part of so many leaders in the field of edu
cation to realize and accept what is taking place As I indicated, it would 
appear, unfortunately, that there is more reticence on the part of some of the 
top leaders and in the middle management area. But I think this apprehension 
is due to a lack of knowledge. Also there seems to be a fear on the part of 
some educators that this new process will unveil too many weaknesses in their 
administrative patterns. And I have to say that this is probably true; but I 
have to say, on the other hand, in my opinion any school administrator worth 
his salt, if he is a true leader, will be willing to accept the fact that there 
are weaknesses in his operation. I have yet to meet a school administrator that 
is a sound leader in his school district that was not willing to admit that there 
was plenty of room for improvement. 

Another problem will be familiar to you, but I must bring it again to your 
attention; the problem of just plain everday resistance to change. In other 
words, we're satisfied with the way we've done it and what's wrong with this 
and why upset the applecart? 

Now, going slowly on the next part because it represents the focal point 
of the remainder of my presentation, I'm going to give you just quickly a review 
of the problems to date that we have encountered structure-wise. As far as we 
can determine, much is being done in this country in the name of program budget
ing, but little, as yet, in a true PPBES approach. Now, I know that there are 
times when PPBES goes under the name of Program Budgeting. And in some ways, I 
think that this is most unfortunate. Program planning or planning and program
ming, I don't care which way you express it, but emphasize planning, emphasize 
planning as it relates to programs and sub-programs and alternatives; in other 
words, program planning and the evaluation, the assessment process, are being 
neglected. In the first place it's much easier to get a program budget and take 
your programs and develop an accounting procedure related to them and translate 
it into a process that may or may not use data processing equipment. Too many 
people are associating the world of electronic data processing to PPBES and 
saying this is it. Now I'm not about to play down the world of electronic data 
processing, this can become an integral part of the overall process, but it is 
only one small part of planning-programming-budgeting-evaluation systems design. 
I'm afraid there is still too much emphasis, or tendency, to relate too closely 
to the current function-object, line-item approach that we've been used to for 
so many years. We're also finding that semantics and definitions represent 
quite a problem and probably will for some time to come. We're trying to do 
something about this with representatives of several other projects who have 
asked us if we would take the responsibility of developing a common glossary 
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of terms and distribute it among their forces for feedback, and hopefully it will 
develop commonality within the next year. We're trying to do that, and in our first 
drafts we will come out with what we consider a suitable glossary for revi ew and 
feedback. 

The next problem, and just as important as the one that I just stressed to you, 
because it has a direct relationship to it, is the problem of keeping the focus on 
the student and what takes place in the classroom. I refer you again to the comments 
of your state superintendents yesterday morning, and particularly the opening address 
by Superintendent Page. Several times in his presentation he talked about the impor
tance of what happens to youngsters. We feel this is fundamental; in other words, 
the instructional programs must be the focal point in PPBES programs. We intend to 
keep it in that place and when it loses that place, I intend to leave the project. 
I want no part of a project that doesn't keep the youngsters and the instructional 
programs first and foremost in the operation. 

And the final problem, and I think you people in MSEIP can support this probably 
better than anyone else, is the almost unsolvable problem of satisfying each of the 
50 states. I'm talking about the variance in the state laws and the reporting pro
cesses and I'm talking about the varying support programs and state formulas, the 
varying degrees of fiscal independence and fiscal dependence, and the varying sizes 
and characteristics of the school districts along with their wide range of educational 
needs and problems of all kinds. 

And now, what has been the consensus to date? We're reached a consensus on 
rationale, up to a point; it's still subject to review. Our partner, Dade County, 
set forth a tentative rationale which we have reviewed with their team and which is 
expressed as follows: 

The purpose: 

The rationale for advocating the adoption of the PPBES system in a 
school system is the belief that: a) it will provide responsibility 
centers with more and better information for planning programs and 
making choices among the alternate ways that funds c~n b~ emp~oyed to 
achieve the objectives of the school system, and b) Lt wLll aLd manage
ment in the decision making process by assisting in th~ d~velopment.of 
improved ways, through analysis and evaluation, of ach1ev1ng the obJec-
tives faster and more effectively. 

The Need: 

The scarcity of resources and the increasing demands of e~u?atio~al 
requirements have made it abundantly evident that only by obtaLn~ng t e 
most beneficial results with the funds available will it be possLble to 
attain our objectives. 

The traditional line-item object-of-expenditure budgetary p~esenta-
' · d 1 tion and the cont1nuous does not lend itself to analysLS an eva ua tion 
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process of examination. Thus, it is evident that a need exists for a 
means of bringing all planning-programming-budgeting-evaluation activ
ities for the school system into an integrated system for continuous 
use by management throughout the year. The PPBES concept indicates 
that it should be qualified to fulfill this need. 

There is a great need to develop a model (or models) suitable for 
all; small, medium and large districts and for the less affluent, the 
average and the more affluent. 

There is a great need to indoctrinate everyone with the importance 
of reaching agreement upon basic goals and objectives to be achieved, 
coupled with effective long range planning. In other words, it's futile 
to think in terms of the approach that we've been using from year to year. 
The whole concept of PPBES is built around the idea of long range plan
ning, how long, I don't know. We're inclined to think somewhere around 
three to five years makes sense, but as yet we're not about to commit 
ourselves to a final statement. 

The conceptual model must reflect a pupil-centered character with 
emphasis upon the instructional approach. 

Asses sment (evaluation) as it relates to degree to which the 
objectives have been attained continues to be a knotty problem. How
ever, we are in agreement that not everything can be quantified and 
that there will still be rather a high degree of subjective measurement 
as compared to valid, accepted, objective measurement. 

Now I know some of you know of the hassle concerning assessment, and I know 
that many of us were involved in the controversy two or three years ago, so I 
hasten to tell you, not speaking against assessment as such, or evaluation, I 
think it's an integral part of this, I merely want to emphasize that not all 
of the objectives, in our opinion, can be measured in terms of the instruments 
that are now available. A certain amount must be in terms of subjective judg
ments, but in our opinion, this is all ri~ht; we want all ' to be meas~red to · 
some degree, somewhere, whether ~ it be objective or subjective judgments. 

Well, what about the direction our model seems to be going? We have 
developed a series of schematics which was presented to a national conference 
in Denver, June 10. In addition to the Denver conference, we will be having 
regional conferences in the fall all around the country; we will have the pro
fessors' conferences, we will be having critical reviews with our own commLttee 
of consultants, by our panel of experts, by our pilot districts, by other dis
tricts, and I dare say that many of the people in this room some way or another 
will ultimately be involved in the evaluation process, in the feedback process. 

I have with me a few transparencies which will show you some of the path
ways that we think the model is going. 
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1. Educational Resource Management Design (ERMD). 

We have chosen to try to develop a new title. This is not necessarily fi nalo 
It has been thought that too often the use of the title PPBES relates too much to 
the industrial world and inaminate objects. We're dealing with human beings, so as 
a point of beginning we have selected a title to say that we are attempting to develop 
an educational resource management design. We thought that education should be in 
the picture somewhere. Obviously the design must be built around resources and their 
effective use and allocation. It is a management tool in the decision making process 
and it is a design . 1ow we also sometimes use the sub-title "PPBES in Education," 
and put it in paranthesis under the title. 

2. The Relationship of School and Society 

We begin with the idea that education is an integral part of society, the degree 
to which it is an integral part of society will depend upon you and your individual 
school districts. But more important, and I'd like to emphasize this to you, re
s?urces, inputs to this operation, are listed in terms of people, materials , values, 
tlme, and environment, and not in terms of dollars. Dollars are the means of gett~ng 
resources. But too many times I've heard of resources being mentioned as only dollars . 
We're trying to dispel this idea. Now, I'm realistic, I know dollars are a big factor 
of course , but we're trying to build on the idea that resources are the inputs leading 
~ 0 the educational process as an integral part of society, and outputs are measured 
ln terms of the development of the learner; skills, attitude and knowledge. 

3. The Major Phases of ERMD 

The model begins with basic planning, planning leading to programs. It goes on 
to~lternatives, a very important part of this process, and finally ~oes.to the 
Eudgeting process and then evaluation· evaluation in terms of the obJect~ves estab
lished, evaluation in terms of the pr~gram selected to carry out the.obJectives,_a~d 
then evaluation in determining how well the objectives have bee~ ~ch~eved. And 1 t 5 

all built around the idea that this is part of the planning-dec 1 s 1 on 1 ng proces~. The 
~our segments have a re-cycling aspect; in other words, it's important to real 1 ze 
h~t at any time in the planning-decisioning process you can go back and recycle and 

thls, in our opinion is one of the great secrets in the development of the PPBES 
operation. ' 

4. Component Events in ERMD 

We have related th;s . t . ty and the desires of society beginning w~th th . -'- aga~n o soc ~e d . t t of what 
e tnputs, the identification of the objectives from the stan po~n no . 

Your h h 1 stem but what your const~t-sc ool system wants only from within the sc 00 sy ' . 
1 Uency . th total involvement, ~nvo vement 

he wants. In other words, we're sugges~~ng e b oad oals and the broad 
ob~ond the school system, especially when ~t comes to the r t ~present the first 

Jectives t b h. d Th. . f damental and these mus r 
ste o e ac ~eve . lS lS un . f our ilots have done quite 
a b~s. We can reach out and involve the commun1 ty, two 0 . P f the community in 

tt in this reaching out and involving various representatlves 0 
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. developing many hundreds of examples of objectives and we took some from theirs, for 
every child to comprehend printed materials at individual expectancLes as measured 
by the comprehension sub-tests of the Gates McGinitie A, B, or C, as a very soecif ic 
objective. In the development of this process there will be hundreds of the~P ob 
jectives . 

Time does not permit me to go into the remainder of these transparencies so I 
will merely point out some salient features. You take a broad objective and from 
it you develop a series of sub-objectives, sub-objective 1 to sub-objective n, now 
there may be 2 or 22, or 102, depending on the objective and what you need to accom
plish. We're suggesting that this leads into the establishment of the sub-programs 
that you need to carry out the specific objectives. Then you begin to think in terms 
of the resources that you need to help to carry out the objectives from the stand
point of personnel and materials and other required resources that you will try to 
get, or you hope to have available, or somehow you will try to find either from within 
your district or from without. 

We're suggesting that in this identification process of the sub-objectives and 
sub-programs you must establish a series of alternatives; alternatives in terms of 
your resources, alternatives that will be available to you. And may I suggest it 
• r 
1sn t based, as someone has suggested recently, on the cheapest method . The cheapest 
method may be the one that will defeat you. It's based upon the effect1ve use of 
resources in the attempt to carry out the objectives desLred by your school district 
within reasonable limits of your available resources. 

Having selected the sub-programs related to the sub-objectives, we now come down 
to the point of establishing program categories. Now at the moment we're talking 
about five of them, instructional general, exceptional, support, non-instructional 
support, and community service. But remember something I said at the beginning, if 
you will, that instruction is a very fundamental part of this model, and so the off
shoots in terms of budgetary allocation come from these five divisions. You may 
say, "I don't think this is right, I think this could be condensed ." This is your 
judgment, this is your privilege. We're not saying this is final . We're trying to 
set up a pathway which ultimately will lead to allocation according to the needs of 
Your community and your state in a reporting procedure. 

Our sub-committee that deals with the accounting procedures and qualifications 
has suggested that we might try to divide this into five divisions, namely; program, 
vocation, object, project category, and fund category. I call your attention to the 
Program category and the relationship to instructional general, or it could be in
structional exceptional or instructional support, all leading to the obje7tiv~s of 
the specific sub-programs. This begins to represent the pathways that thLs Will 
follow once you have gone through the planning, programming, review of alternatives, 
and decision making process, all leading to allocation in the budgetary proceedings. 
And having prepared the budget document along these lines, you are then ready for 
approval of the board of education. 

The remaining transparencies deal with procurement of resources. Once you've 
developed your budgetary outline, you will go through an evaluating procedure. We're 
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taking the attitude that evaluation, once we have established the programs, 
begins with a look at the learner's condition measured at that point. We 
suggest measurement at a certain point as the program progresses, we suggest 
another review as the program progresses, and we suggest another here, all 
based on the individual principle of each youngster as a program. Again it's 
built around the youngster and is built around the basic idea that evaluation 
continuously feeds back to the establishment of objectives and what you are 
trying to accomplish. 

Our model will contain detailed schematics and a series of sections that 
will deal with the ho,J-to process, the glossary of terms, how the school system 
goes about the job of planning and programming. It will take a look at the 
educational process today and tomorrow, and it will deal with each of the sepa
rate items of planning and evaluation and their relationship. 

Some observations and conclusions: 

1. It is our opinion that this new approach should result in a more ob
jective look at what we are trying to do in education, how well we have done it, 
or are doing it, and finally, how to go about the process of creating change 
and improvement . 

2. This new approach to the decision-making process should help to build 
greater support and confidence in our school systems on the part of the public. 

3. Obviously, it should result in better long range planning, better in
volvement (staff, students, community) and fuerefore more effective use of 
resources. 

4. The model (or models) when completed and refined must provide an over
all pattern (or patterns) for school districts of varying sizes and character
istics and must give them "room in which to move." 

5. Emphasize the importance of developing massive inservice programs in 
this new approach so that staff involvement will be more effective. Stress 
the important role which administration at all levels must play in giving 
leadership to, participating in, and encouraging staff members to participate 
also in various types of inservice programs . 

6. Remember, it is rapidly becoming accepted that the sound approach to 
the budgetary process of the future will be based upon some sort of design in
volving effective identification and use of resources, establishment of desired 
goals and objectives, careful program planning, development of alternate patterns 
for the decision making process, more sophisticated methods of allocation and 
accounting, and finally, an evaluation program to determine accomplishments in 
terms of established goals and objectives. 

Therefore: As a suggestion, despite any reservations you may have about 
this new process, be concerned with it, learn more about it, accept the principle 
invo lved. InsLead of sitting back and wondering about it and criticizing it, be 
a pdr t of it and give your leadership to it. The capabilities in this room are 
extensipe its 's obvious to me as I listen to your reports. Be a oart of it and 
be an effective part of it. · 
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PUERTO RICO EDUCATION MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 

Robert J. Hoynes 
Svstems Analyst, Education and Training 
IBM Federal Systems Division 

Introduction 

The school system of Puerto Rico services over 700,000 children each year -
a magnitude of operations comparable to few school systems anywhere . Its problems 
of administration and operation are second to none in the U.S. The source of these 
~roblems can be related to a few easily recognizable factors such as population size , 
1ncome, operating cost . 

During the last 28 years, the population of Puerto Rico has increased by almost 
a million people, a gain of 69 percent. School population has similarly increased; 
however, 28 years ago only about half (51 percent) of the children of school age 
attended school, whereas today, about 80 percent attend. This, of course, has 
caused an increase in school population of 236 percent. The implication of such a 
growth rate on school facilities, teachers, teacher train1ng facilities, the pupils 
themselves, and the community, in general, can be readily imagined. 

Obviously, the cost of education has risen during the same period . However, the 
rate of cost increase has been more pronounced than the rate of student population 
growth . The extraordinary increase in costs, from about 26 dollars per pupil in 1940 
to about 280 dollars in 1967, results from an attempt by the Department of Education 
to provide regular instruct1on in a normal classroom, with an acceptable ratio of 
pupils per teacher,an objective which has not been reached fully, despite the progress 
which has been made. 

While the rate of expansion in education has been notable, the need for further 
expansion and higher costs is still great . In 1964, Puerto Rico spent 33 percent less 
than the lowest state, 58 percent less than the national average and 73 percent less 
than the highest. The relative situation is still true. Based on this index, Puerto 
Rico will have to more than double its present educational expenditures to reach the 
national average now. The general economy in Puerto Rico, of course, has prevented 
this fr om being done. While Lhe ~ate of economic development has been increasing, 
the rate of increase in educational expenditures has been more rapid. It has been 
~stimat ed that present expenditures might be doubled in 1980; indicating a decrease 
ln the rate of increase in educational expenditures . 

The problems which the Department of Education faces in Puerto Rico can be sum
m~rized in a single question, "How can education~ adequate to the.n~eds.of Pue:to 
R1co and Puerto Rican children, be provided with1n the resource lLmLtat1ons wh1ch 
exist?" If an approximate solution can be found to this problem, it is clear that 
the solution will entail evaluating the effects of those educational programs in 
operation to determine which are more effective, scheduling available resources to 
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obtain optimal effects within the extent of resource capability and, finally, 
making administrative and service operations more efficient so as to extend 
resources as far as possible for substantiative effects. Program evaluation 
suggests that data is required, and considering the magnitude of operations in 
the Puerto Rico Department of Education, indicates that large quantities will 
be involved. Evaluation also implies the use of statistical procedures for data 
analysis. It was for these reasons, among others, that the Department undertook 
the development of an educational information system as an aid to solving its 
educational management problem. 

From the outset, it was planned that the system include a comprehensive 
base of information about pupils, teachers, facilities, and costs; a computer 
system, and a system of programs for maintaining and analyzing the data base. 
The system is still under development in the third year of the plan; however, 
a major part of the system has been operational for about a year and significant 
extensions are planned for the end of the current fiscal year to complete the 
development. The facet of the system which is of most general interest to data 
processing is the program system which has been given the acronym, PRESS, from 
Puerto Rico Educational Statistical System. The objective of this presentation 
is to describe the PRESS system, to illustrate its application to a typical 
problem, and to discuss its use in the context of evaluation. 

System Scope 

First emphasis has been placed on the development of a capability to 
evaluate the effects of operating educational programs. In very general terms, 
programs are directed toward causing academic achievement on the part of the 
pupils, as might be indicated by course grades or standardized achievement tests. 
New or innovative programs are generally directed toward improving achievement, 
or, in other words, changing the rate of achievement. However, some programs 
are more indirect in that they attempt to influence pupil motivation or general 
cultural development as might be indicated by pupil attitudes, school attendance, 
or general deportment. These types of criterion measures, of course, may be 
affected by many factors other than the educational programs, such as pupil home 
environment, previous educational experience, teacher experience, teacher attitude, 
school facilities, and so on. To sort out the effects of a particular educational 
program, then, it is necessary to obtain, analyze and take into consideration a 
large amount of data which may be related. This emphasis and these considerations 
contributed to the formulation of requirements for a large data base which could 
be maintained over a period of time to reflect the changes, programs, facilities, 
achievement, or other events that might occur in the educational process . 

A sample of 21 out of 81 districts was chosen as a source for creating a 
pupil file of almost 200,000 records. (Since the file is used as a means of 
providing educational services, such as test score profiles and academic record 
profiles, the file will be expanded at some point to include the full student 
population.) The staff file was designed to include all 34,000 teaching and 
non-teaching personnel and the facilities file, all 2,000 schools. In addition 
to these, major accounting subsystem files were required along with numbers of 
sp e c ~al evruuat i on and applic ation files. While maintenance transactions are not 
fr equenr on he educational files, about four times per school year for pupils, 
the volume and type of processing is such as to require extensive operations in 
a multi-programming mode. 
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PRESS 

PRESS was developed to operate within this environment to provide tools to 
build and maintain large, complex data files, to query and select specific data, 
to perform statistical analyses on selected subsets or entire files of data, and to 
prepare reports, fully annotated and labeled for easy interpretation. The system 
was generalized, that is made file independent, to meet the needs of responding 
rapidly to requests made by research analysts, accommodating variations in the 
classes and volumes of data, and allowing the system to develop in an evolutionary 
manner. 

PRESS Language 

The system is controlled by a language intended to allow educational administra
~~s and analysts to use the computer as an analytic tool, providing full data manage
ment services, without having to consider these services on a programming level, thus 
facilitating the interface between the data processing system and the user. Other 
subsets of the language address and control the other system components such as the 
File Maintenance, Report and Statistical subsystems . More unique control statements 
are used with the specialized application subsystems such as Test Item Analysis, 
Test Scoring and Cluster Analysis. 

Figure 1 shows the functional relationships between PRESS components. The 
PRESS Libraries provide a common thread throughout the system; the most important 
is the File Description Library. This library contains attributes and descriptors 
for every data element of all PRESS files. 

File Maintenance 

Library entries are generated by the file maintenance system from user-prepared 
Data Declaration Language (DDL) statements. DDL statements for a source document and 
for a master file structure, linked by an Equate File command, cause a master data 
file to be generated by editing and converting input data. 

Query 

With the MASTER file created, and its description and attributes placed in the 
PRESS library, the Query subsystem may be called to operate on the data. A processing 
request is composed of Boolean logic statements using IF, OR (implicit), AND and ORIF 
logical operators; data file elements names; relational operators, equal, less than, 
etc.; and a search literal. 

Report 

The REPORT subsystem is used to format and print the information extracted from 
an inquiry or it may operate directly on a master file. In either case, data may be 
selectively deleted from the report. There are three standard report formats and 
approximately forty optional format controls and arithmetic operations that may be 
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selected. Reports may be requested by using all "default" states requiring only a 
single language card. 

The REPORT subsystem operates sequentially on tape and disk files with any data 
organizations (ISAM, DAM, SAM). Where a report cannot be produced d~rec l y , t he user 
may enter COBOL source code to be concatenated with system generated code to produce 
any desired report. 

Statistical 

The statistical subsystem provides processing capabilities for the selection, 
recoding and/or grouping of data from any PRESS file. Statistical reports are produced 
and fully labeled to facilitate analysis and inteFpretat1on. The system can perform 
a number of statistical procedures including simple statistics such as frequencies, 
means, standard deviations, etc ., and analyt1c statistics such as percentages, Chi
squares, Phi-coefficients, contingency coefficients, product moment correlations, 
and analyses of variance. Another example is the special cluster analysis procedure 
which provides a means of analyzing responses to any type of test, questionnaire, 
or data file, grouping items or respondents that are more consistent with each 
other than with other groups. Trial vectors representing a priori hypotheses may 
~e entered by the requestor or they may be empirically determined through successive 
lterations from the original or transposed data matrix. 

J>REss Design 

. PRESS subsystems, Query, Reporting, and Statistical, function as program and 
~ob stream generators. That is, they accomplish requested processing by first 
~enerating " a computer program, much the same as a programmer does. The primary 

dtfferent is that PRESS "prepares" the program with very little in the way of job 
specifications. A typical 2000 statement program is prepared in less than 20 seconds, 
(on a S/360 Model 50), and program debugging is unnecessary. 

After generating a complete source language program, the COBOL compiler is 
called and the generated program compiled. This process takes from 45 seconds for 
a simple report or inquiry program to several minutes for more complex statistical 
or reporting tasks. 

. The compiled program must be link edited, and loaded with any other necessary 
lnput/output DOS modules and other PRESS program modules, e.g., code conversion 
modules, and it is ready for execution. The linkage edit process is under control 
of the PRESS job stream and is usually accomplished in 10 or 20 seconds . 

. ~ecause each program is generated to perform specific processing, it mak~s more 
efflclent use of machine time than traditional interpretatlve processors and lt 
requires less main storage in which to operate. In fact, only a ~raction of.PRESS 
Processing power would have been possible in 128 K if PRESS were lnterpretatlve. 
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The overhead inherent in the program generation technique need be paid 
but once for recurring processing requirements. PRESS will c atalog the gen
erated program in the DOS core image library from where it can be easily 
recalled. 

The same program and job stream generation technique is employed to 
accomplish data input editing and output decoding, except that an assembler 
language program is generated and subsequently cataloged in the DOS relocat 
able library for use by PRESS subsystems. 

Computer Hardware 

The minimum configuration under which PRESS can operate is a standard 
IBM System/360 computer with 128 K memory, two magnetic tapes, and two disk 
drives. PRESS operates under control of the Disk Operating System (DOS) 
unmodified, in the background partition if a multi-programmed supervisor is 
used. The system provides generalized programs for extensive use of the IBM 
1231 Document Reader in a foreground partit~on. 

Evaluation For Planning 

As has been seen, PRESS is similar to other generalized information re
trieval systems with the major exceptions that provision has been made for 
performing more extensive statistical analyses needed for research and eval 
uation and more applications unique to education. How the system is being 
applied in evaluation and planning in Puerto Rico can be illustrated by a 
typical problem. For brevity, the problem has been arbitrarily restricted to 
a portion of the process and to a small number of factors contained in the 
1966-67 data base. 

Within the Puerto Rico school system, there were two types of pre-school 
programs, a regular kindergarten which operated a half-day for a full school 
year, and a "headstart" program which operated for eight weeks during the 
summer preceding entry into first grade. By default, there was a third, more 
common condition where neither program was available to pre-school children. 
These conditions posed a number of questions for educational planners, for 
example, such as the following: 

"Does the "headstart" program really have any effect on achievement 
in the first grade?" 

"Does "headstart" produce the same result as regular kindergarten?" 

"Does not attending kindergarten or "headstart" affect achievement 
beyond the first grade?" 

In preparing analyses which addressed the above questions, it was necessary 
to consider another condition which existed in the school system at the same 
time. In first and subsequent grades, children might attend a school with 
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double, interlocking or regular enrollment. Altogether, there wer e four programs 
which had the net effect that children might attend school 3, 4, 5, or 6 hours per 
day. In comparing the effects of pre-school experience on achievement in the first 
grade, the type of enrollment obviously would have to be considered since the tu t a l 
hours of school per day (or per year) would be expected to have as mu~h, if not more, 
effect on achievement as pre-school experience. Or said anothe r way , unl e ss the 
type of enrollment was taken into account, any differences found in achievement be
tween types of pre-school programs could be due to disproportionate numbers of children 
in the various first grade programs, among other things. 

In fact, it was known that other factors affected achievement. More specifically, 
urban children score higher on the available achievement tests than do rural children. 
Also, the lower the socio-economic status of pupils, the lower the achievement scores 
would be . In order to make more useful interpretation of the analyses, it was nec
essary to consider these factors. It was possible, also, that same program would 
work better with urban rather than rural children, with poorer rather than more well
off children, and so on. 

This problem description is intended to point out that reasonably complicated 
analyses may be required to make useful interpretation of the results and to deter
mine the effects of planned programs. Knowledge of effects, of course, would allow 
more effective planning. By use of PRESS, such analyses can be specified and executed 
in a relatively short time as a first step in the formulation of new policies or plans . 

For the problem described, two types of information were considered useful, a 
distribution of the average reading achievement scores within the stratification 
implied by the preceding discussion, and a statistical index to indicate whether or 
not the differences which the analyses might show would be due to chance. Although 
there is some choice about the technique to be used to obtain the latter information, 
only the first type ~s illustrated here. 

• 
1 
\ 

1 

f 
a 
• 
lJ 

n 
• 
lJ 

a 
0 
• 
1 
.. 
I I 

Sl 

k 
\¥: 

bt 
1: 
• 
tr 

tf 
• 
lt 

cH 
d, 

Two PRESS queries were used to formulate the analyses. While all data were te 
available with the first, two different report formats made interpretation easier . Of 
Each query identified the grade levels to be selected and specified the names and Pe 
values of the fields to be used in establishing the strata. Special labels were e~ 
included to replace standard labels and improve the readability of the reports . In kn 
this problem, the queries required 18 statements, including instructions for special fo 
grouping or values and for labeling. in 

The first query produced the report formatted and labeled. The table showed 
the number of cases, the averages, and the standard deviation for the three pre- sc· 
school conditions by the four t ypes of enrollment for first grade for both urban th 
and rural childr en, i gnoring socio-economic status. Other pages of the report le, 
showed the same page breakdown as this for second, third, and all grades combined; ce1 
for urban, rural, and t otal; and for the various l evels of socio-economic status. Of 

fa· • 
This information allowed the example questions to be partially answered-- children tei 

who attend headstart programs on the average earned higher achievement scores in the 
first grade than children who did not; children who attended regular kindergarten, 
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however, earned higher achievement scores on the average than either of the 
other two . It also shows there are more complex relations between type of 
enrollment and pre- school program which need to be considered in planning 
program changes . Another report page from the second query, showed that the 
difference that existed at the first grade in achievement test scores, as 
related to the pre- school programs, persisted at least until the third grade . 
Statistical tests indicated that differences were statistically significant . 

Summary 

This description of the PRESS system and its application to a typical 
educational problem in Puerto Rico shows that educational analysts could easily 
test other hypotheses about these or other variables through the use of the 
system . As easily, similar processing could be carried out to analyze program 
costs, availability of teaching skills, and other data as required to program 
evaluation and planning. It is through the use of the system for evaluation 
of r egular and special educational programs initiated by U. S. Office of Educa
tion funds that the Department of Education expects to identify those programs 
which produce the best educational effects to improve the public education 
system with the available resources. The evaluation effort is just now begin
ning but is already providing useful information to Department officials . 
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INTEGRATED INFORMATION SYSTEMS 

Ronald Moir 
Vice President, ARIES Corporation 

Introduction 

Although it is customary to open a talk with the definition of the subject, I 
find that it is easier to define what it is not. "Int ,egrated" implies an entity, 
a whole whose parts work together and serve a common purpose. An integrated system 
is one that is NOT disintegrated. Disintegration brings to mind fragmentation, a 
hodgepodge or perhaps an object, device or system that was once whole and is now 
in useless fragments. As for example, an egg which has just fallen off a wall . 

I am sure that we all recall the "Humpty-Dumpty" nursery rhyme in which Humpty 
at one time was whole and could serve a useful purpose (not necessarily by sitting 
on the wall), but something happened to cause Humpty Dumpty to fall and become dis
integrated. This is somewhat similar to the position that the typical education in
formation system now finds itself. As you recall, the nursery rhyme went on to 
suggest a solution, or at least an attempted solution that involved getting all the 
king's men and all the king's horses together in an attempt to re-integrate, if you 
will, Mr. Dumpty. It may be stretching a point, but in most states, the king could 
be construed to be the governor and I'm sure that most progressive governors would 
like to see things reintegrated . So at his call, the king's men, who undoubtedly 
included some cooks and chefs, were summoned. After all, who knows more about eggs 
than cooks or chefs? And in their wonderment, while the horses were pawing the dust, 
it became apparent that with the capabilities at hand, involving the cooks and the 
chefs and the horses with all their beautiful muscle power, frustration ruled the 
day. If it could have been done by force or the people available, the job of rein
tegrating Mr. Dumpty would have taken place and we probably would have never heard 
of the nursery rhyme. The project failed, not for lack of muscle, not for lack of 
people that knew what use to make of eggs, but because the king had no one in his 
employ who had some structural knowledge of egg shells and fluids, even Lf they 
knew nothing about cooking eggs. We shall leave the moral of this homely analogy 
for the moment and discuss the more basic causes of the current situation of dis
integrated educational education systems. 

The inability to relate information to its parts is not confined to the public 
schools . In fact, the non-public schools with their costs rising at a greater rate 
than tmtion and with enrollment declining, find that they have very little know
ledge of the costs, not only of the various programs, but even of the attendance 
centers themselves. Drastic measures may have to be taken in a very short period 
of time on a very skimpy information base. The non-public schools face a crisis 
far greater relative to their resources than the public schools with their more 
ready access to financial support. 

The problem of non-integrated information systems in their present state is 
not confined to education. Banks and insurance companies, who are among the oldest 
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EDP users, now find that in order to compete, to meet the needs of service for 
the customers, and to maintain their economic viability they must go to what 
they call common information files. The individual, and not the demand-deposit 
accounting system, the time-deposit system, installment loan, mortgage loan and 
all the other separate entities of financial institutions, is the keystone. The 
competition is not only between banks, but between banks and savings and loan 
institutions. Savings and loan institutions have made tremendous strides recently 
in providing integrated information system on-line to their clients. Perhaps 
because of their rather singular purpose (as opposed to our "full service banks") 
they have had an opportunity to concentrate their efforts and to be able to inte
grate their operatio~s through EDP more successfully. 

Educational Management Perspectives 

To talk about needs and types of integrated information systems before 
considering the end result or purpose of an information system would be putting 
the cart before the horse. It should also be evident that the adequacy of an 
information system is dependent on the purpose it is to serve. Perhaps the best 
example of an integrated information system is found in one-man businesses. 

Some time ago, before Sputnik, perhaps even before World War II, certainly 
before federal programs concerned about categorical aids, educational information 
systems were, for all intents and purposes, integrated. Like Humpty-Dumpty before 
his fall, they were whole and presumably could serve a useful purpose. When the 
state educational agencies were concerned primarily about pupil statistics, atten
dance and whether the teacher was qualified or not, and when state aid was based 
on rather simple criteria, the requirements demanded of the information system 
were minimal. In addition, the role of the county superintendent as the "arm of 
the state" was extremely important in maintaining a close liaison with the school 
districts themselves. As long as the research statistican could manually add 
and report to the legislature various data concerning pupil attendance for state 
aid and other statistical purposes, compile lists of districts and other such 
tasks, reporting was a very simple problem . By and large, it must be admitted 
that even though the "system," if you will, looks crude by today's standards, it 
probably came closer to serving its purpose than even the most sophisticated 
computer information system currently in use satisfies the current requirements 
for a state-level information system. 

Over the years, the staff was enlarged in most departments of education and 
it became necessary to further separate responsibilities. The schools became 
more consolidated, the role of the county superintendent diminished, except for 
very legalistic requirements. The reporting systems, based on the requirements 
of these separate responsibilities were at the level where, although perhaps in
convenient, using forms that were poorly designed and the maximum use of informa
tion to be collated was not available, a reasonable acceptance of the information 
system prevailed. 

Before we dwell too long in the simpler days of yesteryear, we might 
at the current situation in which there were literally hundreds of people 
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average state department of 5-10 divisions, whose responsibilities for collecting 
and reporting information have been complicated by each session of the legislature 
and recently by each session of the U.S. Congress. In addition, it has become 
apparent that additional evaluation of the educational system need commPn r~. The 
list of curriculum subjects required to provide an education by today's standards 
• 

lS considerably more extensive than it was in the last generation. A larger number 
of elements must be considered for certification if the profession is to advance and, 
of course, with the wealth of sources for financial aid, (each of which requires its 
own reporting and information system), the amount of data and the ability to cross 
reference and integrate data, have created a revolution in the concepts of education 
information systems. If that were not enough, we are now becoming concerned about 
objectives, the ability to relate and evaluate performance on an input/output basis 
and are currently considering such management techniques as PPBES to help educators 
in their management role to be more responsive to the citizens, to the profession , 
and to the students themselves. 

The discussion thus far has been oriented to the state department of education 
level, as if that were the only problem involved in the information reporting system . 
By and large, many of the state departments of education have simply passed their 
problems on to the superintendents. At least in one state, the experience in a 
recent year was unique in that this is the first time in memory when there was a 
shortage of applicants for the district superintendent's position. Part of the 
reason, but by no means the entire reason, was that the role of the superintendent 
had diminished from that of an educational leader to primarily that of a paper shuffler . 

. The ideal information system, of course, is that involved in a one-man business 
ln that less information needs to be recorded and those records can be accessed and 
coordinated with no problem. Let us take a look at the typical department of edu
~ation organization at this particular time. The management information system, be 
lt integrated or not, must serve a large number of people. With 5 to 10 divisions 
or thereabouts, we can find several division chiefs nearing retirement who typically 
are less interested in long-range plans. The commissioner of education is probably 
Progress~ve, but he is unlikely to be aware of the total information flow through his 
department, or to have a realization of the degree of difficulty and costs associated 
With developing an adequate computer based information system. In addition, there is 
a well recognized shortage of qualified information management systems people. 

The necessity for the active participation of many department personnel to help 
specify their requirements, the necessary subsequent liais?n, t~e una~cu~tomed l~vel 
o£ future planning required and the problem of dual operat~on w~th e~1s~~ng appl~
cations create an aggregate problem that greatly slows the progress ~n 1mplement~ng 
an integrated education information system. 

Survey of EDP Applications 

Now that we have outlined the development of the management uses and require
m~nts of an information system, let's retrace our steps from an information system 
Vi ewpoint and the use of EDP in particular. 
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Some of the first uses for EDP equipment were, of course, punch card systems 
and even the first generation of computers applications were primarily free
standing or non-integrated. If you wanted to collect, summarize and tabulate 
pupil information, you punched up a card, one per district, grade or whatever 
the breakdown was, with the number of boys and girls or what other division you 
required; then tabulated, summarized, and reported it. If you wanted to know 
how many teachers in a particular school system, you simply desi gned another 
special form, recorded, tabulated, summarized and reported it. If one determined 
that a need existed for the knowledge of the pupil/teacher ratio, he simply 
designed another form, asked for the specific information, did the necessary 
multiplication and division and reported it . These techniques certainly improved 
the manual statistical compilations that were being performed, and as the entry 
costs into such a system were nominal, the application could easily be justified 
on even a one or two year basis. 

One application might ask for the number of math teachers, another might 
require a different breakdown by subjects within the field of mathematics and 
as each application was designed and implemented pretty much without regard for 
others, there was little opportunity to use the information from one file to 
cross - reference or associate with information in the second application file. 
It became apparent, therefore, that a significant improvement could be made if 
the applications all used standard coding schemes so that the math as a subject 
area would appear as a uniform code structure in all the particular applications, 
whether it was a survey designed by the math consultant or a regular report of 
the teachers ' qualifications. This second level or generation application tech
nique greatly improved the chances that currently available information could be 
collated and therefore, no particular requirement to collect the same information 
again would exist. The second generation used primarily serial or tape pro
cessors. Even when disks were used, at least one common vendor equipment was 
used essentially in a serial mode. This sometimes required a considerable amount 
of sorting but, in general, the applications could be run fairly efficiently and 
there was capability to cross-reference files and to code them to make meaningful 
associations. • ... 

The applications oriented systems operated quite successfully and most states 
are making some meaningful progress along this path at the present time. The 
separate responsibilities of the enlarged staff require that information be pro
vided to meet these requirements . As long as people in education management feel 
willing to accept the pigeon-holed information unrelated to an educational ac
tivity, the applications o~iented systems will be around. This is not necessarily 
all bad; fot example, it's difficult to imagine a school lunch application re
quired to be oriented to individual pupils since the role in the school lunch 
application is somewhat different from instructional programs or facilities. 
Applications oriented systems have the lowest start-up costs and the most imme
diate impact, and will continue to serve many useful purposes. 

Second generation applications where the various files have been consolidated 
from the requisite applications, but have some provision for standardized coding, 
serve many us e ful purposes. For many states, this may be sufficient. Avail 
abili ty of accurate in fo r mation for the various divisions of a state department 
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to more adequately respond to their separate responsibilities is certainly an improve
ment. In addition, limited summary information is customarily rapidly available that 
requires a wide - spread dissemination and correlation with other basic data. 

With the advent of larger files and the availability of hardware and software 
that reduced costs of true random processing, the third generation has arrived. 
W1"th th b 1 . e capa i ity of updating indexes on-line for cross-referencing purposes, it 
lS no longer required that individual records be physically stored in a particular 
pre- determined sequence. It is also easier to visualize the capability of econom
ically reconstructing the quantitative information that each teacher may have avail 
able at her finger-tips to reconstruct the classroom environment without pre- storing 
the information in that sequence. 

The third generation type of system as represented by the MSEIP Design has not 
yet been successfully installed, although a number of projects, including the MSEIP, 
are going ahead with detailed design and in some regional centers, initiating imple
mentation of similar techniques. The abilities of such a system for education 
evaluation and research are almost unlimited. Its capability to respond to questions 
unspoken at the time of design looks extremely promising. In the years to come, 
considerable progress will be made regarding this technique. 

Some Guidelines For Implementing An Integrated Information System 

As every organization has an information system currently in existence, whether 
it is called that or not, it is important to recognize the transformation to the more 
integrated system that will be required. I think we are all aware that no single 
person, no group of people can do it alone, but that it requires a coordinated effort 
in order to proceed with the on-going process of integrating an information system . 
To that end, perhaps some guidelines may be useful. 

1. A Plan 

The first and foremost point is to develop an in-depth plan that includes a 
survey of the existing information system; an outline of the requirements; and some 
time scale that indicates costs, personnel requirements, and necessary financial 
support to accomplish this plan. The natural evolution of an information system is 
not toward integration. Without a plan to modify this trend, an information system 
Wi ll tend to become more disintegrated and increasingly difficult to pull back to
gether . The process of planning itself is not an inherent and natural tendency. 
Considerable effort that may appear to some as being wasted when effective work could 
be done, is necessa;y in this planning. It is assumed in the planning process that 
Plans are never static. I am sure we are all aware of the external forces of change 
in the educational environment that dictate the information system requirements that 
must reflect these changes. A plan must be inherently flexible and continuously up
dated as additional information is known and as requirements expand or drop off. 
In essence, the system to be developed from this plan evolves, and is not static. 

Education systems, though very similar to other systems, always, and I emphasize 
ALWAYS, have some local environmental problems that are specific to a single district, 
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to a single region, and to a single state. One man's plan may not be adequate, 
useful or desirable for another man's operation. Certainly the principle, elements , 
and level of detail can be lifted from like-organizations or places; however, the 
plan itself must represent YOUR best estimate on how YOU want to proceed to solve 
YOUR particular problem with YOUR particular personnel and resources. 

2 . Cent r alized Data Pool 

We must insist that there be a focal point for forms to be designed or re
designed, file design and someone to research requirements of new applications 
to determine if all or part of the information is currently available. 

An integrated system, once installed, will not remain integrated unless some
one has the responsibility and authority to insist that homogeneous code structures, 
data item definitions, period of collection and mode of collection remain in some 
semblance to a unified program and plan. This is not to say that the individual 
or group responsible for maintaining cognizance of the over-all information system 
contents should also have the authority to dictate to the user what he should do . 
He should merely advise him of the alternatives and point out the costs and effects 
of the requested information versus the recommended alternative. 

3 . Qualified EDP System Personnel 

In the real world, it is next to impossible to have a highly qualified and 
experienced educational administrator who also has the requisite programming 
systems and operational experience in the educational field. The question then 
becomes "how does one staff an organization from the existing professional labor 
pool? " Does one pick educators with a smattering of EDP or EDP people with a 
smat tering of educational background, and at what levels of effectiveness?" 
One always feels more comfortable with individuals that can speak the particular 
jargon involved in his particular specialized training. However, it is not 
necessarily mandatory nor even desirable, in some cases, that the director, the 
senior staff man, have more than a tangential previous involvement with educa
tional data processing if this individual has a solid background in other 
business application work with the same relative size system as is contemplated 
and a continued interest in his profession, namely the EDP profession. 

To put this in perspective, one should recall that in the early days of 
computer activity, most people insisted on engineers or mathematic majors to do 
the programming because obviously they knew the innards of the machine, were 
likely to be logical, and could relate to the equipment. Later on, as some of 
the businesses installed equipment, this activity customarily fell into the 
accounting department and we then had accountants heading up the operation be
cause after all, most of the applications were financial and who knows a debit 
from a credit better than an accountant? It then became apparent that it might 
be easier to teach someone with a depth of EDP experience the difference between 
a debit and a credit than it was to teach an accountant the requisite EDP capa
bilities. Nowadays, you rarely hear the argument that one must be an engineer 
to be a programmer or that one must be an accountant to work on accounts re
ceivable s ystems. 
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One further caution· I've not seen this occur in the educational information 

systems field, but it has tended to occur in other areas of computer activity . 
:hat is if the man on top (who now has access and some control of the information) 
1s of the same professional fraternity as the user, a problem arises. Some data 
processing directors have a tendency to tell the users how to run the show. If 
you have a banking background and are associated with computers, there is a slight 
tendency to tell the banker how to run his banking business . This does not occur 
if the individual readily recognizes that his primary role is to provide an informa
tion service and not to make management decisions based on the use of the information. 

4 . Pre- programmed Packages 

The increasing availability of practicable pre- programmed packages must be 
investigated in order to insure that those activities that have already been ac
complished in a generalized sense need not be re- inserted in every particular 
application or report program. We feel that now and in the future, the ED P man ager 
will have to exercise more discretion and to evaluate alternatives being presented 
to a greater degree than he has felt required to do in the past. This is primarily 
for two reasons. As the industry matures, better generalized programs and systems 
will be available and secondly, with the recent announcement of IBM ' s new practice 
of charging for some services and programming, the hardware vendor supplier will 
tend to cause the EDP manager to make managerial decisions that he has not made in 
the past. 

5 . Maintain Liaison with Professional Educational Organizations 

I hardly need sell this group on this point, as your participation today is 
an indication of your interest and concern of the requirements not only of coopera
tive effort, but of liaison with your counterparts in other similar ED P operations . 
We must continue to promote cross-fertilization of ideas and to minimize the occur
r ence of re- inventing the wheel. To the extent that we can associate with people 
With similar problems as we ' re doing today, visit other installations, acquire or 
even promote the utilization of persons in our own individual installations that 
have experience from other educational information activities, we all benefit. We 
can minimize the cost and reduce the lead time in developing viable information 
systems . Out- of- town travel money is hard to come by, but in this field, will pay 
dividends. 

6 . Structural Requirements 

A large part of the information presently incorporated in education information 
systems is required because the organization structure says it:s requi:ed. Examples 
of this type of information requirement generate from leg1slat1on, Off1ce of Educa
ti on, state board rules and regulations and administrative decrees. In some of 
the s e cases, such as the state board rules and regulations and that legislation 
t ha t we all know originates in the Department of Edu:a~Lon,anyway, some att~mpt . 
shoul d be made to investigate the administrative ram1f1cat1ons of dra~t leg1slat1on, 
rul es and regulations, before the effective dates rather than to real1ze after some
thing has been enacted that it will create additional demands and unnecessary effort 
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in the information system input / update retrieval. It's much easier to do a 
little pre- planning and make recommendations in advance than to have to live 
with legislation, rules, etc., that perhaps unnecessarily complicate the in
formation system problem. 

Everyone is for economy in government - legislators, civil service personnel, 
education personnel and of course, the tax payers. However, some of the major 
inefficiencies in administration and management which, of course, get s reflected 
back into the information system is concocted in the ignorance of the impact of 
such rules and regulations on the administrative procedures of the implementing 
organization. 

An example comes to mind in the transportation aid formulas of two adjacent 
states fairly similar in population distribution, costs of operating school bus 
systems, geography, etc. One state has a flat rate with the 3-step formula 
based on distmtce the pupils live from school. The other state has a cost reim
bursement formula which requires several dozen forms in such minute detail that 
it is impractical to even collect the information on that basis, yet it is all 
duly reported, cost footed, sub-totaled and verified. The state with the cost 
sharing or cost reimbursement formula has three or four people working fran
tically, trying to keep up with the paper work . The state with the flat rate 
has one individual that works a month or two a year, processing basically the 
same state aid for the same purpose . Any capability that educational organi
zational personnel have in heading off ballooning administrative costs, should 
be scrutinized and such capability, all other things being equal, should be 
applied. 

Summary 

We shoUW all recognize that decisions are only as good 
the available information on which to base such decisions. 
available, but invalid information, are probably worse than 
no information at all. 

as the validity 
Decisions based 
decisions based 

of 
on 
on 

The progress to date in implementing integrated information systems has 
been probably less than desired. In the implementation of integrated educa
tional information systems, however, this group and other progressive groups 
and professional associations, are attempting to be more responsive, in an in
formation sense, to educational management and administrators. 

Just in case anyone has missed the point that integration of information 
systems is an "all or nothing" thing, let me re-emphasize that integration is 
a relative term, probably as relative as a supposedly absolute term, like the 
word "total" commonly associated with information systems. The degree of inte
gration in a given educational information system should be based on the require
ments of that organization and not some theoretical ideal or based on someone 
else's requirements. Needless to say, no one will be able to anticipate all 
the various associations of information needed in the future, so we must now do 
our best to design flexible integrated information systems to minimize the re
work required . 
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MSEIP PROGRAM- ORIENTED BUDGETING AND ACCOUNTT G · 

Donald F. Klassy 
Project Director 
Hopkins Public Schoo l Dist r ict 274 (Minnesota) 

EA'S 

This pre s ent ation is of a Program-Oriented Budgeting and Accounting System f or 
all Mi nnesota Schoo l Districts. This correctly impljes that th1s project will con
c~ptualiz e and impl ement a system that can be ut1lized as a rna ual or a data proces
Sing syst em. Although the discussion of the system outlines tle maximum capabil it i es 
which a compute r appl ica tion would supply, the system wi 1 also allow smaller schoo ls 
to utilize it t o the degr ee that will fit their own school distrLcts o 

It should be kep t in mind that a significant pa·t of this projec will consist 
of developing a user manual and in service training for the parcicipativg school 
districts . Cons equently, we believe that the design of the system will allow the 
district t o ta i l or the budgeting and accounting to 1ts specLfic needs and ac the 
same time adher e t o t he st ate's reporting requirements. 

Outlined be low are l ong range objectives of this state department of education 
directed and supported Program-Oriented Budgeting and Accounting Systemo A time 
schedule f or impl ementat ion of these objectives was establ1shed, beginning in Decemb er 
1968 and concluding July 1, 1971, with all districts converted to the new system. 

Long-Range Obj ectives: 

1. Develop a uniform coding st r ucture which ~ill fulfill bo h budgeting and ac count
ing needs of all s choo l d i stricts in Minnesota . The structure must be simple 
enough to be easily c ommuni cated, and implementatJon practical from a maint en ance 
standpoint. 

2o Conceptual~ze report f o rmat s for budgeting, accounting, cost ana~ sis and admin
istrative decision making by local schoo l districts o To accomplish this objec t i ve 
there must be active i nvo l vemen t by the different interest groups i n schoo l 
organizations (i e., board of educat i on, superintendent, directors, p r~nc 1pals 

and SEA personnel~. 

3. Fulfill reporting requirements of s tate and federal agencLeso This would in
clude a formal letter of consent by a state department of educ ation t ha t the 
system, with its reporting c r i t eria and coding structure, would be accep table 
and incorporated within the new state manual of instructionso 

4. Satis fy present and anticipated stat utes governing school districts in Min~esot a o 

5. Maintain awareness of othe r simi l ar efforts being made in the country (ioeo, 
Research Corporation of ASBO , Handbook II, Nebraska, Iowa s etco)o 

97 



6. Effectively communicate the financial system to users: 

a. Prepare a users manual to assist with in-service training efforts. This 
manual will precede a new state accounting manual to be informative to 
various interest groups. 

b . Draft a new state accounting manual. Manual will include guidelines 
followed when district is using manual or semi-automated methods and 
when district is using EDP methods. 

7. TIES project and Any other joint data processing efforts must interface with 
the system designed and agreed upon . 

8 . Evaluate the objectives on a continual basis. 

What are the effects of decentralized budgeting on a local district organization? 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Districts with approximately 10,000 students will need an estimated 
1,600 expenditure accounts if quite decentralized. 

Increase in workload will result in about one additional person needed 
in the business office. (Also, result in additional work for depart
ment personnel, principals, and central office administrators; however, 
probably can be accomplished without adding personnel.) 

Decentralizing budgeting, and placement of authority and responsibility 
must be coordinated to result in acceptable degree of success. 

Face-to-face communication is very important in the budget review 
process. 

Administrative flexibility must be provided in the system for performing 
the budget control function. 

The philosophy adhered to in this system is that the budget is a plan of 
financial measurement against actual experiences. Consequently, the system 
must report when the actual is "getting out of line." Rather than applying 
expenditures to an area where there are still budgeted funds, we would either 
transfer budgeted appropriations or be aware (through the reporting system) 
whether a budget overage in any one area jeopardizes our over-all plan. 

Highlights of the System 

The System Is Designed to Ac commodate: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

All sizes of schools 
Manual or d ata processing system 
Single or double entry 
Cash or accrual 

• Cent ralized or dec entralized budgeting 
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· The System Will: 

. Budget expenditures and receipts for a three-year period 
· Prepare budgeting and processing reports for financial and administrative 

control 
. Account in the expenditure, revenue and inventory areas 

Expenditure Accounting: 

• 

• 

• 

Flexible coding structure 
Flexible budgeting levels 
Flexible reporting system 

Coding Structure Allows you: 

. To develop and report against functional budgeting areas that fit your 
school district 

· To budget and report against non- district financed aid progr ams 
. To report to the state as a by-product of the system 
. To accumulate and report financial activity that crosses budgets or is a 

portion of a budget 

Expenditure Budgeting System 
Prepares Budget Worksheets that Report: 

• Last year's actual expenditures 
• This year's year-to-date expenditures 
• This year's budget 
• Next year's preliminary budget 

Budgeting System 
Accommodates : 

• 

• 

• 

Program changes at the departmental level 
Administrative changes at the district level 
Allows: 

Firming- up of next year's budget and preparation of a second year (levy) 
budget simultaneously 

Expenditure Output Reports Are Prepared to Give: 

• 

• 

Budget related reports for school board and administrative budget decision 
making 
Operating reports which consider encumbrances as well as actual expenditures 
against the budgeting plan 
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Examples of the types of expenditure budgeting and accounting information 
available are: 

1) a summary report of all departments 
2) an expenditure guideline report by organizational unit 
3) an expenditure, encumbrance warning report 
4) a school board revenue budget report 
5) a monthly source of revenue report by fund 

Coding Structure Rationale 

Whereas it is co~ceivable to develop a coding structure which would output 
information in unlimited variations, our objectives have been to develop a system 
which would be amendable to the practical demands of running a school district . 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Consequently, the following considerations have had to be fulfilled: 

The system must lend itself to budgeting at a level of responsibility that 
is no higher than departmental . 

The coding structure should be broad enough to encompass the required dimen
sions to run the district and simple enough to insure proper coding. 

A technique was developed which would allow additional slices of information 
to be derived on a pre-planned basis . 

The system must emit the reports necessary to derive financial data and 
management information which would satisfy all sizes of school districts. 

The system must be modularized to be usable as both a manual and data pro
cessing system. 

With these criteria in mind, we have developed an expenditure coding struc
ture 'which requires actual coding of three fields at all times, a fourth field 
if the expenditure is partially or fully reimbursable from non-district sources 
and a fifth field tf special activity information is required. Because the above 
configuration of data produces mutually exclusive fields, the Fund and Area of 
Responsibility for each valid combination is inputted only one time, when each 
new budget line item is inputted. 

1. Organization Unit - a three-digit code that identifies the particular level 
that its accompanying department is involved in . For example: if the de
partment is district-wide (Superintendent's Office), the organizational unit 
would be "all schools"; if the department involved only the elementary 
schools, but not one school in particular (elementary director), the 
organizational units would be "all elementary schools"; if the department 
could be localized to one particular building (art, social science, etc.), 
the organizational unit would be the particular building involved. 
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• 2. Departmental Unit - a three-digit code which identifies the area under a single 
administrative head, created to fulfill certain instructional or supporting 
service responsibilities. Example: Instructional Classroom Teaching - f ore ign 
language department, math department, etc., General Control- superintendent's 
office, business affairs office, etc. 

3. Object - a three-digit code identifying budgeted line items (salaries, supplies, 
etc.). 

These three areas comprise all the valid combination of budgetable items that 
make up the school district's total operating budget. 

4 . Source/Project - in order to accommodate those expenditures made through fina nced 
aid programs, the three- digit field has been established which must be coded on l y 
if these types of funds are being expended . Consequently, there would be a sep a
rate budget prepared for each department involved in a financed aid program, be
sides that department's budget which involves monies from district sources. As 
an example, the coding structure would be as follows for an expenditure for text 
books for home economics at the high school from a vocational education aid fund . 

Organizational Unit - three-digit code for the high school involved . 
• 

Departmental Unit - three-digit code for home economics. 

Object - three - digit code for text books. 

Source - three - digit code for VEA. 

Twelve digits TOTAL. 

Consequently, a master table of a finite number of budgeted items will be com
piled. This will consist of the twelve digits enumerated above. 

When this has been compiled, each master item will be mutually exclusive and we 
can, therefore, add the "fund" and "area of responsibility'' that accompanies each 
master item . 

For example: " towels, locks and uniforms" for the athletic department at North 
Junior High would be coded as follows: 

Organizational Unit - three-digit code for North Junior High School . 

Departments - three-digit code for Athletic Department. 

Object - three- digit code for towels, locks and uniforms. 

Source (not coded since no financial aid funds used) 

Fund - master record indicates 
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Area of Responsibility - master record indicates codes. 

(For uniformity within a state, the last two codes should be assigned by 
the state.) 

5. Activity Code - one additional area of information will be made available to 
the system on demand through an activity code. This is a three-digit code 
that will take the data that accompanies it and put it in a separate file 
for analysis and reporting per the definition of the requester. 

Example 1: The Instruction Coordinator is responsible for curriculum develo~
ment and he would like to have a breakdown of expenditures for curriculum 
development in social studies, math and science. He would be assigned three 
numbers which would represent the three departments involved, and all re
lated expenditures would be coded with their respective activity code. When 
the transactions are processed, this information would be put on a separate 
activity file besides being processed through the normal routines. Subse
quently, the desired report would be printed as requested. 

Example 2: The district superintendent wants to know the total spent for 
snow removal through contract services as compared to custodial services. 
All snow removal expenditures through contract services would be coded 
with an activity code while custodial snow removal would be coded with 
another activity code. 

In summary, the following code areas are inherent within the system. 

A B c 
Organiza- Depart-
tiona! Unit ment Object 

XXX XXX XXX 

Develops table of master file valid 
transactions and budget items 

D 

Source 

XXX 
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SEA CONTINUATION 

Ralph Van Dusseldorp 
Associate Professor of Education 
University of Iowa 

When I am to give a talk such as this, I usually procrastinate, and do not 
prepare until the last minute. But this time I prepared on Tuesday by writing notes 
to use today. Then after spending yesterday at this conference, listening to the 
presentations and talking with the attendees from the 13 states, I spent part of 
yesterday evening changing my notes. Before the session yesterday, I thought there 
was a real danger that the MSEIP System would never be implemented. I was going 
to compare the shape we are in now with where we were in 1958; compare the develop
ment of this Project with the development of the handbooks which were not imple
mented until there were funds for implementation from Title X. I was afraid the 
same thing would happen to this Project. However, the speeches and reports yester
day have convinced me that this will not happen. 

We have learned a great deal from this Project, at least I have. The title for 
my talk today is "SEA Continuation" - what happens now? How should state education 
agencies go about using and implementing the MSEIP System? Let me make some obser
vations - I would call them facts, but you know better. I shall merely call them 
observations concerning the present and the future . 

First and perhaps most important, we must have the support and involvement of 
the administrators and users of our information . Probably the most important thing 
~EIP has done has been to involve the administrators and users at all levels through
Qut the Project. Many of the people here today have served on Project committees 
from the beginning. This involvement has made them more knowledgeable . We must 
continue this support and involvement between states and within states; meetings 
should continue to be held. 

We in data processing have learned that we are servants of our users. We had 
been guilty of developing information for our own sakes or for the sake of informa
tion itself. We have learned to communicate, to give and take, and find we are 
really quit e alike. We realize we do need information systems, not just operations. 
We have called it a total information system, an integrated information system and 
now a management information system; but whatever name we choose, it involves the 
same principles and processes, with the same goals and we recognize the need for it. 

The system we have developed, we have done ourselves. It was not handed to us 
by the manufacturers consulting firms or the USOE. We now have the framework we 
need; we have involv~d the users and we have built in flexibility. We have some
thing we can implement. We cannot go too far wrong if we use the data items, codes 
and definitions we have developed. 

But now what? The Central Staff will furnish leadership for one year; the ARIES 
Corporation will furnish the program specifications; but it is up to the states to 
do the implementing. This will involve effort and money. 
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I am not so naive as to think that all 13 states will implement the entire 
system quickly. Too many factors are involved to expect speedy implementation; 
the cost, the needed personnel, the adapting to special needs of states, and the 
changeover of current systems. As you look now at the job ahead, you have some 
alternatives: 1) do nothing - forget it; 2) implement the whole system at once; 
or 3) implement a piece, a subsystem, at a time. The first is the easiest; the 
second, is impossible. The best is to implement a piece at a time. This requires 
a planned approach set up with timetables incorporating the whole system. The 
parts easiest to do first may be the new ones, the ones that are not now a part 
of your state's information system. 

There are some things we can do to make the task of implementation easier . 
We can continue to work together, to communicate and borrow from each other. We 
can pool our resources. No state is in a position to pay the whole cost, but 
even a $5,000 contribution from each of 13 states would bring a total of $65,000 
for development of common needs. We can work with committee members in individual 
states and thereby pool our expertise and experience. We can investigate the 
further use of Title V funds and band together to seek additional grants. And 
we must not work in isolation. We should communicate with other projects and 
systems to exchange information and techniques that can be mutually beneficial. 

As we proceed with implementation it is important that we concentrate on 
information not for operations but for planning and decision making. The three 
levels of information SEA's need are for planning and decision making, control, 
and operations. But the real payoff will come when we can provide the information 
for the top level, for the decision makers. In the final analysis information 
should serve the guy that pays the bill. 

Along with the development of information systems we need training in the 
use of information for decision making. However, let us be realistic in this 
and face the fact that not everyone wants better information, and the fact that 
better information does not always produce better decisions. 

In closing, I want to pay tribute to some of the people that have made a 
contribution to the Project. Jim Mitchell yesterday said that MSEIP is a 
"people project" and paid tribute to a number of people involved. I would like 
to pay tribute to the present Central Staff as well as those that have made 
their contributions and have gone elsewhere. 
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DIRECTOR 1 S REPORT 

James E. Mitchell 
Project Director 

In its three and one-half years of existence, the MSEIP has spent one and one
half million dollars and involved at least 145 people in more than 20,000 man hours 
of effort toward developing an int ~egrated educational information system . What has 
it gotten us and where can this take us? 

We have a model - the MSEIP System - documented and disseminated across the 
country . Our system includes the general concepts for an integrated information 
system for state education agencies with data items identified and standard defini
tions and codes listed. 

This is a worthwhile and meaningful accomplishment - less than some had hoped 
for but more than many had thought possible. And we are satisfied that its signifi
cance lies in what it means, not as an end in itself, for it is not the end, but in 
what it makes possible for the future. 

From where we now stand, the way to continued progress is clear . It is now 
necessary that we develop the software to demonstrate the system and establish its 
credibility. However much agreement there may be for the need of an integrated 
system, until its workability is shown the problems of implementation will be corn
pounded by lack of confidence. As in any undertaking, the three critical factors 
are money, time, and personnel. The judicious use of each of these factors in the 
Project and in the states is especially important as we face the reduction of all 
of them . 

As the further progress of MSEIP becomes more and more the responsibility of 
the participating states, there are some particular points to be made regarding what 
the states must do. 

First, a warning. Each MSEIP state has persons on its staff that have been in
volved with the Project, that are familiar with it; the knowledge and experience 
gained by these people are assets that should be maintained, communicated and expanded 
for the benefit of other personnel and the implementation effort. Use these people 
and their talents ! 

The commitment of the states to integrated information systems is long-standing. 
But now there is needed a similar commitment to active, individual state involvement 
in implementing the system . Some suggestions regarding implementation come in the 

furm of cautions . Much effort can be expended unnecessarily in revising the MSEIP 
System. To guard the system compatiblity, tailoring should be limited to revisions 
need ed only to serve requirements of states' specific laws. Flexibility has been 
built into the system to allow for additions, deletions, and updating without effect 
on integration or compatibility. 
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A positive approach to implementation is for SEA's to 
to define their needs in terms of information objectives. 
what data do we want, but, what do we want from our data? 

concentrate on output; 
It is not a case of 

The involvement of states in implementation is the involvement of people. 
Further training of SEA personnel, both technical and administrative, is needed 
to broaden understanding of systems procedures and capabilities. Progress has 
been made in this area and others . States have begun to think in terms of long 
range plans, to reach out for the potential offered by such a system. But no 
where is there an operational integrated educational information system. The 
price in money, time and people has been too great for any state to achieve a 
full system. However, growth, commitment, and effort toward this goal is con
tinuing. 

The MSEIP System is not submitted as the panacea of information systems, 
nor does it encompass all educational areas; but it will serve as a guide for 
SEA's as they revise and improve their information systems. As such develop 
ment occurs, the Project's goals and objectives will continue to be achieved. 
The original cooperative effort among educational agencies will serve as a 
catalyst for new and improved information systems to meet the challenges of 
tomorrow. 
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CONFERENCE SUMMARY 

James W. Colmey 
Director, Educational Research and Services 
Memphis State University 

Before making some specific comments regarding important developmental ideas 
and presentations during this two-day conference, I want to make two general obser 
~ations which seem to me to have an important bearing on the MSEIP Project during 
1ts 1969- 70 year of activity. The first is related to morale and the second is re
lated to what I will refer to as a current pressure syndrome in the data processing 
and information field . 

During the past eight years I have had the opportunity to work with numerous 
developmental projects and have observed a common characteristic in each . The esprit 
de corps of the participants in the beginning of the Project is one of exhil ration 
and excitement and a zealous effort to accomplish a mission. The participants in 
this Project were more zealous than any that I have ever worked with in the begin
ning stages of the Project, during the formulation stages of the subsystem com
mittees, when state department personnel of the thirteen participating midwestern 
states were meeting together and exchanging their ideas for the first time in the 
fall of 1965 . 

Almost inevitably developmental projects will reach a low level of morale i n 
the final phases of the project when the developmental and participation aspects of 
the project are being focused into narrow, technical and immediate objectives where 
the opportunity for new ideas and inputs are at a minimum. As I have observed the 
part1cipants in this conference, it is clear to me that some of the enthusiasm of 
the earlier meetings is now missing and I want to emphasize that enthusiasm is as 
critical now, if not more so, than it was in 1965. This is particularly true in 
this Project because the primary objective is to develop capabilities within the 
thirteen participating state departments that would make it possible for the general 
objectives of information compatibility and dissemination to continue its exhilarated 
development in the next decade at the operational level within each state . 

The Project itself in the formal sense will be limited in its objectives for 
the coming year. The central thrust of MSEIP will be to have the Central Staff 
operate in a limited parameter. You are fortunate to have a Central Staff that has 
continued to relate itself to this central thrust and to take advantage of the 
economy related to the power of working together on a technical problem related to 
a common need of each of the thirteen states . Dr. Mitchell and the general staff 
are quite competent to deal with this problem and have a sound strategy for develop 
i ng a solution . 

Pressure Syndrome 

In recent years there has developed a current pressure syndrome that has affected 
al l of society that is particularly related to the fie~d of information an~ data 
processing . Those familiar with the problems of the f1eld of data process1ng 
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and information can fully and easily comprehend why this syndrome has continued 
to develop and to threaten logical approaches to problems. The heavy demand for 
and availability of new information and the technical answers that are avail
able through computerized systems, encourage everyone to sincerely desire answers 
immediately. 

Therefore, there is a tendency to over-sell and over-simplify the systems 
that are in the process of development that for the most part are not fully 
developed or fully understood. In spite of statements that you will continue 
to hear regarding the simplicity and easy packages that are available for imme
diate application, the fact is that they are not simple. They are extremely 
complex and will become more complex as the needs and opportunities for infor
mation increase in their complexity . 

When some~hing is over-sold and over-simplified, the result is that there 
is a tendency for procurers in the field to over-buy and over-promise. This 
can only result in various degrees of failure. When people (especially admin
istrators, managers, and supervisors) fail in keeping promises, the result can 
be resistance to all new ideas. This common result of the current pressure 
syndrome is the real tradgedy and tends to encourage further over-selling and 
over - simplifying. 

In recent years, educational administrators, under pressure to expedite 
the new complexities of staffing, have turned to contract management services . 
It should be clear by this time that contract management services for system 
development program operation and consultative services are a necessary and 
desirable input to educational management . However, it should be recognized 
that commercial services can not and will not assume responsibility for school 
officials . Educational administrators working with their elected and appointed 
government officials must provide the leadership to meet the public interest. 
Education will be in serious trouble if educational administrators are caught 
in the above mentioned syndrome and either blindly accept or blindly reject 
ideas, systems and services. 

MSEIP: 1965-70 

Ralph Van Dusseldorp has done a fine job of reviewing the activities of 
MSEIP. As you know, this is a five-year project and major outcomes are ex
pected. Let's take a look at these outcomes as they exist at this time and 
see how powerful they are. 

1. Educational statistics at the state level and the opportunity for 
these statistics to flow smoothly from local agencies to state 
agencies to federal agencies have been improved. The fine report 
prepared by Dr. Mitchell and the Central Staff (States' Activities 
Report for Fiscal Year 1969) demonstrates the significance of these 
improvements. The document itself, of course, does not include a 
review of the actual statistics but it certainly shows the increased 
activities in the field of educational statistics and it is reasonable 
t o as sume that these statistics have and will continue to improve with 
Lrtt: s e maJor efforts in participating states. 
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2. 

3. 

Techniques for improving educational statistics including compatibility 
systems, equipment, personnel, systems, and common language are in the 
process of development and in various stages of adaptation ~n each or the 
thirteen states. The state reports previously mentioned and the revised 
MSEIP Documentation of Project Development and General System Design dem
onstrate that this objective has been responsibly met. 

The third major objective of this five-year Project is dissemination . As 
a participant in several of the subsystem committees, it is clear to me 
that this Project has created a powerful tool for dissemination through the 
150- 200 participating state department operational personnel. 

In listening to the state project reports at this conference, I have only one 
comment and response--congratulations! It is clear that these state conferences are 
working on more limited objectives than the MSEIP model included. However, each of 
the states was working on important problems related to the major objectives of this 
Project. Typically, active participants in this Project were carrying the dissem
ination process to its natural conclusion by obtaining planning authorization, 
establishing state committees, and developing in some instances regional computer 
centers to serve school systems. In addition, a limited number of Central Staff 
consultive and conference activities are and will be continuing. 

Future Objectives 

An information system is a tool related to management efforts. Too often this 
factor is not fully required and participants and users of an information system be
come so involved with the difficult and complex tasks confronting them in the develop
ment and manipulation of data that they do not always have time to develop a healthy 
ins~ght into its relationship to other management as a service activity. 

One of the important things that your Project has done has been to relate the 
information from this Project to other important projects that are not working on 
the development of an information system but rather are dependent upon it . MSEIP 
has been related to projects both state and national that are extending certain 
components of educational information systems for the nation . You should be pleased 
to know that your Project has served these other projects well and the products that 
You have developed have proved to be important inputs to local, state and national 
efforts. 

There are three important government handbooks in the Office of Education hand
book series that will be available to you within the next two years. Handbook II 
on accounting is being revised and has already had the benefit of much extended 
planning and development under the leadership of Quint Hill and Allan Lichtenberger. 
Pete Perkins spoke to you earlier in this conference about the work that Peat, 
Marwick, and Mitchell, Inc. are doing under contract with the Office of Education to 
complete this Handbook. 

Handbook VI was discussed by John Putnam and Dale ChLsmore. This Handbook deals 
~ith the language of instructional systems and should be off the press in its final 
form this year . 
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Another important handbook, that is of particular interest to state depart
ment personnel, is Handbook VII that deals with the compatibility and language 
problems within the internal operation of the state departments and directly re
lated responsibilities. It is scheduled to be completed by the end of 1970. 
Ivan Siebert and Yuell Harris of the Office of Education and Jim Milton of the 
State Department of Education in Kentucky have been assigned leadership respon
sibility for this Handbook . 

This morning Bill Curtis gave an important address regarding the project 
he is directing in the development of a mangement design for program planning, 
budget and evaluation systems for the Research Corporation of the Association 
of School Business Officials. This project pre-supposes that information systems 
developed by MSEIP and other efforts throughout the country will be available 
as an essential tool to feed and make practical the PPBES effort in this country. 
Bill emphasized the importance of having each of these major efforts constantly 
related to the welfare of the children in America rather than to produce in
triguing and fruitless efforts in isolation and abstraction. Each of you take 
back to your various states the unique knowledge and desire obtained as a result 
of your MSEIP experience. You can meet this challenge and make these activities 
vital by disseminating your knowledge within your own state department. 

In addition to Pete Perkins' presentation, commerical interests and contri
butions were well-represented by Robert Haynes of IBM and Ron Moir of the ARIES 
Corporation. Robert Haynes presented material on the PRESS system developed in 
Puerto Rico and Ron Moir discussed some of the important packages that his 
Corporation has developed, including important contributions to the MSEIP. 

Your two chief state school officers that addressed you earlier in this 
conference, Paul Johnston and Ray Page, both emphasized the pressure that chief 
state school officers are feeling from the public and state legislators for 
answers to questions that the public has not traditionally expected answered. 
Now they are beginning to demand answers because they are better educated and 
know what can be done and now expect it. Both of these chief state school 
officers ask you to assist in determining how to use the information that you 
obtain from your information system operational activities. 

You have developed tools for superior collection and manipulation devices 
and also have identified the kinds of data that will have utility for decision
makers and should be stored in data banks. You are being challenged to develop 
output forms and the programs required to arrange data to fit these forms. The 
actual output will utilize multi-dimensional techniques and formats. 

In addition to the output forms mentioned above, functional activities such 
as program planning, budgeting and evaluation will be demanding more and more 
information. Evaluation, budgeting and planning techniques that are being 
developed by educators today were initiated and developed forty years ago but 
have not been generally applied until this decade. 
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The proceedings mentioned earlier in my comments do not include any great 
emphasis on evaluation but you will be hearing more and more in this area. New 
evaluation concepts are being developed in a non-terminal strategy that will make 
this tool more currently useful to educational administrators. Your friend and 
former associate, Fred Bellott, who is now my Associate Director at Memphis State 
University, has just completed an important publication in state evaluation design 
fuat will be of interest to each of you. I know that he will send you complimentary 
copies if you will request them. 

As a final thought in projecting future objectives, continue to relate your 
Project to other developmental activities being conducted, continue to take initiative; 
and continue to get together as often as you can to exchange ideas. Also, I would 
like to challenge you not to disregard the "why" question. Keep it foremost in your 
mind as you try to answer the "who," "what,'' "when" and "how" questions. Our efforts 
must result in improved educational services to people when we measure the effective
ness of the systems that we design . 
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